
UC San Diego
Capstone Papers

Title
Can People and Pinnipeds Share the Same Space? An Exploration Into the Role of Signage at 
Pinniped Viewing Sites and a Proposal for the Future of Harbor Seals at Children's Pool 
Beach, La Jolla, CA

Permalink
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/6q49921t

Author
VanderWalde, Rachael

Publication Date
2007-04-01

eScholarship.org Powered by the California Digital Library
University of California

https://escholarship.org/uc/item/6q49921t
https://escholarship.org
http://www.cdlib.org/


 1 

Can People and Pinnipeds Share the Same 

Space? 

An Explorat ion into the Role  o f  Signage at  Pinniped 

Viewing Sites  and a Proposal  for  the Future o f  the 

Harbor Seals  at  Chi ldren’s  Pool  Beach,  La Jo l la ,  CA 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Rachael VanderWalde 

Center for Marine Biodiversity and Conservation 

Scripps Institution of Oceanography 

June 2007 

 

Advisor:  Dr. Sarah Mesnick; Southwest Fisheries Science Center 



 2 

Acknowledgements 
 There are many people I would like to acknowledge for assisting me with this Capstone 
project.  I was required to talk to numerous public officials, pinniped experts, marine 
communicators and involved citizens in order to attain needed information.  I would like to take this 
opportunity to recognize, and thank, all of those individuals.   
 
Advisor: 
Dr. Sarah Mesnick – Southwest Fisheries Science Center   
Thank you, Sarah, for taking so much time out of your busy schedule, to assist me with every stage 
of this project, from the original project conception all the way through to completion. 
 
NOAA – Employees: 
Michelle Zetwo –   Special Agent for NOAA Fisheries Office of Law    
    Enforcement, San Diego County 
 
Monica L. DeAngelis-  Marine Mammal Biologist 
     NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service/Southwest   
   Regional Office Protected Resources Division 
 
LT Sarah Dunsford –  Science and Outreach Coordinator  
     NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service/Southwest   
    Regional Office 
 
Columbine Culburg –   National Marine Sanctuaries Program, Founder Ocean   
    Etiquette Program 
 
City of San Diego: 
Michael Schaeffer –   Deputy City Attorney 

Michael Ruiz –   Grounds Maintenance Manager, City of San Diego Department of  

    Shoreline Parks 

Kim Emerson –   City Arts Commission 

 
Citizens: 
David and Sarah Allen – Carpinteria Seal Sanctuary  Jane Bradford – La Jolla   

        Friends of the Seals 

Gabriel Solmer – CoastKeeper     William Campagna   

Saul Alarcon Farafon-  WildCoast    Debbie Beacham 

Doreen Moser Gurrola – The  Marine  Mammal Center Dr. Doyle Hanan 

Sheila Chandor – Pier 39 Marina Management   Roberto Salas 

William Johnson – Friends of the Elephant Seal 

 
CMBC: 
Thank you to all my fellow students for the constant support and advice throughout this year.  I 
would also like to thank all of the CMBC Staff, for creating this Masters program. 



 3 

Abstract 

 

 Throughout the heavily populated coastline of southern and central California, the 

management of pinnipeds often leads to social disputes arising over the use of space and natural 

resources.  The decade long dispute over the use of Children’s Pool Beach in downtown La Jolla 

presents a case in point.  Educational signage has often been touted by wildlife managers, as an 

effective means of bridging conflicts of interest, yet there has been little to no evaluation of the 

efficacy of signage at pinniped viewing sites within California.  The purpose of this Capstone Project 

was to ascertain the current use of signage at Children’s Pool Beach, La Jolla, and compare it with 

the current usage of interpretive signage at another urban pinniped haul out site, Pier 39, located in 

downtown San Francisco.  Based on this comparison it was determined that most visitors prefer to 

focus their time and attention upon signs which utilize handouts and at least two visual images, as 

well as signs that are not within direct view of the animals and are presented along a recognized 

viewing pathway. Visitors were more inclined to stop and read signage presented in an entertaining 

format at Pier 39, as opposed to the mainly regulatory signs broadcasted throughout Children’s Pool 

Beach.  In conclusion, it is believed that an artistically rendered educational display should be erected 

at Children’s Pool as a means of minimizing social disputes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table of Contents 



 4 

1.0 Significance and Statement of Problem………………………….....7 

 1.1 Coexistence………………………………………………………………...7 

 1.2 Pinnipeds as crowd pleasers………………………………………………..7 

 1.3 Statement of Problem……………………………………………………...8 

 1.4 Objectives…………………………………………………………………9 

2.0 Background………………………………………………………..…9 

 2.1 History of Children’s Pool Beach………………………………………...…9 

 2.2 Natural History of Pacific harbor seals (Phoca vitulina richardsi) at Children’s   

  Pool Beach………………………………………………………………...10 

 2.3 Legal Dilemmas…………………………………………………………...12 

3.0 Methodology………………………..…………………………...….13 

 3.1 Qualitative Survey: Coexistence at Children’s Pool Beach………..………..13 

 3.2 Qualitative Survey: How Coexistence has been Achieved at Established Pinniped  

  Viewing Areas……………………………………….……………..………14 

 3.3 Quantitative Survey:  Sign Study…………………....………………………15 

4.0 Results………………………………..…………………………...….16 

 4.1 Qualitative Survey: Coexistence at Children’s Pool Beach……………….....16 

   Position on Coexistence………………………………………...…16 

   Definition of Joint or Shared Use…………………………………16 

   Joint Use as a Viable Option……………………………………....17 

   Possible Solutions to Conflict of Interests………………………....17 

   Challenges to Coexistence………………………………………....18 

   Mechanisms to Promote Coexistence……………………………..18 

 4.2 Qualitative Survey: How Coexistence has been Achieved at Established Pinniped  

  Viewing Areas ……………………………………………………………19 

   Situation Prior to Inception of Pinniped Viewing Site…………….19 

   Cost of Creating Site……………………………………………....19 

   Evaluation of Site Usage…………………………………………..20 

 4.3 Description of Observed Pinniped Viewing Sites………………………….20 

 4.4 Quantitative Survey:  Sign Study…………………………………………....22 

   Examples of Signs……………………………………………..........22 

   Total People Stopping and Average Amount of Time Spent at   

   Signs…………………………………………………………………23 



 5 

 4.5 Sign Magnetism……………………………………………………….……....24 

   Visual Images………………………………………………………....24 

   Handouts…………………………………………………………..…25 

   Proximity to Viewing Pathway………………………………………..26 

   Proximity to Animals…………………………………………….........26 

   Colors…………………………………………………………….......27 

5.0 Discussion………………………………………………………..........27 

 5.1 Seal Harassment………………………………………………………………28 

 5.2 Coexistence at Children’s Pool Beach…………………………………………28 

 5.3 Coexistence Achieved at Pinniped Viewing Areas………………………...........29 

 5.4 Comparison of Signage at Pier 39 and Children’s Pool Beach…………………29 

   Difficulties within the Study……………………………………........…29 

   Quantitative Findings……………………………….……………........30 

6.0 Future Recommendations…………………………………………..…30 

 6.1 Education……………………………………………………………………..31 

 6.2 Beach Closures and Evaluations……...………………………………………..32 

 6.3 Enforcement……………………………….……………………………….....32 

 6.4 Summary…………………………..…………………………………………..33 

7.0 References……………………………………………..………………..34 

8.0 Appendix…………………………………………………..……………38 

 8.1 Full Survey Responses – Coexistence at Children’s Pool………………………38 

   Bill Campagna…………………………………………………………38 

   Michelle Zetwo………………………………………………………..38 

   George Schaeffer……………………………………………………...40 

   Gabriel Solmer……………………………………………….…….…41 

   Debbie Beacham……………………………………………………...42 

   Dorota Valli……………………………………………………..……44 

   Dr. Doyle Hanan………………………………………………...........45 

   Saul Alarcon Farafon……………………………………………….…47 

 8.2 Full Survey Responses – Inception of Pinniped Viewing Areas…………..……48 

   Sarah and David Allen…………………………………………………48 

   Bill Johnson……………………………………………………..…50 

   Doreen Moser Gurralo…………………………………………….52 



 6 

   Sheila Chandor…………………………………………………….54 

 8.3 Numerical Assessments and Photos of Signs……………………………....56 

 8.4 Full Results from Collected Data…………………………………………..62 

 8.5 Letter of Inquiry for California Coastal Conservancy………………………69   

 

List of Figures 

Images: 

 1  Children’s Pool Beach circa 1935……………………………………………………….10 
 2  Harbor seal pup nursing at Children’s Pool Beach……………………………………...11 
 3  Visitors and seals at rope barrier on Children’s Pool Beach…………………………..…17 
 4  Elephant seal viewing boardwalk, Piedras Blancas…………………………………...…19 
 5  The Marine Mammal Center Informational Kiosk, Pier 39………………………….…20 
 6  Pier 39 Sign 8………………………………………………………………………….22 
 7  Pier 39 Sign 1 & 2……………………………………………………………………..22 
 8  Children’s Pool Beach Sign 9…………………………………………………………..23 
 9  Children’s Pool Beach Signs 14 & 15…………………………………………………..23 
 10  Blank walls at Children’s Pool Beach…………………………………………………. 
 

Tables: 

 1  Questions Asked in Coexistence Survey………………………………………………13 
 2  List of Coexistence Survey Interviewees………………………………………………14 
 3  Survey Questions for Pinniped Viewing Site Creators/Participants……………………14 
 4  Names and Titles of People Interviewed at Pinniped Viewing Sites…………………….15 
 5  Numerical Sign Assessment Card………………………………………………………15 
 6  Amount of Signs, Viewing Stations and Amount of Time Spent at Observation Sites......16 
 7  Description of Observed Pinniped Viewing Sites………………………………………20 
 8  Total People and Average Time Spent at Signs – Pier 39, San Francisco CA………...…23 
 9  Total People and Average Time Spent at Signs – Children’s Pool Beach, La Jolla, CA….23 
 

Graphs: 

 1  Effect of Images on the Average Amount of Time Visitors Spent at Signs……………..24 
 2  Effect of Handouts on the Average Amount of People Stopping at Signs……………..25 
 3  Effect of Handouts on Average Amount of Time Spent at Signs………………………25 
 4  Effect of Proximity of Sign to Viewing Pathway on Average Time Visitors Spent at 
 Sign…………………………………………………………………………………….....26 
 5  Effect of Proximity of Sign to Animals on the Average Amount of People Stopping at 
 Signs………………………………………………………………………………………27 
 6  Effect of Proximity of Sign to Animals on the Average Time Spent at Signs…………...27 
 

 

The only  a l t ernat ive  to  coexis t ence  i s  codes truc t ion 

        -Jawaharlal Nehru 



 7 

1.0  SIGNIFICANCE AND STATEMENT OF PROBLEM 

1.1 Coexistence  

 Throughout history, the relationship between wild animals and humans has often been 

tenuous.  A balance seems to exist only when people derive a direct benefit from the creatures co-

inhabiting this planet.  Yet when wild animals are perceived as threatening human lives, livelihoods, 

properties or lifestyles, conflicts emerge (Woodroofe, et al. 2005).   

 In California, the rising amounts of citizens residing along the coastline often leads to 

conflicts with the ever increasing amount of pinnipeds that must also utilize California’s coastal 

habitat.  The decade long controversy over the population of breeding harbor seals at Children’s 

Pool Beach , in La Jolla, CA., present an excellent example of this very point. 

 The ability to coexist is defined as the capacity to exist together peacefully at the same time 

or location.  Many presume that human coexistence with wildlife is a dangerous and unrealistic 

option, and insist that minimizing human contact is necessary for proper management of wild 

animals (Lovgren, 2003).  Yet others promote a better managed plan for co-habitation with wild 

animals (Venkataraman, 2000).  Bitter exchanges arise over this issue, altering the dispute from one 

of human and wildlife coexistence to a dispute between people with conflicting values.  Those who 

support the right for wildlife to reside in urbanized areas, often argue with those who maintain that 

wildlife and people cannot coexist and should be removed from populated areas.  Yet as the human 

population and use of natural resources continue to expand, the separation of wild species for the 

purposes of protection, conservation and management, may no longer be feasible.  Coexistence 

between wild animals and humans may not be a realistic option for many species, yet for others it 

might be one of the best options for successful conservation.  Due to their amphibious nature, the 

management of pinnipeds along California’s coast, presents an interesting case study for attempted 

coexistence methods. 

1.2 Pinnipeds as Crowd Pleasers 

 Within the last decade, marine mammal viewing has exploded, becoming a global industry 

worth over a billion dollars (Garrison, 2001).  The growth of this industry demonstrates societies 

desire to view wild animals within their natural habitats.  Unlike whales and dolphins, seals and sea 

lions must leave the ocean for the purposes of breeding and resting, making them more accessible to 

those wanting to observe marine mammals. In California, known pinniped haul-out sites often 

become popular tourist spots, challenging wildlife managers with the question of whether humans 

and pinnipeds can share overlapping habitats, especially within populated and urbanized areas. 
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 The success of the California sea lion haul out spot at Pier 39, located in the heart of 

Fisherman’s Wharf in downtown San Francisco, reveals that the management of wildlife within 

urban areas can yield positive outcomes for the animals, as well as, people.  Yet to properly manage 

wild animals within urban areas, compromise is required.  Those who want to protect the animals 

must compromise with those who wish to utilize the same space and vice versa.  If this compromise 

is not attained, conflicts emerge.  Children’s Pool Beach in downtown La Jolla, CA, provides an 

excellent case in point, due to the ongoing social conflicts arising over the presence of breeding 

harbor seals upon a recreational beach.  

1.3 Statement of Problem 

 For over a decade, altercations over the presence of harbor seals, have arisen at Children’s 

Pool Beach.  Local residents are up in arms over the presence of these pinnipeds; verbal and even 

physical altercations have been, and continue to be, frequently reported.  Many residents, concerned 

for the safety of the seals, attempt to limit peoples’ access to the beach in order to preserve the area 

for the seals, while other residents sued the city, maintaining their right to access and use the beach 

and surrounding waters regardless of the federal protection afforded to the seals through the Marine 

Mammal Protection Act.   

 The seals’ presence on this beach provides a unique opportunity for society to view and 

learn about wild animals within an urban setting. Yet, this potential continues to be overshadowed 

by ongoing negative social conflicts.  The City of San Diego promotes a “joint-use” approach, 

claiming that both people and seals can use the beach simultaneously.  Yet with little to no 

management of this coexistence strategy, harassment of the seals – and conflicts between people- 

has continued. 

 Seasonal and temporal closures of the beach have been recommended as a method of 

promoting a more successful approach to human and seal coexistence (Forrest, et. al., manuscript 

2005), but as of yet, these suggestion have gone ignored. Better management of the harbor seals on 

Children’s Pool Beach would provide wildlife managers with an opportunity to ascertain under what 

circumstances coexistence between people and pinnipeds would be possible.  This case could also 

provide society with the possibility to form compromises between those who promote and those 

who discourage the re-inhabitation of wild animals within urban areas. 

 The success or failure of any implemented coexistence approach at Children’s Pool Beach 

may have global ramification as well.  If people maintain that wildlife and humans cannot coexist, 

what are the implications for the future of wildlife management as people continue to dominate and 

alter increasing amounts of wild spaces? 
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Image  1 :  Children’s Pool Beach circa 1935 
 

1.4 Objectives 

The objective of this Capstone Project, was to conduct a qualitative, as well as, quantitative 

assessment of the current use of Children’s Pool Beach, La Jolla. Additionally, the usage of current 

signage at Children’s Pool Beach was compared with the usage of interpretive signage at another  

urban pinniped haul out site, Pier 39, located in downtown San Francisco.  This comparison was 

conducted to investigate why one urban wildlife site (Pier 39) was viewed as an enhancement to the 

area while the other site was conflicted with controversy (Children’s Pool Beach). 

The surveys conducted attempted to answer the following questions:    

1) Qualitative Survey: 

• Is coexistence possible at Children’s Pool Beach? 

• How has coexistence been achieved at other established pinniped viewing areas? 

2) Quantitative Survey: 

• How often are the signs at Children’s Pool Beach utilized in comparison with signs 

at Pier 39? 

• What sign characteristics stimulate the general public’s interest and attention? 

This paper will also review the historical, biological and legal history of Children Pool Beach, and 

will conclude with a proposal for the future of this beach, based on the results attained through this 

project. 

 

2.0 BACKGROUND 

2.1 History of Children’s Pool Beach 
 Children’s Pool Beach is located along the coast of downtown La Jolla, a city renowned for 

its rich and varied marine environment; diving, snorkeling, swimming, surfing and kayaking abound.  

In response to frequent drowning incidents off of La Jolla’s coast during the early 20th century, San 

Diego’s local benefactress, Ellen Browning Scripps,  first investigated the viability of creating a 

sheltered beach in La Jolla in the early 1920s (Tentative Statement of Decision, 2005).  The site that 

Miss Scripps and her engineer decided upon, Casa Beach, was located at a naturally occurring 

sheltered beach in close proximity to a sizable flat topped rock.  Her vision called for the 

construction of a wave break wall to cross the narrow channel separating this rock from the adjacent 

mainland bluff (King, 2000).  

  The purpose of the wall was to shelter the cove area from oncoming surf, thereby creating a 

safe swimming hole for children.  The wave break wall was completed and dedicated to the children 
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of La Jolla in 1931, at which point the State of California officially turned the beach over to the City 

of San Diego, via Chapter 937 of the tidelands grant.  This grant mandated that the beach be utilized 

by the citizens of California, in perpetuity, for specific purposes1, one of which was to provide a 

bathing pool for children (Statutes of California, 1931). 

 For decades, San Diego residents enjoyed 

actively recreating upon the beach, but as the 

years progressed, natural processes of coastal 

erosion and ocean currents deposited large 

amounts of sand onto the sheltered cove.  Today, 

this influx of sand has created a beach no longer 

considered the safe swimming hole that it once 

represented.  The beach now opens into deep 

water, numerous rocks and a strong rip current right offshore (Forrest et al, manuscript, 2005). 

2.2 Natural History of Pacific harbor seals (Phoca vi tul ina r i chardsi ) at Children’s 

Pool Beach 

 The rock and adjacent bluff that the wave break wall spans across, were labeled “Seal Rock” 

and “Seal Rock Point” according to 1887 USGS maps, implying that this area was a traditional 

pinniped haul-out site (King, 2000).  Verbal accounts of harbor seal sightings date back to the turn 

of the 20th century, yet commercial harvesting of harbor seals along the Pacific coast in the 19th and 

early 20th centuries decreased seal populations (Bonnot, 1929) close to extinction.  In fact, all 

pinniped populations within California were severely depleted by the time the Marine Mammal 

Protection Act was passed in 1972.  Since this additional protection was provided, pinniped 

populations along California’s coast have swelled; for example California sea lions are estimated to 

have a recent population growth of 5.4%-6.1% per year (Carretta et. al., 2007).    

Currently, harbor seals are one of the most prevalent pinniped species and are found throughout 

the oceans of the Northern Hemisphere (Riedman, 1990).  They are a non-migratory marine species, 

meaning that harbor seals tend to take up residence around their preferred haul out and breeding 

sites (Riedman, 1990). A survey conducted by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration’s (NOAA) Fisheries Department at the Southwest Fisheries Science Center, in 2006, 
                                                
1           “(a)  That said lands [Children’s Pool Beach] shall be devoted exclusively to public park, bathing pool for 
children, parkway, highway, playground and recreational purposes and to such other uses as may be incident to, or 
convenient for the full enjoyment of, such purposes; 
 (b)  The absolute right to fish in the waters of the Pacific ocean over said tidelands or submerged lands, 
with the right of convenient access to said waters over said lands for said purpose is hereby reserved to the people of 
the State of California.”  
       (Statutes of California, Chapter 937-938) 

Photo copyright The San Diego Historical Society  
www.sandiegohistory.org 
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Image  2 :  Harbor seal pup nursing at Children’s 
Pool Beach. (R. VanderWalde) 

estimated the harbor seal population within California at 34,233 individual seals, located at 400-500 

haul out sites along California’s coast and offshore islands (Carretta et. al., 2007). 

 Hauling out, or coming out of the water for an extended period of time, is a biological necessity 

for harbor seals (and all pinnipeds).  This behavior allows 

seals to thermoregulate, or maintain their body 

temperature, as well as, for the purposes of molting, 

giving birth and nursing their young2 (Riedman, 1990).  

The pupping (birthing) season usually takes place in the 

late spring or early summer, although the harbor seals in 

La Jolla begin to pup in the winter months through the 

late spring, typically from January through April (King, 

2000). 

Children’s Pool Beach is not only one of the 

southernmost haul out sites within the harbor seals range, it is also the only identified mainland 

harbor seal rookery (breeding grounds) south of Santa Barbara 

(http://swfscdata.nmfs.noaa.gov/pinniped/viewer.htm, 2007).  The first documented harbor seal 

pup was born on Children’s Pool Beach in 1999, thereby establishing the beach as an official 

rookery site (King, 2000).  Harbor seal pups are born highly developed, and can swim immediately 

after birth.  Bonding and nursing occurs moments after the pups are born and typically lasts up to 

eight weeks, after which point the pups are weaned and left to fend for themselves (Riedman, 1990).  

Harbor seals are also known to display site fidelity, meaning that the seals (particularly females) tend 

to return to the same beaches year after year, in order to breed and molt.  In addition, female harbor 

seals prefer to give birth at the same location where they were born (Studer, 2000). 

Harbor seals are shy animals and tend to favor haul out sites far from human encroachment.  

Typically, an ominous shadow, or the cough of a passerby may cause the animals to “flush”, or 

scatter, into the water.  Yet the harbor seals in La Jolla have displayed an exceptional tolerance for 

human presence and have utilized the Children’s Pool area as a haul out site since at least the 1970s.  

The Children’s Pool Beach Harbor seal colony is the only known mainland harbor seal haul out and 

rookery site in San Diego County, and the only known site where the seals reside and breed in a 

heavily urbanized setting (King, 2000). 

Harbor seals began to utilize Children’s Pool Beach in increasing numbers during the 1990s.  At 

first, beachgoers and seals shared the beach with little conflict, yet as the number of seals increased 

                                                
2 Harbor seal pups are often observed suckling within shallow waters as well (Riedman 1990) 
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so to did the amount of seal disturbances. Many beachgoers and visitors were observed posing next 

to, petting and even attempting to sit upon the seals (King, 2000).  Additionally, the growing number 

of hauled out seals, combined with the low exchange of sea water in the sheltered cove, resulted in 

adverse affects on the quality of water surrounding the beach.  In 1997, the County Health 

Department closed the beach to human use due to elevated levels of fecal contamination (Forrest, et 

al, 2005).  Despite the frequent harassment of the seals at Children’s Pool Beach, the seals appear to 

be reproducing successfully. This year alone, 32 successful births were recorded on the beach; this is 

the highest recorded birth rate since the beach was declared a rookery in 1999 (www.lajollaseals.com, 

2007).      

2.3 Legal Dilemmas 

 As the news of the seal births spread, the amount of visitors coming to the beach increased.  

The growing population of seals on the beach, as well as the visitors they attracted, antagonized 

some local La Jolla residents, who maintained their right to access the beach according to the 

Tidelands grant.  These residents claimed that the seals took over their beach and wanted the city to 

dredge the beach in order to restore water quality, as well as, deter the seals from using this site.  In 

their opinion the federal Marine Mammal Protection Act, which deems any act of “harassment” 

against a marine mammal an illegal activity (16 U.S.C 1361 & 1362, 1972), should not supersede 

their right to access and utilize this cove “in perpetuity” (personal comment, Beacham, 2006). 

 While the city looked into the dredging option, a NOAA-Fisheries representative made it 

clear that the seals, based on their natural tendency toward site fidelity, would most probably return 

to the beach even after dredging (Lecky, 1999).  Thus, in 1999 the San Diego City Council rejected 

the dredging proposal, instead opting to erect a rope barrier to prevent people from approaching the 

seals (or the water) too closely (Wood, 2006). 

 Valerie Sullivan, a local La Jolla resident and avid ocean swimmer, was one of nine 

swimmers cited for harassment, after they landed upon Children’s Pool Beach during the middle of 

the 2003 pupping season.  She took matters into her own hands, and proceeded to sue the city of 

San Diego for violating the terms of the 1931 Tidelands grant and breaching its fiduciary duty to the 

people of California (Superior Court of California, 2005).  The Judge proceeding over the case found 

in favor of the plaintiff and ordered the City of San Diego to restore the beach to its 1941 condition, 

a remedy which the City is currently appealing. 

 The City of San Diego asserted that the numerous uses listed within the trust afforded the 

City discretionary power and flexibility to maintain the land for purposes that it deems congruent 

with the desires of its citizenry (Schaefer, personal comments, 2006).  The City also maintained that 
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the State Lands Commission, which has the sole authority to oversee trust lands, found the City in 

compliance with the terms of the trust (Court of Appeal, 2006). 

 

3.0 METHODOLOGY 

  Qualitative and quantitative survey techniques were used in order to accomplish this project.  

Two qualitative surveys  were conducted in order to ascertain (a) how feasible coexistence between 

seals and people is at Children’s Pool Beach (see Table 1)  and (b) the stages of designing and 

implementing educational signage at alternative pinniped viewing sites along central California’s 

coast (see Table 3).  For the quantitative approach to the study, a method of assessing a numerical 

value for signage, based on specific characteristics, was performed.  This numerical assessment was 

then correlated with the amount of people stopping, and time visitors spent, at site signage. 

3.1 Qualitative Survey:  Coexistence at Children’s Pool Beach 

 Eight surveys were conducted on varying stakeholders, concerning the use of Children’s 

Pool Beach.  Six questions were asked of all interviewees and are listed below in Table 1.  

Table  1 : Questions Asked in Coexistence Survey 
1)  What is your (agency’s, organization’s) current position regarding the Harbor seal 
rookery and human recreational uses of Children’s Pool Beach? 
2)  What is your view of the definition of “joint” or “shared” use? 
3)  To what extent do you (or your agency, organization) view “joint/shared – use” as being 
a viable option on the beach? 
4)  Describe possible solutions to the conflict of interests between the harbor seal rookery 
and human recreation at Children’s Pool Beach. 
5)  What are the challenges to attaining a viable solution to this conflict? 
6)  What types of mechanisms (tools/actions) are needed to attain this solution? 
 These questions were asked in order to determine the prevailing attitude concerning human 

and seal coexistence.  Additionally, this survey verified what stakeholders considered to be feasible 

solutions to the current conflict of interest taking place at Children’s Pool Beach.  Likewise, it was 

important to ask the many stakeholders involved the same questions in order to glean where 

possible similarities and actual disparities were found within conflicting stakeholders answers. 

 The people interviewed for this qualitative survey represented stakeholders from diverse 

parties concerned with coexistence issues at Children’s Pool Beach.  City and federal officials, local 

residents, seal activists and beach users were all interviewed, in order to establish a broad base of 

answers and to determine the attitudes and desires of the various stakeholders involved.  Table 2 

lists the names and roles/affiliation of interviewees: 

  Table  2 :   List of Coexistence Survey Interviewees 

Names Role and/or Affiliation 
William “Bill” Campagna Long time San Diego resident and avid La 



 14 

Jolla SCUBA diver 
Michelle Zetwo  Special Agent for NOAA-Fisheries Office of 

Law Enforcement, San Diego 
Gabriel Solmer Staff Attorney San Diego Coastkeeper 
George Schaeffer Deputy City Attorney City of San Diego 
Debbie Beacham Long time La Jolla resident, avid surfer and 

Children’s Pool Beach User 
Dorota Valli Founder and Coordinator – San Diego 

Sealwatch 
Saul Alarcon Farafon Volunteer  - San Diego Sealwatch 

Biologist at WildCoast 
Dr. Doyle Hanan Marine Biologist (Consultant) – Pinniped 

specialty. 
3.2 Qualitative Survey:  How Coexistence has been Achieved at Established 

Pinniped Viewing Sites? 

 Three alternative established pinniped viewing sites were chosen based on (a) history of site 

usage, (b) proximity to San Diego and (c) methods to promote coexistence with the pinnipeds.  The 

three sites visited were:   

• Carpinteria Seal Sanctuary; Carpinteria, Santa Barbara County, CA 

• Piedras Blancas, Northern Elephant Seal Sanctuary; San Simeon,    

 San Luis Obispo County, CA 

• Pier 39 California Sea Lion Haul Out; Fisherman’s Wharf, San   

 Francisco, CA 

The current use of each site was researched and reviewed, and interviews of key personnel were 

conducted regarding the creation of these established sites.  Systematic survey questions, as well as 

the names and titles of interview participants are listed below in Tables 3 and 4 respectively.      

Table  3 :   Survey Questions for Pinniped Viewing Site Creators/Participants 
1)  What was the situation like here prior to the inception of this viewing area? 
 
2)  a.  What was the cost of setting up the viewing area and creating the signs currently on       
display? 
     b.  What were some of the funding sources (if any) for these signs and displays? 
   
3)  a.  Do you have any means of evaluating the efficacy of the educational and viewing 
material created? 
     b.  Do you measure the usage of this area and if so, how? 
 
  
Table  4 :   Names and Titles of People Interviewed at Pinniped Viewing Sites 

Pinniped Viewing Sites Name and Titles of Interviewees 
Carpinteria, Santa Barbara, CA Susan and David Allen, co-founders 

Carpinteria Sealwatch 
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San Simeon/Piedras Blancas, San Luis 
Obispo County, CA 

Bill Johnson, President and Docent, 
Friends of the Elephant Seals 

Pier 39, San Francisco, CA 1)  Doreen Moser Gurrola – Assistant 
Director of Education, The Marine Mammal 
Center 
2) Sheila Chandor – Pier 39 Marina Manager 

 The qualitative interviews conducted provided this study with necessary anecdotal and case 

specific lessons and experiences.  Yet it was also necessary to establish a means of quantifying the 

usage of educational displays.  While many marine educators praise the use of educational and 

interpretive displays to increase public awareness, there are few quantitative studies available that 

prove the effectiveness of signs as educational tools (McCool and Cole, 2000).  As such, a means of 

evaluating the usage of signs at two pinniped viewing areas was created and performed. 

3.3 Quantitative Survey:  Sign Study 

 The following data, on sign usage, were collected at Children’s Pool Beach and compared 

with data collected on signage at the current sea lion viewing area at Pier 39 in San Francisco.  This 

survey assigned numerical values for signs that displayed specific characteristics.  A numerical 

assessment card was created in order to evaluate signs based on five specific characteristics; the 

number of colors used, the utilization of visual images, the use of handouts, and the proximity of the 

sign to both the animals as well as, to the viewing area.  The Numerical Assessment Card in shown 

below in Table 5. 

Table  5 :   Numerical Sign Assessment Card 

Colors Used: 

1-3 = 0 

4 or more = 1 

Visual Images 

Used: 

0 = 0 

1= 1 

2 or more = 2 

Handouts 

Used: 

Absent = 0 

Present = 1 

Animals within 

view of sign: 

No = 0 

Yes = 1 

Sign along 

pathway to 

viewing area: 

No = 0 

Yes = 1 

At both sites, sign characteristics were recorded, as well as, the number of people stopping at each 

sign, and the duration of the visit.  

 The quantitative sign efficacy study was conducted at Children’s Pool Beach and at Pier 393.  

Viewing stations were established at each site; at each viewing station observations were made on 

anywhere from two to five signs and the people surrounding them.  Books and magazines were 

utilized, by the researcher, while at the viewing stations in order to appear less conspicuous.  The 

amount of time spent observing visitors at signs is listed below in Table 6. 

                                                
3 Quantitative surveys were also conducted at Piedras Blancas and Carpinteria Seal Sanctuary, yet I found the results to 
be statistically insignificant.  The weather was poor at both sites, leading to fewer visitors than anticipated and too small 
of a sample size.   
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Table  6 :   Amount of Signs, Viewing Stations and Amount of Time Spent at Observation Sites 
OBSERVATION 

SITE 
TOTAL 

AMOUNT 
OF SIGNS 
AT SITE 

AMOUNT 
OF 

VIEWING 
STATIONS 

AT SITE 

TIME SPENT 
AT EACH 
VIEWING 
STATION 

TOTAL 
TIME 

SPENT AT 
SITE 

Children’s Pool Beach, 
La Jolla, CA 
 

15 4 15 minutes 660 minutes 

Pier 39, San Francisco, 
CA 

6 2 30 minutes 120 minutes 

 A single factor ANOVA analysis was applied in order to determine the average amount of 

people stopping and time spent at signs displaying specific attributes, as well as, to decipher the 

statistical significance of these findings.   This analysis also identified which sign characteristic most 

strongly affected the magnetism of a sign.  

 

4.0 RESULTS 

4.1 Qualitative Survey Results:  Coexistence at Children’s Pool Beach 

 Position on Coexistence 

 Two respondents, out of eight, maintained neutrality on the conflict of interest, yet one of 

these interviewees pointed out that he personally considered the presence of wild animals within an 

urban environment to be a “huge” benefit to society.  Three respondents maintained peoples’ right 

to access the beach.  The positions of the remaining three respondents were in favor of the seals, 

and opposed any attempt to remove the seals or diminish the seals use of the beach. 

 Definition of Joint or Shared Use 

 All eight respondents, excluding one, maintained the same definition for Joint or Shared Use 

as the sharing of the beach by people and seals.  Only one interview subject offered a separate 

definition for the term “shared” use, defining it as the ideal situation in which people utilize only the 

higher sections of the beach reserving the lower section of the beach and adjoining waters for the 

seals. 

 Joint Use as a Viable Option 

 Three respondents out of eight declared joint use as a viable option and maintained that it is 

currently occurring on the beach.  Yet, all three of these respondents also declared that the joint use 

plan led to social tensions amongst citizens.  

 Three respondents, out of eight, stated that joint use may be viable if certain conditions were 

taken into account, such as educating the public about respectful wild animal viewing.  In their 
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opinions, without the use of wildlife viewing/interaction guidelines, joint use of the beach by people 

and seals, has and will continue to result in harassment of the animals by unknowing visitors. 

 Two respondents of eight, a beach use advocate as well as a seal advocate, remarked that the 

policy of joint use as it currently stands on the beach is a “lose- lose situation”.  The seal advocate 

maintained that if the city went ahead with court ordered dredging of the beach, joint use of the 

beach would be unattainable.  Meanwhile, the beach use advocate declared that it is the 

inconsistency of messaging concerning seal harassment and beach use from local and federal 

officials, which lead to the impossibility of joint use on the beach.   

 Possible Solutions to Conflict of Interests 

 Every survey subject mentioned the need for additional governmental involvement as a 

means of rectifying the conflict of interests at Children’s Pool Beach.  The NOAA official 

mentioned the need for additional resources, such as additional funding and personnel, in order to 

better manage and enforce the MMPA on site.  The City official maintained that the federal agency 

was responsible for dealing with harassment 

charges and incidents.  All other respondents stated 

the need for both local and federal agencies to 

collaborate on a clear and consistent message 

regarding use of the beach and seal harassment. 

 All but two of the respondents mentioned 

outreach, education and better signage as a means 

of solving the conflict of interests.  Comments 

ranged from the inception of an educational kiosk, 

to the posting of signs regarding guidelines for seal viewing 

and guidelines for beach closures. 

 Each respondent mentioned the need for some type of closure on the beach, whether 

seasonal or spatial, as a means of solving the conflict.  Five subjects, of eight, stated that the rope 

barrier on the beach was the best means of limiting harassment by establishing a “safe distance” 

guideline for those who wish to observe the seals (see Image 3) .  Five respondents also mentioned 

that a seasonal closure of the beach during the pupping season, would be another valuable tool to 

mitigate social and seal harassment.  Two out of the eight interview subjects mentioned that a 

permanent barrier on the beach might alleviate conflicts.  

 One of the most interesting results found through this survey was the response by three 

interviewees regarding the wave break wall.  All three declared that if no attempts to solve the 

conflict of interests were successful, the only option would be tear down the wave break wall and 

Image  3 :  Visitors and seals at rope barrier 
on Children’s Pool Beach. (R. VanderWalde) 
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leave the beach to the seals.  In their opinion, it is the wall itself that causes the conflicts, by 

artificially enhancing the beach, thereby making it an ideal area for active human recreation. Without 

the wall, the cove would become “natural” once more and the seals could use the beach with no 

human competition. 

 Challenges to Coexistence 

 Many challenges to coexistence were mentioned, yet, an interesting finding was that all 

respondents declared socio-political factors as the main challenge to attaining successful coexistence.  

Individual’s values, community group agendas and political policies, were all identified as challenges 

within this controversy.   Pro-seal advocates asserted the need for the pro-beach users to “say what 

they mean”, and not hide behind the rhetoric of the beach being for the children.  They view their 

opponents as not stating their true reasons for opposing the seals presence.  Three respondents out 

of eight, cited the pro-seal “environmental” groups as a major challenge to successful coexistence, 

noting that these groups were “overprotecting the seals” and were misusing biology as a means of 

advocating for increased protection for the seals.  

 Almost all respondents affirmed that a lack in governmental involvement, or a lack of clear 

messaging from official agencies regarding human behaviors around the seals, was a major challenge 

at Children’s Pool Beach.  

 Mechanisms to Promote Coexistence 

 The need for an increase in involvement from both local and federal governmental agencies, 

was often cited as a useful mechanism to better promote coexistence on the beach.  Additional 

resources for enforcement were specified, as well as, the need for local and federal agencies to 

collaborate in order to broadcast a clear and consistent message concerning seal harassment.    

 All survey subjects also maintained the use of either seasonal or spatial beach closures as a 

means of promoting successful coexistence.  Many respondents cited the use of the rope barrier as 

an effective means of closing portions of the beach, while all respondents noted a need to close the 

beach throughout the pupping season. 

 Likewise, nearly all respondents announced the need for an increase in education and 

outreach on the beach.  A public awareness campaign regarding safe pinniped viewing guidelines 

was often proclaimed as a means of promoting coexistence. 

4.2 Qualitative Survey Results:  How Coexistence has been achieved at 

established pinniped viewing areas 

 Situation Prior to Inception of Pinniped Viewing Site 



 19 

Image  4 :  Elephant seal viewing 
boardwalk, Piedras Blancas.  (R. 
VanderWalde) 

Image  5 :  The Marine 
Mammal Center Informational 
Kiosk, Pier 39. (R. 
VanderWalde) 

 All four of the respondents, declared that prior to the inception of an official viewing area, 

the situation on site was chaotic, confusing and “messy”.  Piedras Blancas and Pier 39 respondents 

revealed that people would approach the animals in unsafe manners, leading to some animal and 

human injuries.  All sites mentioned confusion over the management of these animals, and 

inconsistent messaging from governing agencies. 

 Cost of Creating Site 

 Few respondents knew the exact cost of creating the 

viewing area.  Most sites occurred on lands that were, at least 

partially, privately owned.  The informative pinniped 

signs that were erected in Carpinteria and Pier 39 were 

paid for entirely by the private companies who own the 

site.   

 Due to unsafe road conditions at Piedras 

Blancas, in 1997 CALTRANS realigned the highway.  

CALTRANS paid for the construction of a parking and 

viewing area, as well as for the creation of the 

educational and interpretive signage currently on site, and to this day, they continue to pay for on  

site maintenance costs.  About three years ago, the Friends of the Elephants Seals non-profit group, 

received $100,000 from the California Coastal Conservancy in order to construct a boardwalk along 

the southern edge of the beach to increase the viewing platform for the seal spectators (see Image 

4).  

 At Pier 39 the overall cost of creating educational signage, and maintaining the floats for the 

sea lions, was paid for by the company at a cost of $146,000.  Likewise, Pier 39 loses approximately 

$174,862 every year in lost rental fees for dock slips and the retail space that is donated to The 

Marine Mammal Care Center.  The Marine Mammal Care Center 

received additional funding for the creation of the Information 

kiosk present at the viewing area (see Image 5). While the exact 

cost of this kiosk was unknown, the construction did go over 

budget and ended up costing more than initially anticipated. 

 Despite the high cost associated with the sea lions presence, 

the Pier Marina Management views the animals as an enhancement, 

as opposed to a burden.   In 1989, the year the sea lions first arrived 

at the pier, there was a massive earthquake in San Francisco.  In 
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1989-90, annual sales were down at every other location at Fisherman’s Wharf, excluding Pier 39.  

Management was surprised to find that their sales actually increased by 9%, a growth they attribute 

directly to the novel presence of the sea lions.   

 Evaluation of Site Usage 

 One of the most interesting findings from this survey was that none of the pinniped viewing 

areas evaluate the usage of these sites.  While all participants claimed that evaluation of site usage 

was a valuable recommendation, not a single site had established any form of baseline data of site 

usage prior to the inception of the viewing area.  Representatives at both Carpinteria and Piedras 

Blancas, noted a decrease in seal harassment and disturbance, yet with no quantitative data, this 

would be hard to scientifically prove. 

4.3 Description of Observed Pinniped Viewing Sites  

Table  7 :  Description of Observed Pinniped Viewing Sites 

PINNIPED VIEWING SITE LOCATION HISTORY SIGNAGE COEXISTENCE 

MEASURES 

Carpinteria Seal Sanctuary 
 

 

 

Carpinteria, 
Santa Barbara 
County, CA 

 

-Harbor seals 
present since 
the 1970s with 
increasing 
numbers in the 
early 1990s. 
 
-Harbor seal 
rookery; seals 
present year 
round. 
 
 

-Regulatory 
signs 
surrounding 
viewing area. 
 
-Signs 
broadcast:  
(a) Seal 
Sanctuary 
(b) Proper 
behaviors 
around the seals 
(c) Seasonal 
closures of the 
beach 

1) Docents present 
year round in order to 
record data and 
educate visitors. 
 
2)  City Ordinance 
passed closing the 
beach from 750 feet 
north and south of the 
pier during the seals 
pupping season 
(December – May). 
 
3)  Regulatory signage, 
and marine mammal 
viewing guidelines. 
 
 
 

PINNIPED VIEWING SITE LOCATION HISTORY SIGNAGE COEXISTENCE 
MEASURES 
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Piedras Blancas Northern Elephant Seal 
Rookery, 

 
  

 

 

San Simeon, 
San Luis 
Obispo 
County, CA 

-Northern 
elephant seals 
began to haul 
out, breed and 
pup along this 
area in large 
numbers in the 
mid to late 
1990s 
 
-In 1997 
CALTRANS 
realigned 
Highway 1 in 
order to create a 
pinniped 
viewing area 
and parking lot  

-Educational 
kiosk with latest 
information 
from Friends of 
Elephant Seals 
group 
- Five 
interpretive 
educational 
signs erected 
along viewing 
area, focusing 
on  
(a)elephant seal 
natural history 
(b)pinniped 
facts 
(c)safe marine 
mammal 
viewing 
guidelines  
-Regulatory 
signs from 
governing 
agencies posted 
along beach 
 

1)  Docents present 
year round in order to 
educate visitors 
 
2)  Fences and a 
boardwalk are present 
at the viewing area in 
order to allow visitors 
to observe the animals 
without attempting to 
approach them on the 
beach 
 
3)  Educational  and 
regulatory signage 
broadcasted 
throughout viewing 
area 

Pier 39 (K-dock) California Sea Lion 
Haul Out 

 

 

San Francisco, 
CA 

 

- California sea 
lions began to 
haul out on 
docks at Pier 39 
in 1989-90.  The 
docks were 
vacant due to 
necessary 
maintenance. 
 
-In 1990 – 91, 
Pier 39 
Management 
partnered with 
The Marine 
Mammal Center 
to educate the 
public about 
California sea 
lions. 

Six educational 
signs are posted 
along the 
viewing area.  
Signs focus on:  
(a)California 
sea lion facts   
(b)history of 
the sea lions at 
Pier 39  
 (c)marine 
mammal 
rescues 
conducted by 
The Marine 
Mammal Center 
(d)what visitors 
can do to help 
marine 
mammals in the 
wild 

1)  Educational and 
Sales Kiosk present on 
site, managed by The 
Marine Mammal 
Center 
 
2)  Viewing Platform 
and educational 
signage created by Pier 
39 Marina 
Management 
 
3)  Pier 39 
Management 
constructed special 
dock slips able to hold 
the sea lions weight, 
and keep K-dock 
vacant solely for the 
sea lions. 
 

PINNIPED VIEWING SITE LOCATION HISTORY SIGNAGE COEXISTENCE 
MEASURES 
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Harbor Seal Rookery, Children’s Pool 
Beach 

 

 

La Jolla, San 
Diego County 

CA 

- Wave break 
wall built in 
1931 in order to 
create sheltered 
swimming cove 
 
- Harbor seal 
began to haul 
out upon beach 
in large 
numbers in the 
mid to late 
1990s 
 
- Became an 
established 
rookery in 1999 

- Two 
educational 
signs are 
presented along 
beach entryways 
year round 
 
- During the 
pupping season 
(December – 
May), three 
regulatory signs 
are posted in 13  
varied locations 
along the beach 
and viewing 
areas 

1) Regulatory signs 
posted along the 
beach (in greater 
numbers during the 
pupping season) 
 
2) A rope barrier is 
erected from 
December through 
May in order to keep 
visitors away from the 
seals during the 
pupping season 
 
3) La Jolla Friends of 
the Seals provide 
docents to educate 
visitors, Fridays – 
Sundays 
 
4) Sealwatch manages 
a seal information and 
sales table on a daily 
basis 

 

4.4 Quantitative Survey Results: Sign Study 

Examples of Signs 

 Pier 39 

 At Pier 39, there were a total of six signs exhibited around the viewing area (see Appendix 

for full sign descriptions).  Every sign utilized four or more colors and two or more images, and all 

of the signage was displayed along the viewing pathway.  Examples of some of the signs are 

illustrated below: 

                                         

  

  

 

 

 

Image 5.3.1:  S ign  8 

Image  7 :   Signs 1 +2 
Image  6 :  Sign 8 
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 Children’s Pool Beach 

 There were a total of four signs repeated at fifteen locations along the beach and seal 

viewing area (see Appendix for full sign descriptions).  For example Sign 6 was the same as Signs 9-

12, repeated in various locations around the beach.  All but two of the signs at Children’s Pool 

Beach were regulatory.  Educational information broadcasted through these regulatory signs, stated 

the time of the harbor seal pupping season, the fact that marine mammals are protected by federal 

law and requests that visitors not attempt to touch the seals, while also maintaining that the beach is 

open to public use.  Examples of Children’s Pool Beach signage are exhibited below. 

 

   
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Total People Stopping and Average Time Spent at Signs 

 The total visitors per sign, as well as the average amount of time people spent at the sign, are 

listed in Table 8 for Pier 39 and Table 9 for Children’s Pool Beach. 

Table  8 :  Total People and Average Time Spent at Signs – Pier  39,  San Franc i s co  CA 
Sign Total People Stopping at 

Sign 
Average Time Spent at 

Sign (in seconds) 
1 52 23  (48 people) 
2 45 19  (41 people) 
3 6 15.5 
4 69 24  (49 people) 
5 88 22  (83 people) 
6 109 25  (105 people) 

 
Table  9 :  Total People and Average Time Spent at Signs – Chi ldren ’ s  Poo l  Beach ,  La Jo l la  CA 

Sign* Total People Stopping at 
Sign 

Average Time Spent at 
Sign (in seconds) 

1A 20 3 
2A 67 4.6 
3B 60 4 
4C 15 30.6 
5 B 16 4 
6D 18 3 

Image  9 :   Signs 14 + 15 
Image  8 :   Sign 9 
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7 B 27 5 
8 D 30 5 
9 D 15 5 
10 D 1 3 
11 D 5 3 
12 D 69 3.6 
13 B 81 3 
14 C 42 17.5 
15 A 22 7 

*The superscript letters represent the same signs displayed at different locations along the beach 

 It is evident that visitors spend more time viewing/reading signs at Pier 39.  At Children’s 

Pool Beach, the typical average amount of time spent at signs was between 3-5 seconds, excluding 

sign 4 and 14.  While at Pier 39, visitors spend an average of between 17-25 seconds, more than 

three times as long as at signs at Children’s Pool Beach.   

4.5 Sign Magnetism 

 Visual Images 

 The utilization of visual images on signage had little to no effect on the average amount of 

people stopping at a sign, yet it had a large effect on the average amount of time spent at a sign.  

Visitors spent an average of 4 seconds at signs with no images, approximately 5 seconds at signs 

utilizing one image, while they spent an average of 22 seconds at signs employing two or more 

images (see Graph 1).  
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Graph 1 :  Use of Images on the Average Amount of Time Visitors Spent at Signs 
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 The presence of handouts at a sign, doubled the amount of visitors stopping at the signs, 

from an average of 33 to 66 people (see Graph 2) , as well as, increased the duration of time that 

people spent at the sign, from an average of 7 seconds at signs with no handouts, to 22 seconds 

spent at signs with handouts present (see Graph 3). 
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 If the sign was erected along an established viewing pathway (or established pathway to the 

viewing area), people were three times more likely to stop than at those signs that were not along 

some recognized walkway, altering the amount of people stopping from 17 to 50.5 (see Graph 4).  

Yet the location of the sign along the viewing pathway had no influence on the average amount of 

time visitors spent at signs (see Appendix for full data results). 

 

 
 

 

 Proximity to Animals 

 The proximity of the sign to the actual animals being viewed, had a negative correlation with 

both the amount of people stopping, as well as average time spent at signage.  If the wild animals 

were visible while standing at the sign, visitors were actually two times less likely to stop at that 

particular sign,  decreasing the average amount of visitors from 59 to 27(see Graph 5).  Likewise, 

people would spend approximately half the time at a sign where the wild animals were visible, than 

at those signs where the animals were not within view, shortening the duration of their visit to the 

sign from an average of 17 seconds to 6 seconds (see Graph 6). 
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 Colors 

 The use of colors did not seem to be influential in either attracting visitors to signs, or the 

average amount of time visitors would spend at the sign.  This variable requires further study with a 

larger sample size. 

 

5.0 DISCUSSION 

This Capstone Project reviewed established pinniped viewing sites and a detailed comparative study 

was conducted at a conflicted pinniped viewing site (Children’s Pool Beach), as well as, at a pinniped 
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viewing site where coexistence has been successfully achieved (Pier 39).  Through the research and 

surveys conducted, it became readily apparent that with little to no management by local or federal 

officials, the City of San Diego’s joint-use plan for Children’s Pool Beach enhanced seal harassment, 

as well as, negative interactions between those citizens who hold opposing views concerning the 

pinnipeds’ presence.  This lack of management, as well as, a lack of consistent messaging regarding 

seal harassment, is apparent within the signage present on the beach. 

5.1 Seal Harassment 

 According to personal observations and conversations with beach visitors, there is one sign 

in particular at Children’s Pool Beach which leads to unintentional harassment of the harbor seals.  

Sign 6 (see Image 8) is used at five different locations along the beach.  The information 

broadcasted on the sign states that (1) seals are protected by federal law, (2) that the water quality at 

the beach exceeds state levels of fecal contamination, (3) the beach is open to human use and (4) 

swimming is allowed but not recommended.  

  Of the eleven days spent conducting observations on the beach, four harassment incidents 

causing seals to flush were witnessed.  When the instigators where approached after the incidents, 

three maintained that “the sign said people can swim here” (personal comments, 2007).  This 

inconsistent messaging actually inspired some visitors to cross the rope just to “see what would 

happen” (personal comments, 2007). All but one of these harassment incidents, were conducted by 

visitors uninformed of the federal protection afforded to these animals and unaware of what actions 

constituted harassment of the seals. 

5.2 Coexistence at Children’s Pool Beach 

 The qualitative interviews conducted regarding coexistence at Children’s Pool, highlighted 

the need for a clear and consistent message coming from both federal and local agencies, stating 

official policies concerning seal harassment and beach use.  While stakeholders disagreed on what 

they considered to be the best course of action on the beach, all respondents maintained socio-

political issues as the major challenge to successful coexistence.   

 While both seal and beach advocates utilized biological facts to back up their arguments, the 

seal biology does not seem to be a major concern.  The seals are reproducing successfully on the 

beach, regardless of the minor harassment that occurs consistently.  Yet both biologists interviewed 

revealed that, currently, there is little scientific evidence regarding how human presence might affect 

seal populations in the long term.  They suggested conducting research and monitoring seal and 

human behavior throughout this “experiment” in coexistence. 
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 There is a need for increased presence of local or federal officials on the beach in order to 

mitigate disputes and enforce regulations, but with current lack of resources and funding, this option 

might not currently be feasible.  The best way to portray a consistent official message, concerning 

safe marine mammal viewing guidelines and beach use, is through the use of signage.     

5.3 Coexistence Achieved at Pinniped Viewing Areas 

 When other pinniped haul-out and rookery sites were faced with the challenge of rectifying 

conflicts arising from the presence of pinnipeds, they created official viewing areas, which included 

educational and informational signage.  Yet none of these sites established baseline data concerning 

seal or human harassment prior to the inception of the observation sites and displays, nor do they 

currently evaluate the usage, or success, of these areas. 

 The only way to determine successful coexistence management of pinnipeds and people  

along these sites, today, is through the use of anecdotal interviews; before the creation of the 

viewing area and erection of educational signage, pinniped harassment was prevalent, while now, 

harassment is rare.  Yet, at this point, this correlation is almost impossible to scientifically prove.  

Even if all sites were to begin to evaluate site usage now, they would have no prior data to compare 

their findings to. 

5.4 Comparison of Signage between Pier 39 and Children’s Pool Beach 

 While there are many differences between Pier 39 and Children’s Pool Beach, there are also 

many similarities, which made for an interesting comparison between the two pinniped haul-out 

sites.  Both sites are located within urban areas with a high frequency of pedestrian traffic.  Likewise 

both areas were, at one time, utilized solely by people, and the pinnipeds were considered to “take 

over” the area.  Yet the differences apparent at both sites also create varying responses to attempted 

coexistence.  At Pier 39, management does not need to be concerned about humans swimming 

within the marina, a factor which is a major concern at Children’s Pool Beach.  Furthermore, Pier 39 

is privately owned, leading to different management options than at the public lands of Children’s 

Pool Beach.  

 Difficulties within Study 

 If given the opportunity to conduct this research again, some changes would be made.  

Firstly, it is important to tally the amount of people at the viewing site throughout the observation 

period. Not collecting this data led to the missing percentage of visitors utilizing the signage at the 

site.   

 Additionally, it was difficult to quantify the exact time visitors spent at signs during busy 

days at the viewing areas.  At times numerous people would congregate around a sign making it 
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challenging to determine the specific amount of time each individual spent there.  The high 

frequency of visitors reading the signs at Pier 39 was especially challenging; only those visitors 

whose time at the signs were tallied, where estimated within the data. 

 Lastly, while attempts to appear inconspicuous were made, there were times when people 

approached the researcher during observation periods.  While tallying visitors at signs, others would 

often ask what was being studied.  In order to ensure that these conversations with visitors did not 

reflect upon their actions on the beach, only those visitors who stopped at signs prior to 

conversations were tallied, while those visitors who stopped at signs after the conversation were 

ignored.  

 Quantitative Findings  

 While the sample size was small, the findings implied that more people stop and stay longer 

at signs at Pier 39 as opposed to Children’s Pool Beach.  The total amount of people stopping at 

signage at Pier 39 within two hours of observation was, for the most part, greater than the amount 

of people stopping at signs within Children’s Pool over the entire eleven hours of observation 

conducted .  

 Upon closer examination it was not difficult to understand why signs at Pier 39 attracted 

more visitors.  All signs at Pier 39 utilized two or more images, were positioned along an established 

viewing pathway and were not within viewing distance of the hauled out sea lions, while most signs 

also utilized handouts.  All of these variables were identified as positive attractants to the public, 

through the sign efficacy study created for this project.   

 Furthermore, the response that visitors’ had in relation to signs within view of wild animals, 

was fascinating and unanticipated.  Intuitively, this finding makes a great deal of sense.  Why would 

visitors spend time looking at a two dimensional sign about wild animals, when the live specimen is 

there before them?  This finding is currently relevant to wildlife managers, as well as, zoological and 

aquaria curators, when attempting to determine where to situate signs they want to ensure visitors 

will read.         

 

6.0 FUTURE RECOMMENDATIONS 

 It is likely, that educational signage erected at strategic locations along Children’s Pool 

Beach, would successfully be utilized by the general public.  From there the role of signage in 

promoting awareness of ways people can successfully coexist with the seals, and each other, can be 

ascertained.  There are some methods of promoting a better sense of coexistence at Children’s Pool 
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Beach, especially if the City of San Diego desires to maintain the joint use management strategy on 

this site.  These methods are: education, beach closures, and enforcement.   

6.1 Education 

 The educational potential of the harbor seal rookery at Children’s Pool Beach would be 

better met through the creation of an artistically rendered educational and interpretive display.  The 

creation of this display would also focus attention away from the socio-political controversies 

plaguing this site. 

Utilizing quantitative findings from this study, an ideal 

location on-site in which to erect the educational display 

has been identified.  There are four large blank walls 

present below the street level of the beach, along the 

stairs heading down towards the restrooms and onto the 

beach (see Image 10).  These stairs are frequently used by 

visitors and by all beach goers.  Additionally the walls are 

visible from numerous viewing areas surrounding the 

beach, including the much frequented wave break wall, as 

well as, from the green gazebo and many of the benches 

along the bluff.  This proposal envisions the creation of a tile mosaic upon this wall, which would 

depict both the marine and terrestrial habitats of La Jolla’s harbor seals.  This mosaic would also 

portray additional marine organisms found both along downtown La Jolla’s rocky shoreline and 

offshore kelp forests, orientating visitors to the numerous animals found along this unique coastline. 

 Additionally, between three and six educational panels should be erected along the cliff wall 

at strategic locations.  The information displayed on these outdoor educational signs should portray 

the history of Children’s Pool, frequently seen pinnipeds of California, as well as some harbor seal 

natural history and safe marine mammal viewing guidelines.   

 Currently there is local interest in this project proposal and grants are being written in order 

to attain funding to create this educational display.  The creation of an educational/interpretive 

display at Children’s Pool Beach, will provide wildlife managers with the opportunity to quantify 

how better signage may influence visitors’ attitudes and behaviors concerning management of wild 

animals within an urban setting.  Initial evaluations have already been conducted, establishing 

baseline data for the use and efficacy of the current signage displayed on the beach.  This sign study 

should continue to be conducted throughout the display creation process, in order to compare sign 

usage pre- and post- project completion.  Docents from La Jolla Friends of the Seals, who already 

Image  10:   Blank Walls at Children’s Pool 
Beach.  (R. VanderWalde) 
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maintain data regarding amount of people visiting the site, can be trained to collect data concerning 

sign usage. Docents should also continue to tally any harassment incidents they see on the beach, in 

order to ascertain whether the inception of pinniped viewing guidelines on-site will influence 

visitors’ behaviors around the seals.  

6.2 Beach Closures and Evaluation  

 The inception of this educational display is the necessary first step to successfully managing a 

coexistence strategy between people and seals on Children’s Pool Beach.  Once educational signage 

has been created, many other options may be available.  The first is to pass a local ordinance, 

officially closing the tidal sections of the beach during the pupping season (January – May) as 

recommended by Forrest, et. al. (Forrest, et. al., manuscript 2005).  Furthermore, some form of 

spatial barrier may be erected on the beach year round.  The barrier should be maneuverable, 

ensuring that it can be maximized during the winter months (pupping season) and minimized during 

the summer months.  The inception of these seasonal and spatial closures will ensure that those who 

desire to use the beach and adjoining waters, can do so utilizing the most appropriate behaviors to 

avoid harassing the seals. 

 Furthermore, biological surveys should be conducted on the beach in order to establish data 

concerning long term effects of human presence on harbor seal populations. While it appears as 

though the seals are reproducing successfully regardless of human harassment, there has been no 

data collected on pup fecundity, site fidelity or overall longevity of the resident harbor seals.  

 The completion and further evaluation of this project, will provide federal, state and local 

wildlife managers and agencies, with valuable data concerning the efficacy of educational and public 

awareness campaigns.  Likewise, the creation of this display will broadcast a more unified message of 

acceptance regarding the seals presence, from all governmental agencies involved within this dispute.   

The erection of this display will also increase the exposure of agencies such as NOAA Fisheries, the 

California Coastal Commission and Conservancy, as well as, the City of San Diego, to their 

constituents.  By increasing their exposure these agencies may increase their constituent base, as well 

as inspire private citizens to became marine stewards.        

6.3 Enforcement  

 The last stage needed to ensure better management of coexistence between people and seals, 

is to increase the presence of enforcement agents around the beach.  Currently there is one local 

NOAA enforcement agent who is responsible for incidents throughout the entire San Diego 

County.  She is physically unable to respond to the numerous harassment calls pertaining to 

Children’s Pool.  With no enforcement of the MMPA, the message currently portrayed on the 
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beach, is that harassment of these wild animals is acceptable.   Seal advocacy groups have currently 

proposed a new ordinance to City Council, in order to increase the amount of local officials able to 

respond to harassment incidents.  The proposed ordinance would further define harassment actions 

against harbor seals, while also, allowing lifeguards and police officers to pass out harassment 

violations against harbor seals.  The Natural Resources and Cultural Committee has already 

approved of this local ordinance.  While the San Diego City Council was scheduled to vote on this 

ordinance by April, as of yet, there has been no response.. 

 6.4 Summary 

 The purpose of this Capstone project was to investigate the methods used to promote 

coexistence between wild animals and people with differing values, at established pinniped viewing 

sites along the coast of California.  Qualitative interviews and a quantitative sign efficacy study were 

conducted in order to attain a detailed comparison between successful coexistence sites and 

Children’s Pool Beach, a site which has been overshadowed by negative social disputes.  Throughout 

this project, it has become abundantly clear that the use of educational and interpretive signage far 

exceeds the use of regulatory signs in mitigating both animal harassment and conflicts between 

people. 

 As such, the inception of educational and interpretive signage broadcasting marine mammal 

viewing guidelines and pinniped ecology, may mitigate negative social interactions that have 

occurred at Children’s Pool Beach .  The creation of this display will publicize an official acceptance 

of the seals presence on the beach, which may decrease the amount of disputes between opposing 

citizens, while also increasing visitors awareness of the distinctiveness of this site.  Likewise, the 

initiation of better signage on site may provide wildlife managers, local officials and marine 

communicators with valuable data concerning means of engaging the general public in issues 

concerning marine stewardship.  Furthermore, the creation of this proposed project will provide 

much needed data on the efficacy of educational signage in altering peoples’ attitudes and behaviors 

concerning wild animals within urban areas.  The success of any implemented educational display at 

Children’s Pool Beach, will impart an informed message of wildlife acceptance and understanding, 

while additionally communicating means of coexistence with wild animals. 
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8.0  Appendix 

Appendix 8.1: Coexistence Survey Responses 

 William Campagna La Jolla Native, 10/24/06 

1) What is your (agency’s, organization’s) current position on the issue of the Harbor 
seal rookery and recreational uses of Children’s Pool Beach? 

 Joint-usage by seals and people, through seasonal closures. 
 

2) What is your view of the definition of “joint (or shared) use”? 
 =Seasonal closures.  During summer months for human recreation, as soon as school starts beach is closed for 
human use until Spring April/May and open for seals throughout pupping season. 
 
3) To what extent does your agency/organization view “joint-use” as being a viable 

option? 
 Absolutely possible.  But all most compromise “cannot please everyone all the time”.  If set up as seal 
 preserve, the wall must come down (so that it is more natural?), and then would not be as much as an 
 argument for human use. 
 

4) Define the conflicts that have arisen in trying to attain “joint-usage”? 
 Conflicts with “hard-core environmentalists”.  All must see that there can be a reasonable solution –
 comparison to seasonal closure of fisheries. 
 
5) Describe possible solutions to the conflicting interests of seal rookery and human 

recreation at Children’s Pool Beach? 
 Again seasonal closures – if they want to keep the wall there and the seals there, allowing humans’ access to 
 the water at certain times is the only viable solution. 
 
6)  What are the “stumbling blocks” to attaining a viable solution?  What are the 
“stepping stones” needed to achieve the same solution? 

 a)   There are a few people who are unwilling to compromise, sad because as human we  should be willing 
to allow for change.  Sometimes all it takes to make a big change is a  few very vocal people, and that is not fair.  
Could this not be put to the public to vote on? 
 b)   Posting signs at the parking lot and down the stairs leading to the beach stating the  closure season.  
Lifeguards staffed there can also help ensure closure season. 
 
 
  Michelle Zetwo – Special Agent, NOAA Fisheries Enforcement 
 

1) What is your (agency’s, organization’s) current position on the issue of the Harbor 
seal rookery and recreational uses of Children’s Pool Beach? 
NOAA has no position on enforcement needs for rookeries (no legal/policy implications for the designation of a 
place as an “official rookery site”(’99)) 

 
2)What is your view of the definition of “joint use”?  And your view of the definition of 
“shared use”? 
“joint and shared use” considered the same thing and is when people and animals are sharing the same space. 

 
3) To what extent does your agency/organization view “joint-use” as being a viable 
option?  What about “shared use”? 
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It depends on the respect that the people afford to the animals.  Also depends on the location and size of the shared 
space available, season and populations of both animals and humans. 
 
4)  Describe possible solutions to the conflicting interests of seal rookery and human 
recreation at Children’s Pool Beach? 

-seasonal closures during pupping season, open to public during summer months 
-increased education at the site to inform people about respectful distance and interactions with animals.  (problem 
with docents – their opinions tend to get broadcasted to the public “it is hard to remain neutral when passionate 
about the issue” 

 
5)   What are the challenges to attaining a viable solution?   

-crowded/populated area and small beach 
-high passions on both sides of the issue 
-lack of government resources to deal with issue 
 

6)   What type of mechanisms (tools/actions) are needed to attain the same solution? 
-governing agencies could use more resources, such as personnel, time and money. 
-the Rope guideline worked well in the past to ensure prevention of marine mammal harassment, especially for 
those visitors who don’t know anything about the MMPA.  Acted as safe boundary for human and seals. 
 
Additional questions asked: 
Personal experiences: 
La Jolla Nine (swimmers) 
SCUBA instructor bringing class down during pupping season, Michelle informed that it was pupping season and 
instructor responded that she was unaware and would not continue to bring divers down to CPB during the 
pupping season.  Michelle mentioned that she would prefer to educate people and let them know what is acceptable, 
than give out numerous citations.   
Michelle also mentioned that it is important to positively reinforce those people who make a conscious effort to 
respect the seals and their space and habitat when utilizing the pool. For example, she mentioned that if she sees a 
diver exiting the (or entering) the water along the eastern portion of the beach, while the seals are hauled out on the 
western portion, she will thank them for taking those necessary precautions. 
 
Response to criticisms the MMPA is not being enforced: 
Wrong – there have been cases in which citations have been given out, but she is only agent in SD and cannot 

respond to every complaint of “level B harassment” at CPB.  Example given of people calling on harassment charge 
when animals were just raising their heads.  Michelle posed the question “Is it a good utilization of government 
resources to pay agent to “baby-sit the seals”? 

 
Are the seal advocate “crying wolf” by inundating you with harassment calls: 
Yes – and they end up hurting their own cause. 
 
What do you believe the position of the city is?: 
Do nothing – scared to do anything at this point. 
 
We watched footage o f  the La Jol la Nine swimmers come up on the beach.   First  three  

swimmers f lushed most  o f  the seals  into the water ,  direc t ly  into the path o f  the oncoming 
swimmers .   Some footage showed an large ( f emale?)  seal  lunging at  a swimmer,  as the swimmer 
and her husband f la i l  at  the seal ,  with f l ippers  and masks.   The seal  appears to be a mother 
protec t ing her pup (which would explain her more aggress ive  behaviors) ,  a f t er  she lunges at  the 
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pool  she looks underwater  numerous t imes ,  seems to be looking for  her pup.  The man comes 
out o f  the water  with large scratch marks down his  l e f t  arm and back. 

 
 George Schaefer Deputy City Attorney, October 31, 2006 
 

1) What is your (agency’s, organization’s) current position on the issue of the Harbor 
seal rookery and recreational uses of Children’s Pool Beach? 
City council “for the moment” supports the joint use policy 

 
2) What is your view of the definition of “joint use”?  And your view of the definition of 
“shared use”? 
Joint use = Children’s Pool Beach used for human recreational purposes (swimming, diving) while also attempting 
to have negative impacts on seals hauled out on the beach. 
Shared use = the same thing 

 
3) To what extent does your agency/organization view “joint-use” as being a viable 
option?  What about “shared use”? 

City council views Joint use as being quite viable as that has been their position for numerous years.  But it has created 
tension between some residents. 

 
4) Describe possible solutions to the conflicting interests of seal rookery and human 
recreation at Children’s Pool Beach? 
Council recently (April 2006) ruled to put up rope/barrier during the harbor seal pupping season.  This has been 
the best solution to date. 

 
5) What are the challenges to attaining a viable solution?   
Some people just don’t respect the seals and attempt to shoo them away.  The City’s response to that is to defer 
responsibility of criminal prosecution to federal authorities (NOAA/NMFS enforcement). 

 
6) What type of mechanisms (tools/actions) are needed to attain the same solution? 
Public education – most people do not understand why it is necessary for seals to have this area.  
The City has also put a surveillance camera at the site, which discourages people from harassing the seals 
(although some complain about this as well). 

 
Additional Questions: 
 
Tideland Grant – is the trust able to be changed?  What is the City’s position on amending 
the 1931 Tideland Grant? 
Yes it can be changed – going through (state) legislature is the only way to amend the statute.  The City is not looking 
into that b/c the Council’s position is that they have not broken (misused) the trust.  The City has the discretion and 
flexibility to utilize the land for purposes listed in the trust – there are numerous uses listed and the City does not 
believe it has broken that trust.  The numerous uses listed allow the city to decide which to use and which may not be 
utilized, as well. 
 
City Council’s position on dredging or other options for beach: 
One council member (Scott Peters –La Jolla) strongly urging council to elect the dredging option, and the City council 
has commissioned an initial investigation into this possibility.  But the status quo amongst the Council right now is to 
maintain the “joint-use” that has already been utilized for numerous years. 
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Other options: some reports of putting in platforms for the seals to haul out on (but seemed quite imaginative) and also 
opening up the sluiceways – this option needs to carefully investigated because historical story of child being pulled 
through sluiceways and drowned (which is why they were sealed up). 
 
Could the State take back the tideland if they find the City negligent of maintaining the 
trust? 
Yes.  But not likely.  The normal remedy is for a court to order the trustee to comply with the trust, but if the state 
legislature deemed it appropriate they could come in and take back the land. 
The Children’s Pool Beach is public property and the City Council of San Diego is held in trust for the land. 
 
 Gabriel Solmer, Staff Attorney Coastkeeper, October, 2006 
 

1)    What is your (agency’s, organization’s) current position on the issue of the Harbor 
seal rookery and recreational uses of Children’s Pool Beach? 
Coastkeeper – seals have been within that area of La Jolla as long as the historical record goes back, we oppose 
any attempt to remove the seals or break up the rookery on the beach. 

 
2)    What is your view of the definition of “joint use”?  And your view of the definition of 
“shared use”? 
“Joint use” as defined by City is the seals and people occupying the same stretch of beach. 
“Shared use”  is what Coastkeeper is recommending which implies that the upper sand areas of beach and the 
breakwater will be available for people to watch the seals, but the lower (wet sand) portions of beach and the water 
is reserved for the seals.  

 
3)    To what extent does your agency/organization view “joint-use” as being a viable 
option?  What about “shared use”? 

Joint use – unworkable situation, especially if City goes through with dredging plans.  Dredging will create a smaller 
beach with more people and more seals competing for a smaller space.  They are trying to recreate the past without 
really understanding the natural or biological implications of that.  It is a situation that is set up to fail: either the 
seals will abandon the site so those joint users will lose, or the water quality will remain an issue so human joint users 
will lose – lose-lose situation. 
Shared use – is viable, it is pretty much what we have now on the beach.  The seal population does not seem to be 
increasing and tourists are coming from all over the world to see these animals. 
 

4)   Describe possible solutions to the conflicting interests of seal rookery and human 
recreation at Children’s Pool Beach? 
1) Publicizing Shared use concept – San Diego has 70 miles of pristine beaches.  Why has this 100 yard sandy 

beach become the battlefield that it has become? 
2) Lacking strong political leadership – SD City Council has wavered frequently on this issue.  On one hand 

that are appealing an injunction to dredge while on the other hand they are financing the initial reports to 
look into dredging.  Very confusing.  The City must make a more definitive stand. 

3) Sympathetic to those La Jolla residents who remember the beach as it was (‘golden years’).  The feeling of 
nostalgia and getting the past back, but is this their real concern in regards to this issue? 

 
5)    What are the challenges to attaining a viable solution?   
Getting people to actually say what they mean.  Is the argument really about the beach being for the children, b/c 
when asked typically the children want to see the seals remain.  People involved must stop hiding behind “visceral 
and emotional” responses and talk about what their actual concerns are.  For example are residents upset about 
the bad traffic flow and lack of available parking areas, or the fact the their neighborhood is becoming “the poor 
mans sea world”?  If so they these are the issues that need to be addressed for co-existence to occur. 



 42 

 
6) What type of mechanisms (tools/actions) are needed to attain the same solution? 
1) More outreach to both sides from everyone involved – too much fighting back in forth with no attempts for 

compromise.  It is unfortunate that the Pro and Anti seal groups have clashed as often as they have.  It is 
time to take a step back and look for a more rational approach. 

2) City Council should set up a Stakeholder groups because right now neither of the camps trust the politicians 
involved. 

3) Really trying to ascertain what the heard of this issue truly is. 
 
Continued (Non-survey) Questions: 
1) What is your opinion of the City’s role in maintaining Joint-use for the beach? 
The City’s definition (if go ahead with dredging) is not viable and not sustainable, either 
biologically or economically – need to consistently redredge at very high cost with very little 
result. 
NMFS (federal agency) not doing much and told City they would support whatever City decides 
to do. 
 
2) What would your organization ideally like to see occur at this beach? 
Ideally like to see the beach preserved as a Harbor seal rookery (maybe by making it into a 
National Historic area).  The Legislature can be called on to clear up the land use issues 
pertaining to the tideland grant.  Human should remain an integral part of this beach and area, 
so we suggest that people be allowed to maintain close proximity in order to experience this 
unique natural experience and hopefully care more for natural conservation. 
 
3) What legal tools may allow for above solution? 
Change the Tideland grant to allow for establishment of sanctuary.  Going directly through 
Legislature would be best option, although can also have judge rule that the grant could include 
the utilization of the area for seal reserve (although not likely especially when the ruling of 
O’Sullivan case is taken into account). 
Agencies involved:  California, Coastal Commission, NMFS, and State Lands Commission. 

 
4) What about co-existence, is it possible? 
It could work if there was minimal interference during pupping season. 
So a seasonal use plan could work and would be a good compromise.  But it is not ideal for a 
few reasons: 
a) There would still be the water quality issue 

There is much of harbor seal natural history that is unknown – will the ongoing human pressure and 
stresses break up the rookery?  
 
 Debbie Beacham, La Jolla Resident and Children’s Pool Beach User, 11/8/06 
 

1)   What is your (agency’s, organization’s) current position on the issue of the Harbor 
seal rookery and recreational uses of Children’s Pool Beach? 
People should be able to use the beach and the seals should be able to use as well, but not to supersede human use.  
Seals are welcome to return to beach after certain considerations (improvements to beach) are made. 

 
 

2)    What is your view of the definition of “joint use”?  And your view of the definition of 
“shared use”? Joint use and shared use the same.  Joint use = people and seals sharing the same beach.  In a 
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way the MMPA and the tidelands grant are both being upheld right now, but in very vague way.  Joint use is 
foggy because the determination of Level B harassment under MMPA is still foggy. 

 
 

3)    To what extent does your agency/organization view “joint-use” as being a viable 
option?  What about “shared use”? 

To some extent it is setting people up to fail – “a failed situation” – b/c you have city officials telling people they can 
go on the beach, but then you can have federal officials giving citations for those who do go on the beach and then 
“disturb the seals”.  Gives example of mother whose child’s toy fell from the wave break wall; lifeguards told her she 
could retrieve the toy, but when she went on the beach to do so she was given a citation.  Currently there is only 
increased enforcement of Level B harassment during the pupping season since NOAA has limited resources as well 
[Inconsistencies with how the MMPA/ level B harassment is enforced across spatial and temporal scale.] 
 

4)    Describe possible solutions to the conflicting interests of seal rookery and human 
recreation at Children’s Pool Beach? 
1) Opening of sluiceways to allow for more natural tidal flushing of area. 
2) Dredging of the sand back to 1941 configuration (court injunction) 
3) Move all seal advocate signs and booths away from entrance to beach (so that they cannot limit human access 

to the beach) 
4) Federal ranger present on the beach to mitigate possible harassment situations. 
5) All right to leave the seals alone during the pupping season, since that is the time where this beach becomes a 

critical habitat to the seals, but the rest of the year the seals don’t need this beach, they have plenty other 
places to go. 

 
5)   What are the challenges to attaining a viable solution?   

-The Environmental groups for pressuring people away from beach use – let them hold their rallies and make their 
stand away from beach entry way. 
-The amount of litigation surrounding this issue is slowing down the remedy that the Superior Court judged ruled – the 
dredging of the beach.  Once the O’Sullivan lawsuit wins the City’s appeal (she believe it will), the judge’s remedy 
should be utilized. 
 

6)   What type of mechanisms (tools/actions) are needed to attain the same solution? 
Political action – City needs to stop requesting redundant Environmental Impact Assessment reports.  If the suit 
wins the appeal the city needs to do what judge ordered. 
More Science – one more study done on the seawall and including scientific players to analyze effects of dredging.  
Mentioned names like Dr. Inman, Hany Elwany, and April Panerra.  Should continue to explore options for 
improving water quality.  Big on Natural Tidal Flushing and a cleaner marine environment.  Frightened that 
human may contract disease from contact with seal feces (and possibly even seal respiration), and extremely 
frightened of possibility for increased shark presence and shark attacks. 
 

Other key issues discussed: 
1) Debbie does not believe that this was a historic site for harbor seals – believes this is an 

artificial configuration that the seals have begun to exploit for the same reasons that people 
exploit it – the wave break wall.  She believes there is no way that this could have been an 
ancestral harbor seal rookery b/c the wave action and lack of sand in the area prior to the 
building of the wall would not have been conducive for pupping site – too dangerous.  So if 
no other solution is available - the wall will have to come down (if every other possible 
solution fails). 

Questions:  Do harbor seals breed earlier in southern Cal. than northern Cal.? 
Is the seal rookery getting bigger every year or is it staying the same or even shrinking? 
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2) Sharks – Debbie believes that the city is creating a food chain for the sharks and that most 
cities with high propensity for shark attacks do all possible to prepare and avoid such attacks, 
but San Diego setting up La Jolla to become shark infested area due to large amounts of 
seals.  She has photos of seals on Children’s beach with shark bite wounds (presumably great 
whites ) and often quoted shark experts telling people to avoid shark attacks do not swim 
with seals.  La Jolla is a beach community that utilizes the ocean for active recreation (like 
diving, snorkeling, fishing, swimming surfing etc), so as soon as someone gets mistaken for a 
seal and attacked than huge problem. 

Questions:  Do juvenile great whites hang out in La Jolla coves? 
Are these shark concerns really justified? 
3) Seal buried directly on beach and water quality issue – sees them as unsanitary and unsafe for 

human health factors. 
Question:  what is policy on removing dead animals?  What are some zoonotic diseases 
people can attain from the animals and what kind of exposure do they need to have to 
get those illnesses? 
Debbie’s Big Question:  Do the environmental groups think about what this place will be like in 
20 years if they get their way and it becomes a seal reserve?  Is what they propose sustainable for 
the future of the La Jolla beach community? 
Conspiracy theory:  SeaWorld released hundreds of rehabilitated seals by this beach, causing 
their population on the beach to grow. 
 
 Dorota Valli, Founder SealWatch, 11/8/06 
 
1)    What is your (agency’s, organization’s) current position on the issue of the Harbor 
seal rookery and recreational uses of Children’s Pool Beach? 
Sealwatch – the beach should be established as a seal rookery and there should be protection offered to the seals 
(through the federal MMPA), possibly by keeping sections of the beach roped of fenced off so the seals have safe 
space.  This is a difficult area to manage b/c it is such an urban area.  Want protection for the seal provided year 
round (and lobby politicians to keep rope up all year round) not just during pupping season.  Believe that there are 
so many beautiful beaches around San Diego, can’t humans share one beach with wildlife, especially since wildlife 
(and ecosystems) are decreasing due to human reasons? 

 
2)    What is your view of the definition of “joint use”?  And your view of the definition of 
“shared use”? 

Never heard any different definitions for joint use or shared use – same thing and it is the city’s plan to allow shared 
access by removing any barrier and allowing people and humans to share the same space. 
 

3)   To what extent does your agency/organization view “joint-use” as being a viable 
option?  What about “shared use”? 

It may work sometimes but most of the time it doesn’t work.  Seals will be disturbed by people and some people are 
extremely ignorant about safe and responsible wildlife viewing.  Dorota has seen too many visitors, stepping on, petting, 
prodding, kicking and trying to get reaction from the seals.  Sealwatch is afraid that co-existence will promote ignorant 
and harassing behaviors by people toward the seals. 
 

4)   Describe possible solutions to the conflicting interests of seal rookery and human 
recreation at Children’s Pool Beach? 

- Sealwatch believes that seal viewing i s  beach recreation.  When the rope was in place it was great, b/c the city 
was showing that it respected wildlife but providing them with a safe space 

- Proper educational and informative signage (sponsored by the City or Federal agency), and place the rope (or some 
other form of barrier) back up. 
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- Worst case scenario – destroy the wave break wall (personal opinion). 
 

5)   What are the challenges to attaining a viable solution?   
- Federal and city government.  Why are they so difficult to deal with?  Why do they keep flip-flopping over their 

position regarding the presence of the seals? 
- The fact the La Jolla is an urban beach community where people are constantly utilizing the water, so denying 

people access to the water is very serious to the community; there is the belief that human needs surpass animal 
needs.  It becomes a question of values .  

 
6)    What type of mechanisms (tools/actions) are needed to attain the same solution? 
They have tried many actions already – lobbying city council and NOAA – tried to make them see that seal 
harassment is a real issue at this beach. 
She wishes that the city would recognize the seals as an asset as opposed to a nuisance. 
There is an anti-seal hidden motive – many La Jolla resident don’t want tourists (and minorities) crowing onto 
their beaches – comment “Don’t want La Jolla to become a Poor Mans SeaWorld” 
 
Additional Info discussed with Dorota: 
Benefits of seals – the preservation of ecosystem despite human overpopulation 
Natural history – the seals have different reactions to human disturbances at different times of 
day.  In the morning they seem easily spooked and flush easily, yet in the afternoon and evenings 
they seem to be less bothered by human disturbances.  People can get really close and the seals 
don’t react. 
City Council – She is “disgusted” with city council, and their mismanagement across the board 
in San Diego, not just mismanagement of this beach.  Like Scott Peters – who was so heavily 
pushing dredging, where is he now?  In her opinion the city is doing everything they can to 
postpone the situation and do nothing, making the citizens act as activists in this case.  She 
wants to see City Council “Just do something”. 
Docents – they are put in a very volatile situation – most docents just want to provide 
information to visitors and instead are put in a position where they need to take action against 
the harassment of these animals since no one else is. 
Ideally Sealwatch would like to see the beach turned into a seal reserve – b/c as Dorota sees it, it 
is not that the seals invaded a human beach, but humans that invaded a seal beach. 
Comparison to Carpinteria – enforcement of MMPA done very differently in different places – 
why is it so inconsistent? 
Again a lot of this tension is caused by “clash of values”. 
 
 Dr. Doyle Hanan – Marine Mammal Biologist, 2/1/07 
 
1)   What is your (agency’s, organization’s) current position on the issue of the Harbor 
seal rookery and recreational uses of Children’s Pool Beach? 
Remains neutral on the subject.  He loves to come to the beach and observe the seals and thinks it is a huge benefit 
to have wild animals in an urban area (for educational reasons). 

 
2)  What is your view of the definition of “joint use”?  

Defined pretty much as it sounds (seals and humans using the beach jointly) 
 

3)   To what extent does your agency/organization view “joint-use” as being a viable 
option?  
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It seems as though it is already happening here.  It might be better managed through beach closures based on time 
(seasonally/hourly) and by area/space.  If they were to maintain permanent barrier around the seals might work 
better but we just don’t know enough about it yet. 
 
4)   Describe possible solutions to the conflicting interests of seal rookery and human 
recreation at Children’s Pool Beach? 

Closing the beach and letting the seals have the beach during the pupping season (January 1st – April 31st would be 
good time frame – any seals that are giving birth in December won’t be successful (premature births) and there might 
be some births in May but not that many) 
People should be able to use part of the beach.  It is still uncertain whether or not the seals will continue to habituate to 
people’s presence and this is worthy of doing some tests/experiments on. 
 
5)    What are the challenges to attaining a viable solution?   
Willingness of people on both sides of this argument to follow on rules/guidelines that are set up.  Both sides are 
currently pushing the limit (My notes:  citizens infringing upon and enforcing federal law). 
The pro-seal people are over protecting the seals, they are extreme in their actions of limiting human presence on beach 
and  misuse biology for advocacy. 
 
6)    What type of mechanisms (tools/actions) are needed to attain the same solution? 

Clear direction from management agencies.  So far all these agencies have given mixed messages – the City has 
been dragging its feet over this issue for years. 
NMFS is a problem as well – they have been giving mixed messages also – managers saying one things and 
enforcers saying something else.  There must be one clear voice from NOAA/NMFS regarding this issue.  Cut 
and dry solution – violation or no violation. 
 
Biological Questions: 
Methods to evaluate amount of seals using the beach: 
What percentage o f  the populat ion at  this  s i t e  are rehab animals? 
How many o f  these  rehab seals  pup on this  beach and return to pup on this  beach and how 
many o f  the ir  pups re turn to pup on this  beach? 
How many o f  the seals  here are res idents vs .  t ransients?  
How of ten do they l eave for  and how long are they gone for?  
Being able  to  understand the carry ing capac i ty  o f  seals  for  this  s i t e  would be very hard to 
determine – might have to be done v ia genet i c  s tudies .   Harbor seals  are l imited by food 
resources  and space ,  as wel l  as by people  at  this  s i t e  spec i f i ca l ly .  
If scientists were able to brand some of the individuals would be helpful to ascertain questions over site fidelity, pup 
fecundity, reproductive success etc.  But branding in such a public area might be a problem as well.  Usually 
whenever researchers need to tag/brand/experiment on wild seals one or two will die, and that would make the 
front page news on this site.  Many people would protest methods of research.. 
 
I f  you wanted to determine how human presence  on the beach is  a f f e c t ing these  harbor seals  
behavior and reproduct ive  success ,  what would be the indicators/variables  you would want 
to tes t  for? 
1)  Harbor seal population counts for this beach over different seasons and times of day (compare years with 
limited human presence to years with acceptable joint use?) 
2)  Amount of pups born 
3)  Pup survivorship (and fecundity?) 
What about also flushing events and based on what disturbances? (people on the beach 
approaching up to x distance vs. people exiting from the water etc).  How long before the seals 
return to haul out after flushing event? 
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Branding some of the seals would be really helpful and answering some of these questions and can help us ascertain 
where these seals are going after a disturbance. 
 
Agency Issues: 
The state of California is not prepared for any type of mass die off of marine mammals 
(pinnipeds) (through virus etc). 
California department of Fish and Game used to get about $1million per year to assist in 
enforcing the MMPA.  This funding got cut in the late 80s early 90s.  Fish and Game no longer 
has a marine mammal program. 
Doyle Hanan, Doug DeMasters, James Lecky and Terry Jackson were walking on a proposal for 
“Return to Management {return management of harbor seal, California sea lions and elephant 
seals to state agencies}”  but this got cut/denied. 
Oregon and Washington are working on “return to management” plans that might be good for 
comparison.  Steve Jeffries and Robin Brown are contacts. 
Comparison with Pier 39 – there is now a current controversy over some of the sea lions 
expanding territory and hauling out on human used docks.  Dr. Hanan has been working with 
NMFS agency on non-lethal deterrence of the sea lions and has continuing funding for these 
programs. 
 Saul Alarcon Farafon, Wildlife Biologist, WildCoast, 1/30/07 
 
1) What is your (agency’s, organization’s) current position on the issue of the Harbor 
seal rookery and recreational uses of Children’s Pool Beach? 

Wildcoast – supports the seals presence through it being a environmental justice issue – well off La Jollan’s not 
wanting lower income visitors in their city.  Mission:  protecting coastal ecosystems.  Protecting the seals though a 
coalition of organizations and the Marine Protection Act (?Marine Life Act?) 
SealWatch San Diego – protect marine mammals for healthy ecosystems and education purposes. 
 

2)    What is your view of the definition of “joint use”?   
Analogy to a stadium – people come to the stadium and the stadium is there for the people but the audience is not 
going onto the field.  They are there to watch what is occurring on the field.  That is the same with Children’s Pool – 
wildlife viewing as recreational use of beach. 
Total land of the beach is about ½ an acre (?) so the City’s position of people and seals using the beach and water does 
not work (too small a space).  If people are on the beach, often the seals won’t haul out (not always the case, sometimes 
if there are already some seals hauled out, seals will exit water regardless of human presence).  When people are 
swimming and exit the water at CPB that usually caused a flush (violation of MMPA).  As is right now, there are 
no guidelines for joint use and we cannot expect most people to understand how their behavior can affect the seals 
behaviors and needs. 
 

3)   To what extent does your agency/organization view “joint-use” as being a viable 
option? 
Temporary joint use (seasonal) – Maybe will work?  We just don’t know enough yet to ascertain this.  Must have 
long term studies to ascertain the variables as to the seals use and their success on this beach.  There must be 
evidence (good scientific data to prove viability of this option. 

It is important to maintain wildlife through protected areas:  survival of a patch depends on the health of a matrix 
(surrounding areas).  If matrix is unhealthy the protected patch will have limited chance for success. 
 

4)  Describe possible solutions to the conflicting interests of seal rookery and human 
recreation at Children’s Pool Beach? 
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Long term:  Sanctuary – area where you actually enforce protection.  Declare the beach a protected area – other marine 
mammals have been observed there (elephant seals and sea lions) My note:  must be careful elephant seals have 
been proven to displace harbor seals from traditional haul out sites (see Hanan dissertation).  
Educate the public – people need to start changing the frame of mind when it comes to wildlife and natural resources – 
it is not that these animals are taking over human places but rather than humans have taken over wild areas.  What 
about the future of wild animals and resources? 
Fairness of laws – MMPA and city municipal code protecting wildlife should be upheld. 
 
5)    What are the challenges to attaining a viable solution?   
Politically – many differing people want to see the seals stay on this beach.  It is also a few of the same small group 
that has the loud voice opposing the seals presence on the beach.  Politicians should do want the majority of they 
constituents want – not just base their decisions on the people being able to lobby with money.  This is why this has not 
been resolved yet (accusations of Scott Peterson being corrupt). 
Socially – in this scenario there are a few vocal and powerful individuals who oppose the seals presence and are able to 
break the law with impunity. 
Seals are an asset to the city of San Diego that will be lost if we (the city) continues to do nothing. 
 
6)    What type of mechanisms (tools/actions) are needed to attain the same solution? 

a)  Public relations and a media campaign supporting the seals presence.  Media presenting this dispute as though 
the argument is 50 – 50 (same amount of people on both sides) when really the majority of people (at least coming 
to the beach) are coming to see the seals. 
b) Education – people need to change their perspectives on how we use our natural resources in the long term. 
c) Alter the argument – change the framework of this conflict.  The issue is not seals vs. people (but that is what 
the argument has been thus far).  The issue is really about people and their use of available resources.  If we don’t 
start protecting our ocean resources (at a local level) there will be a crises that we will have to face.  My notes:  
the conflict is not seals vs. people rather it is people vs. people – can those who oppose human 
wildlife coexistence ever coexist with those who are for it? 
 
 
Appendix 8.2 Inception of Pinniped Viewing Areas 
 
  Sarah and David Allen, Carpinteria SealWatch, 3/26/07 

 
• Question 1:  What was it like prior at this site prior to the inception of a viewing 

area/educational signage/docent program? 
• Question 2:  What was the cost of creating (and maintaining) the viewing area?  What 

were some funding sources? 
• Question 3:  Do you have any means of evaluating the efficacy of the educational 

displays/signs/viewing material created?  Do you measure the usage of this area and 
if so how? 

• Question 4:  If you had the opportunity to create this viewing area again, would you 
do anything differently?  In an ideal world what would this viewing area look like? 

 
! Do you publicize the presence of these seals? 
! Do you find that many people are coming out to see the seals? 
! How were you able to seasonally close sections of the beach to 

pedestrian traffic during the breeding season? 
! What are some (if any) current issues you are facing on site? 
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1: The path ran along the edge of the bluff and during rains it would erode in sections.  There 
was constant interruption of the seals.   
 In the 1970’s people used to inch up to the edge of the bluff on their bellies in order to 
observe the seals.  Dave’s comment:  The seals have become more acclimated to human presence, and 
people watching them, over the years. 
 In 1990 the viewing area was incepted and Sealwatch Carpinteria was founded. 
 1994 maximum diurnal haul out count = 365 seals 
 2006 maximum nocturnal haul out count = 487 seals 
 Yearly adult population of about 125-175 seals.  
 
2: Sealwatch is not a formalized group = not a 501c3.  All volunteer based and  volunteers pay 
out of pocket for simple maintenance (chairs, folders, etc.). 
 City grant paid for the creation of the brochure and they print brochures for group,  and the 
city provided the group with stop signs to use to stop pedestrians from entering beach during 
pupping season. 
 The group does sell T-shirts and sweatshirts. 
 Chevron was the oil company that used to own the pier �they moved the path back on the 
bluff, put up the posts and ropes and brought up the log for people to sit on.  Also paid for the 
plants currently surrounded viewing area on bluff and volunteers provided free labor for planting. 
 A different oil company now owns the pier (Venoco – start up oil company, not 
 positive attitude toward seals {opinion of Sarah}). 
  
3: The signs have changed over the years and so there is no baseline for the efficacy of the 
signs. 
 Personal thoughts:  more people seem to be coming up and down the beach since the city 
put up smaller regulatory signs on the beach.  This sings can be hard to see at low tide.  But the 
presence of the signs is better than not having signs on the beach at all. 
 Challenge:  To the north of the pier and rookery is a state beach, so people at times stumble 
upon the rookery without even knowing that it was there. 
 This year there has been more sand on the beach throughout the winter months, so the 
beach is more attractive for beach walkers (not as rocky and treacherous as usual). 
 
4: Plans + ideal desire for site:  Permanent closure of the beach and create a pathway that goes 
over the bluff with stairs/ramp heading from 750+ ft. north of pier (state beach) over the bluffs and 
then more stairs/ramp heading back down 750+ft. south of the pier. 
 There are challenges to this though – b/c the majority of that section of the bluff is owned 
by the oil company – different areas of the bluff are owned by different parties. 

! Publicize or no?  There is no active advertisement of the rookery but there is no opposition 
to advertisement either.  Individuals can do what they want.  They do publicize in local 
newspapers in order to attract more volunteers. 

! Many people?  During holiday weekend there can be 1,000 people coming to the 
viewing area within 2 days.  People also really like to come out during the breeding season 
because they want to see a live births.  In 1990 there were only 8 successful (surviving) births 
and now there are closer to 50- 75 per year. 

! Seasonal closure? 1988- 90 : the mayor was employed by Chevron and there was not 
much residential opposition to closing that section of the beach for parts of the year.  At 
first there was a 4 month closure between January – April and then they added December – 
May.  The peak of births is usually in February but since there is no research they are only 
seeing trends. 

Additional Info: 



 50 

*the buoys in the water were placed there by the Department of Fish & Game to ensure that boats 
don’t come to close to the rookery area. 
*there has been little to no scientific research conducted in regards to the harbor seals at 
Carpinteria. 

  Bill Johnson, President Friends of the Elephant Seals, 3/27/07 
 

• Question 1:  What was it like prior at this site prior to the inception of a viewing 
area/educational signage/docent program? 

• Question 2:  What was the cost of creating (and maintaining) the viewing area?  What 
were some funding sources? 

• Question 3:  Do you have any means of evaluating the efficacy of the educational 
displays/signs/viewing material created?  Do you measure the usage of this area and 
if so how? 

• Question 4:  If you had the opportunity to create this viewing area again, would you 
do anything differently?  In an ideal world what would this viewing area look like? 

! How did Caltrans first become involved with the creation of the 
viewing area? 

  In 1997 they realigned the highway and built the parking   
 lot for the viewing area. 
! Does Caltrans continue to provide funding for the maintenance of 

these exhibits? 
  No maintenance of signs anymore.  The Friends volunteers   
 sanded and repainted the signs. 
  Caltrans does maintain the fencing (the cyclone fencing   
 currently in place has worked the best). 
 Desire to replace the signs in a few years in which case the Friends group will 
contact people at State Parks and they will then work with Caltrans.  (Not too 
much interaction between Friends group and Caltrans) 
! Who proposed the creation of the viewing area? 
Caltrans and the county – County Supervisor – his assistant became the first 
director of the Friends of Group. 
!   Are these beaches, dunes, private or publicly owned? 

The property is owned by the Hearst Co., State Parks and Caltrans. 
 Land people stand on owned by State Parks while parking   
 lot is owned by Caltrans. 
! What are some issues that you are currently facing on site? 

   In the early years there was some controversy with some    
   local windsurfers, kayakers and fishers.  The beach used to    
   be a popular windsurfing spot but these days the population    
   has gotten so large that active recreation on the beach is no    
   longer an option. 
   There are current issues in an area called Arrylo Laguna    
   b/c seals are starting breed there now too and that is a    
   popular surf spot still.  Local surfers are very respectful of    
   the seals and know how to enter the without disturbing the    
   seals.  But during the breeding season visitors will attempt    
   to get too close so the State Parks will provide guards at    
   that site during the breeding months to ensure people don’t    
   attempt to go down with seals. 
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1: The highway and the beaches were a “mess”. 
 The seals began hauling out in 1990 but by 1994 there were so many seals on the beach, that 
people stopped their cars along the side of the highway to get a better view, which was very unsafe.  
Also people were running down to the elephant seals attempting to touch them and get closer 
photos with the animals and both people and animals were getting hurt. 
 1997�Caltrans realigned Highway 1 and built the parking lot for the viewing area.  Friends 
of Elephant Seals was formed right after this, in the fall of 1997, because people who were parking 
in the lot were walking down onto the beach to get better look at the seals and people were getting 
hurt. 
 A large grant from San Louis Obispo County paid for start up of friends group.  
 Caltrans paid for/provided the signage and story boards, but there might have been 
someone form the Dept. of Parks and Recreation who assisted in the  designing the signage. 
 In the “early days” there were not as many seals so the docents would escort  visitors down 
onto the beach and would draw a line in the sand to maintain a safe distance from the seals.  But as 
the seal population grew the seals began to take over the entire beach and up into the dunes, and 
there is no reason to go down on the beach now. 
2: Cost of Creation of Boardwalk –  
 The boardwalk was built three years ago and was paid for through a grant from 
 California Coastal Conservancy for $100,000.  Some of the grant money was used  to pay 
for the creation of the boardwalk, some paid for admin costs and some paid  for celebratory 
opening of boardwalk. 
 Required permits from: CCC 
     County of San Louis Obispo 
     Different Agencies (NOAA/NMFS, Parks & Rec) 
     Hearst Corporation 
 
 State Parks and Rec also pay for the cost of printing out the Friends Elephant Seal 
 Newsletters. 
  1/3 – 2/3 of budget is covered by the cost of membership.   
        $25/individuals 
        $100/group 
 Currently over 400 members. 
 Charge commercial companies $50/outreach event. 
 There is one large fundraising event per year, which consists of a Dinner & Dance, Silent 
Auction and a Raffle.   Local wineries donate all the wine and all auction items and raffle prizes are 
donated by local businesses and artists. 
 Toyota Co. gives a “decent” donation as well because past employee was a  docent. 
 
3: There is no formal evaluation on site in order to measure the efficacy of the signs.  The 
docents will only tally the amount of people that they talk to on a given day.  
 Estimate:  talk to 80,000 visitors/year – which is only about 1/5 of all the people who 
actually stop at the viewing site. 
 Suggestion for formal evaluations but as of yet there is none.  While visitors come from 
around the world, there is no demographic data collected, so no baseline data even if started now. 
 These days though there are very few reports of harassment (happens seldom). 
 While the first few years were tough = many more negative seal and human interactions 
(harassment and injuries). 
 Tour buses use to pull into lot and all the passengers would run onto beach to get photos – 
now all the bus drivers and tour guides know the rules about not getting too close to the seals. 
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4: •It would be nice to have some type of sheltered shed type structure on the site so 
 docents could store materials and sell some educational materials.   
 •They would also like to create a bathroom/port a potty on the site, but Caltrans has vetoed 
that idea b/c they would have to maintain and clean it. 
 •State plans on creating another boardwalk on the North side of the beach from Vista 3 to 
the northern vista area, so that it is consistent with the southern edge, and so that displays the same 
consistent message.  The State is committed to this but it might take a long time. 
 •Would also like to see them get rid of some of the ground squirrels because they are 
aggressive and their burrows create more erosion. (Opinion) 
*Focus on Education:   
 • provide outreach materials = PowerPoint lecture, visuals and tactiles, book & DVD. 
 Outreach is free for school groups and they provide this service to over 50 school groups/ 
 year. 
 • Also have enough docent staffing to have people on the beach every day of the week.  The 
 docents are non-confrontational; they will get the license plate number of people when they 
 feel like they have to, in order to follow up on harassment charges.  
 • “Education can work much better than Regulation” – regulatory signs are not usually read. 
*Economics: 
Local businesses realized that the seal were good for business.  People would come in and stay for a 
few days solely to observe the seals during the pupping and mating season.  They wanted to observe 
the males’ battles and live births.   
The elephant seals are on the Top Ten Attractions of San Lois Obispo County. 
*Enforcement: 
State parks maintain a hotline and will send the closest available enforcement agent to come 
(regardless of official capacity). 
During the breeding season on the weekends agents and officials on site to assist docents with 
maintaining control. 
State parks really helpful in terms of collaborating with necessary agents and volunteers. 
 
 
 
 Doreen Moser Gurrola, Assistant Director of Education, The Marine Mammal  
 Center, 3/29/07 

• Question 1:  What was it like prior at this site prior to the inception of a 
viewing area/educational signage/docent program? 

o Sea lions began to haul out on K dock in 1989 right after the earthquake (not 
sure how or if that coincides).  There was currently maintenance of K dock 
going on at the time, so the boats originally in those slips were moved.  So 
there was open space for the sea lions to come in and haul out.   

o Different theories as to why sea lions came to k-dock: Protected bay from 
predators like orcas and great whites; docks rise and fall with tides as 
opposed to rocks where the sea lions get bashed by the waves; maybe 
associated with fishing vessels(?). 

o 6- 10 sea lions frequented K-dock by end of September 1989.  By January 
1990  there were 150 sea lions frequenting the dock. 

o At first viewed as negative – smelly, loud and possibly dangerous to boat 
owners docked there.   

o Pier 39 management put out first press release concerning the sea lion take 
over by January 19, 1990. 

o Pier 30 contacted the TMMC in order to get advise on how to: 
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  1. Get boaters to their boats 
  2. Get information about sea lions, why were they there,   
 how long would they stay, what is their behavior like, etc. 

o Pier 39 decided to embrace the sea lions – saw that the animals cold 
provide publicity and bring more visitors to the area.   Huge tourist 
attraction.  

o Pier 39 partnered with TMMC in order to provide visitors with 
educational information. In 1990 Pier 30 began to provide TMMC with 
free retail space which is used as a gift store and interpretive space.    

o Originally the Aquarium of the Bay provided a tiny kiosk for sea lion 
information as well as to sell tickets to Aquarium.  The kiosk that is 
currently in place was created more recently through additional funding 
from DMARLOU Foundation (built in 2003). 

o Docents provide weekend talks – first docent training in May 1990.   
o TMMC also provides guided one hour tour for school groups “Sea Lions 

in the City”.  This has been running since 1991, yet is not as popular as 
the field trip TMMC Facility in the Marin Headlands (only 20 scheduled 
field trips in the last year).  Doreen believes that is an “untapped 
audience” at the Pier.  She believes that there is so much more that can 
be done there, but without additional staffing or docents, it is not 
possible. 

• Question 2:  What was the cost of creating (and maintaining) the viewing 
area?  What were some funding sources? 

o The cost of getting the sales and info kiosk was A LOT.  The costs of 
design and construction were more than anticipated. 

o Funding for the kiosk was all mainly through DMARLOU. 
o Pier 39 paid for the creation of the educational signs.  TMMC 

assisted with the text and sign design. 
• Question 3:  Do you have any means of evaluating the efficacy of the 

educational displays/signs/viewing material created?  Do you measure the 
usage of this area and if so how? 

o No evaluation of the site.  There are many many visitors.  Pier 39 
measures visitors’ sales, which might be one way of estimating the 
amount of visitors to the Pier.  This year sales were down throughout 
the entire Pier 39 area – might be due to the moving of the docks for 
the Alcatraz cruise.  The cruise boats used to be right near Pier 39, 
leading to many more people frequenting the area.   

• Question 4:  If you had the opportunity to create this viewing area again, 
would you do anything differently?  In an ideal world what would this viewing 
area look like? 

o Long term goal (5 year):  get additional educational staffing in order 
to increase the educational opportunities on the site. 

o Would be nice to have a retail space which was right above or right 
next to the sea lions, which would allow people to see the animals 
from the space. 

o Want to have the info kiosk fully staffed throughout the day – not 
just on weekends or sporadically. 

o Better organized docent schedule in order to have guided talks for 
tourists. 
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! How do you prevent the sea lions from hauling out on other docks within the 
area? 

 The docks currently in place are specially designed for the 
 animals. There have been some non-lethal deterrent  measures put 
in place especially at J-dock during peak haul out season (fences).  The 
sea lions also like to haul out amongst each other, although you will have 
some sick or injured individuals hauling out away from the group, as 
 well as the occasional harbor seal.   
! How do you deal with sea lions that begin to approach people, either in the water 

or on docks? 
 They do have to deal with some sea lions that approach people, 
especially those sea lions suffering from demoic acid poisoning – in 
which they get really disoriented.  Also at times some rehabilitated 
animals will approach people. 
! Who responds to “nuisance animals”? 
 Nuisance animals are those that   
  � approach boats 
  �habituated to people, looking for food from people.  In the 
early days, some people would sell  fish to visitors would feed the sea 
lions, but this behavior was discouraged very quickly. 
 TMMC responds to call concerning nuisance sea lions.  
 Volunteers will asses the animals to ascertain. 
 The Pier will maintain the docks, by spraying them down and 
maintaining them when damaged. 
! Is there a limit to the amount of sea lions that can haul out in this area? 
 Who knows?  Largest count was ~1300 but it is possible that there 
could be a lot more. 

 
 

 Sheila Chandor, Marina Manager, Pier 39, 3/29/07 
 

• Question 1:  What was it like prior at this site prior to the inception of a 
viewing area/educational signage/docent program? 

" At first very chaotic.  There was a lot of conflicting information from 
different agencies.   

" Anne (the director of education) proposed the idea of using the pier 
as an educational opportunity. 

" There was a lot of media attention and a local push to allow the sea 
lions to stay.   

" The docks were empty due to maintenance. 
" Realized there was a big economic drive to keep the sea lions there.  

*during 1989 sales were up 9% at Pier 39 while they were down 
everywhere else due to the earthquake.   

" There is a true partnership with TMMC. 
• Question 2:  What was the cost of creating (and maintaining) the viewing 

area?  What were some funding sources? 
" Rental cost for retail space = $62,662/year 
" Redoing floats (after K-dock submerged) = $3500/float – 41 floats = 

$143,500 
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" Loss of slip rental fee:  $425/month * 22 slips * 12 months = 
$112,200. 

" The Pier paid for the creation of the signage through funds from 
their marketing budget = $2,500   

" Pier 39 has also paid for the assessment fees for Incidental 
Harassment Reports/Permits.(if ever needed to dredge, would need 
to do IHP only during months where habitual resident Stellar sea lion 
is there. 

" Total costs= 258200  without rental cost 
" With one year of rental cost = $320,862 

• Question 3:  Do you have any means of evaluating the efficacy of the 
educational displays/signs/viewing material created?  Do you measure the 
usage of this area and if so how? 

" No.  Can tally usage of entire pier through sales and counts from 
retailers. 

• Question 4:  If you had the opportunity to create this viewing area again, 
would you do anything differently?  In an ideal world what would this viewing 
area look like? 

 Would like to be able to afford to do more with rescues of sick and injured 
 animals. 

! How do you prevent the sea lions from hauling out upon other docks within the 
marina? 

 Management is very aggressive about deterring the animals from 
hauling out on any other piers.  There is a marina crew that is trained by 
TMMC to non-lethally remove the animals from docks.  They will also 
construct fencing around certain floats. 
! How do you deal with sea lions that begin to approach people?  
 Crew trained in sea lion deterrence will respond.  Also when boaters 
are going to be docking in J-dock there will be a handout created to 
educate boaters on how to correctly deter sea lions from personal 
property. 
 Who responds to calls about nuisance animals? 
The Marine Mammal Center 
! If maintenance if K-dock was required how would this occur? 
 Salt water pumps to spray off the floats.  The sea lions don’t mind – 
habituated to it.   
! Is there a limit to the amount of sea lions that can haul out in this area? 
 Seemingly there is no limit to amount of sea lions.  She has seen up 
to 25 big sea lions on one float.  Doesn’t know if there is a limit to 
weight allowed by floats. 
! Was there any negative reactions to the take over of the dock? 
 -The tenants of the slips within that dock were given the choice of 
either moving their slip or having the Pier buy it back from them, so 
there wasn’t there didn’t seem to be any negative reactions. 
 - One story of tenant who got drunk one night and shot at some of 
the sea lions with a bb gun kicked out and taken to jail.  

Appendix 8.3: Numerical Assessment and Photographs of Signs 

Children’s Pool Beach Signage: 
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Sign 1:   
Located on cliff wall to the right of stairwell onto beach. 
Colors:   0 
Visual Images:  1 
Handouts:   0 
Proximity to Pathway: 1 
Proximity to Animals: 1 
 
 
 

 
Sign 2: 
Located at the top of the 2nd stairs leading onto the beach. 
Colors:   0  
Visual Images:  1 
Handouts:   0 
Proximity to Pathway: 1 
Proximity to Animals: 1 
 
 
      
Sign 3: 
Located next to Sign 2 on top of the 2nd stairs leading onto 
the beach. 
Colors:   1 
Visual Images:  0 
Handouts:   0 
Proximity to Pathway: 1 
Proximity to Animals: 1 
 

 
Sign 4: 
On the far right wall of the second level of stairs leading to 
the beach. 
Colors:   1 
Visual Images:  2 
Handouts:   0 
Proximity to Pathway: 0 
Proximity to Animals: 0 
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Sign 5: 
On the wall at the bottom of the left steps leading onto beach. 
Colors:   1 
Visual Images:  0 
Handouts:   0 
Proximity to Pathway: 1 
Proximity to Animals: 1 
 
 

 
 
 
Sign 6: 
Next to Sign 5 on left wall leading onto beach. 
Colors:   1 
Visual Images:  0 
Handouts:   0 
Proximity to Pathway: 1 
Proximity to Animals: 1 

 
Sign 7: 
On the wall at the bottom of the right steps leading onto 
beach. 
Colors:   1 
Visual Images:  0 
Handouts:   0 
Proximity to Pathway: 1 
Proximity to Animals: 1 
 
 

 
Sign 8: 
Next to Sign 7 on left wall leading onto beach. 
Colors:   1 
Visual Images:  0 
Handouts:   0 
Proximity to Pathway: 1 
Proximity to Animals: 1 
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Sign 9: Same as above 
Posted on Eastern pole of rope barrier. 
Colors:   1 
Visual Images:  0                                           
Handouts:   0 
Proximity to Pathway: 0 
Proximity to Animals: 1 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Sign 10: Same as above 
Posted on Western pole of rope barrier. 
Colors:   1 
Visual Images:  0 
Handouts:   0 
Proximity to Pathway: 0 
Proximity to Animals: 1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Sign 11: Same as above 
Posted on North facing wall of Lifeguard Tower. 
Colors:   1 
Visual Images:  0 
Handouts:   0 
Proximity to Pathway: 0 
Proximity to Animals: 1 
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Sign 12: Same as above 
Attached to gate on the South side of beach, to the left of the 
lifeguard tower. 
Colors:   1 
Visual Images:  0 
Handouts:   0 
Proximity to Pathway: 1 
Proximity to Animals: 0 
 
 
 

 
 
Sign 13:  Same as Sign 3 
To the right of above sign. 
Colors:   1 
Visual Images:  0 
Handouts:   0 
Proximity to Pathway: 1 
Proximity to Animals: 0 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Sign 14:  Same as Sign 4 
To the far right of above sign. 
Colors:    1 
Visual Images   2 
Handouts:    0  
Proximity to Pathway:  0 
Proximity to Animals:  1  
 
 
 
 
 

 
Sign 15:  Same as Sign 1 
Located to the right of above sign. 
Colors:   1 
Visual Images:  1 
Handouts:   0 
Proximity to Pathway: 0 
Proximity to Animals: 1 
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Pier 39 Signage: 

 
Sign 16: 
Posted on the wall of The Marine Mammal Care Center Information Kiosk, 
to the left of the sales window. 
Colors:     1 
Visual Images:    2 
Handouts:     1 
Proximity to Pathway:   1 
Proximity to Animals:   0 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sign 17: 
Posted to the left of above sign. 
Colors:     1 
Visual Images:    2 
Handouts:     0 
Proximity to Pathway:   1 
Proximity to Animals:   0 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sign 18: 
Posted on the staff entry door into The Marine Mammal Center’s 
Informational Kiosk. 
Colors:     1 
Visual Images:    2 
Handouts:     1 
Proximity to Pathway:   0 
Proximity to Animals:   1 
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Sign 19: 
First sign posted underneath the Covered Walkway, behind 
the sea lion viewing platform. 
Colors:     1 
Visual Images:    2 
Handouts:     1 
Proximity to Pathway:   1 
Proximity to Animals:   0 

 
 
 
Sign 20: 
Posted to the left of above sign. 
Colors:     1 
Visual Images:    2 
Handouts:     1 
Proximity to Pathway:   1 
Proximity to Animals:   0 
 
 

 
 
Sign 21: 
Posted to the left of above sign. 
Colors:     1 
Visual Images:    2 
Handouts:     1 
Proximity to Pathway:   1 
Proximity to Animals:   0 
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Appendix 8.4:  Full Results from Data Collected 
 
COLORS: 
 
Effec t  o f  Colors on Average Amount o f  People  Stopping at  Signs 

Use of Colors
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Anova: Single Factor Colors     
       
SUMMARY      

Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
C0 3 109 36.33333 706.3333   
C1 18 748 41.55556 1025.791   
       
       
ANOVA       

Source of 
Variation SS Df MS F P-value F crit 

Between 
Groups 70.12698 1 70.12698 0.070681 0.793211 4.38075 
Within Groups 18851.11 19 992.1637    
       
Total 18921.24 20         
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Effec t  o f  Colors on Average Amount o f  Time Spent at  Signs 

Use of Colors
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Anova: Single Factor       
        
SUMMARY       

Groups Count Sum Average Variance    
C0 3 14.43639 4.81213 3.65386    
C1 18 214.6944 11.92747 96.42561    
        
        
ANOVA        

Source of 
Variation SS Df MS F P-value   F crit 

Between 
Groups 130.1863 1 130.1863 1.502263 0.2353   4.38075 
Within Groups 1646.543 19 86.66016     
        
Total 1776.729 20           

 
 
VISUAL IMAGES: 
Effec t  o f  Visual Images on the Average Amount o f  People  Stopping at  Signs 

Use of Images
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Anova: Single Factor Images     
       
SUMMARY      

Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
I0 10 322 32.2 779.2889   
I1 3 109 36.33333 706.3333   
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I2 8 426 53.25 1207.929   

       
       
ANOVA       

Source of 
Variation SS Df MS F P-value F crit 

Between 
Groups 2039.471 2 1019.736 1.087282 0.358274 3.554557 
Within Groups 16881.77 18 937.8759    
       
Total 18921.24 20         

 
 
 
Effec t  o f  Visual Images on the Average Amount o f  Time Spent at  Signs 

Use of Images**
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Anova: Single Factor      
       
SUMMARY      

Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
I0 10 38.36353 3.836353 0.70485   
I1 3 14.43639 4.81213 3.65386   
I2 8 176.3309 22.04136 22.84343   
       
       
ANOVA       

Source of 
Variation SS Df MS F P-value F crit 

Between 
Groups 1603.174 2 801.587 83.13522 8.1E-10 3.554557 
Within Groups 173.5554 18 9.641966    
       
Total 1776.729 20         

 
HANDOUTS: 
Effec t  o f  Handouts on the Average Amount o f  People  Stopping at  Signs 
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Use of Handouts*
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Anova: Single Factor Supplements    
       
SUMMARY      

Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
S0 16 533 33.3125 600.8958   
S1 5 324 64.8 1532.7   
       
       
ANOVA       

Source of 
Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit 

Between 
Groups 3777.001 1 3777.001 4.738635 0.042307 4.38075 
Within Groups 15144.24 19 797.0651    
       
Total 18921.24 20         

 
Effec t  o f  Handouts on the Average Time Spent at  Signs 

Use of Handouts**
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Anova: Single Factor      
       
SUMMARY      

Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
S0 16 119.9178 7.494863 62.49153   
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S1 5 109.213 21.8426 13.78441   
       
       
ANOVA       

Source of 
Variation SS Df MS F P-value F crit 

Between 
Groups 784.2189 1 784.2189 15.0126 0.00102 4.38075 
Within Groups 992.5105 19 52.2374    
       
Total 1776.729 20         

 
 
 
 
PROXIMITY OF SIGNS TO VIEWING PATHWAY: 
Effec t  o f  Proximity o f  Sign to Viewing Pathway on the Average Amount o f  People  Stopping 
at  Signs 

Pathway Proximity*
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Anova: Single Factor Prox-Pathway    
       
SUMMARY      

Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
Pp0 6 100 16.66667 211.4667   
Pp1 15 757 50.46667 926.2667   
       
       
ANOVA       

Source of 
Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit 

Between 
Groups 4896.171 1 4896.171 6.632928 0.01853 4.38075 
Within Groups 14025.07 19 738.1614    
       
Total 18921.24 20         
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Effec t  o f  Proximity o f  Sign to Viewing Pathway on the Average Time Spent at  Signs 

Pathway Proximity
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Anova: Single Factor      
       
SUMMARY      

Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
Pp0 7 81.54286 11.64898 104.6668   
Pp1 14 147.5879 10.54199 87.92385   
       
       
ANOVA       

Source of 
Variation SS Df MS F P-value F crit 

Between 
Groups 5.718606 1 5.718606 0.061351 0.80703 4.38075 
Within Groups 1771.011 19 93.2111    
       
Total 1776.729 20         

 
 
Proximity of Signs to Animals: 
Effec t  o f  Proximity o f  Signs to Animals on the Average Amount o f  People  Stopping at  Signs . 

Animal Proximity*
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Anova: Single Factor Prox-animals    
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SUMMARY      

Groups Count Sum Average Variance   
Pa0 9 533 59.22222 1140.194   
Pa1 12 324 27 405.4545   
       

       
ANOVA       

Source of 
Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit 

Between 
Groups 5339.683 1 5339.683 7.469981 0.013209 4.38075 
Within Groups 13581.56 19 714.8187    
       
Total 18921.24 20         

 
 
 
 
Effec t  o f  Proximity o f  Signs to Animals on the Average Time Spent at  Signs . 

Animals Proximity **
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Anova: Single Factor       
        
SUMMARY       

Groups Count   Sum Average Variance   
Pa0 9  152.9356 16.99284 116.5289   
Pa1 12   76.19519 6.349599 23.81114   
        
        
ANOVA        

Source of 
Variation SS   df MS F P-value F crit 

Between 
Groups 582.576  1 582.576 9.269282 0.006669 4.38075 
Within Groups 1194.153  19 62.85018    
        
Total 1776.729   20         
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8.5 Letter of Intent to California Coastal Conservancy 

Dear Ms. ____, 
 
Every year, hundreds of thousands of people visit Children’s Pool Beach in La Jolla, California, in 
order to view the resident harbor seals hauling out and breeding upon this sandy beach.  La Jolla 
Friends of the Seals (LJFS) is a volunteer based non- profit organization (501c3 status) dedicated to 
preserving the La Jolla harbor seal population for ecological, educational, scientific and recreational 
purposes.  LJFS was founded in 1999, as a direct response to the increasing amount of visitors 
coming to see the seals.  In 2000, LJFS received the Environmental Hero Award from the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), due to the organization’s “tireless efforts to 
preserve and protect our Nation’s environment.”   
 
LJFS is the only solely informational organization providing educational materials to the general 
public at Children’s Pool Beach.  Currently, LJFS is seeking funding opportunities in order to create 
and implement a Seal Interpretive & Educational Display on site, as well as to increase the size and 
scope of the docent and educational programs. 
 
The California Coastal Conservancy provides financial and logistic assistance to non-profit agencies 
whose missions involve preserving land for educational and recreational purposes.  La Jolla Friends 
of the Seals hopes to preserve Children’s Pool Beach for the educational, as well as, passive 
recreational opportunities available on site.  It is the goal of LJFS to preserve Children’s Pool Beach 
as a harbor seal rookery, in order to educate the general public about seals and marine conservation, 
as well as to ensure that the seals presence in the future for others to observe and enjoy. 
 
The La Jolla community is predominantly affluent, yet the demographics of those who visit 
Children’s Pool Beach incorporate almost all ages, nationalities, ethnicities, and socio-economic 
classes.  Many of San Diego’s underserved communities travel to La Jolla specifically to see the seals.   
These families are unable to afford Sea World, the Birch Aquarium or the San Diego Zoo, and thus 
come to the beach in order to observe wildlife and learn about marine animals, free of charge.  
Likewise, visitors from around the world are drawn to La Jolla, and many enhance their stay by 
visiting Children’s Pool in order to observe the seals. 
 
For the last decade, the city of San Diego has maintained a joint use strategy at Children’s Pool 
Beach, allowing both people and seals to cohabitate on the beach and within the adjoining waters.  
Currently, on site signage gives visitors inconsistent messages.  As a result, incidental and intentional 
harassment of the seals often occurs, as well as, negative interactions amongst beach goers.  For 
example, regulatory signs posted on and around the beach inform the general public that seals are 
protected by Federal law, while the same sign also asserts that the beach is open for public use.  
 
At this time, there are no marine mammal viewing guidelines posted on site.  The inception of an 
interpretive and educational display at Children’s Pool Beach will rectify these dilemmas by depicting 
a clear and consistent message regarding respectful seal viewing and beach use.  
 
The educational and interpretive display will include an artistic and hands-on mural, depicting the 
marine, as well as, terrestrial habitats of the seals.  The marine mural will display a kelp forest, as well 
as, the numerous marine organisms residing within the kelp.  The terrestrial portion will display 
pinnipeds hauled out on beaches and along rocky shores, along with varying rocky intertidal marine 
animals.  Additionally, three to six educational panels will be erected concerning seals and sea lions 
of California, Children’s Pool history, harbor seal natural history and marine mammal viewing 
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guidelines.  The content will be aimed at grade school aged children and all text will be displayed in 
English and Spanish.   
 
The creation of this display will enhance visitors’ experience of viewing wild animals in their natural 
habitat.  Furthermore, the display will broadcast a unified and consistent message regarding 
appropriate seal viewing guidelines and marine stewardship, to the multitudes of local, national and 
international visitors coming to this beach. 

       
LJFS requests additional funds in order to expand, enrich and continue the seal docent program.  
Currently, the docent program is composed of approximately 50 members.  Docents are trained to 
educate visitors of all ages about natural harbor seal behaviors and viewing guidelines.  Docents are 
also responsible for recording relevant data concerning harbor seal numbers, amount of visitors, pup 
information, harassment incidents, as well as climate and tidal information.  The data recorded by 
LJFS docents is essential for establishing baseline data at Children’s Pool Beach, and will be an 
excellent tool to use for later research projects and comparative evaluations.  (Please see attached 
Proposed Budget for itemized funding request.) 
 
Marine mammal viewing has erupted in the last decade to become a global industry worth over a 
billion dollars.  As such, the Seal Interpretive & Educational Display is applicable in other 
recreational locations where people and pinnipeds interact.  This type of project can be expanded 
into multiple scenarios including (but not limited to): marinas, docks, harbors, cruise ships and whale 
watching vessels.  Furthermore, the Interpretive & Educational Display will continue to impact 
people for years to come, thereby educating visitors even after the granting period has ended. 
 
According to the California Coastal Conservancy website, the CCC provides numerous funding 
opportunities throughout California, that serve to “work with local communities to revitalize 
coastlines”, as well as, “help solve complex land-use problems”.  At Children’s Pool Beach, the wall 
infrastructure in place is decaying and bare, and social conflicts continue to arise over the proper use 
of the beach.  The inception of educational panels, as well, as the creation of an ecologically accurate 
harbor seal mural, will revitalize and enhance La Jolla’s urban waterfront, while also broadcasting an 
official acceptance of the seals presence on this beach. 
 
Currently, LJFS is seeking funding from a variety of sources and we look forward to working with 
you.  I want to thank you in advance for taking the time to read this letter of inquiry.  I am looking 
forward to speaking with you directly about the specifics of La Jolla Friends of the Seal’s project and 
program requests. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
 
Rachael VanderWalde 
Candidate – Masters in Marine Biodiversity and Conservation 
Scripps Institution of Oceanography 
Docent – La Jolla Friends of the Seals 
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Funding Request 
Currently, LJFS has an annual budget of $13,028, all money received through personal donations 
and grant awards.  In the past, LJFS has been awarded grants from the San Diego Foundation and 
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA).  In order to successfully continue 
with our mission, and to create an interpretive display, additional funding is needed. 
 
The complete amount of funding requested by LJFS totals $90,186.  At this time, all costs are 
estimated and the scope of the project is thus far determined by the amount of funds granted to 
LJFS. 
 
Personnel Expenses: 

• Salary for Project Coordinator     
        $40,000 
• Program Administrative Assistant (Part time) 
        $15,000 

 
Construction Expenses: 

• Conceptual Design for Educational Panels 
        $6,000 
• Fabrication and Installation of Educational Panels       

       $6,000 
• Artist Design for Interpretive Mural       

       $6,000 
• Mural Fabrication 
        $12,000 

 
Administrative Expenses: 

• Operating Expenses (copies, prints, and postage) 
        $500 
• Recruitment (Newspaper and Internet advertisements) 
        $5,000 
• Website Maintenance 
        $800 
• Indirect Costs      
        $300 

 
Educational Expenses: 

• Educational Postcards 
        $4,000 
• Community Events  
(local holiday parades, Seal-abration, Earth Day) 
        $500 
• Evaluation 
        $500 

 
Thank you for perusing this budget and please feel free to contact Rachael VanderWalde 
(adira222@hotmail.com) with any questions or comments. 




