ll_

Planning + Landscape Architecture

KTU+A Landscape Architecture & Planning

3916 Normal Street

San Diego, CA 92103

FIESTA ISLAND MASTER PLAN PRESENTATION
TO THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO

MEETING MINUTES B No. 1

February 19, 2010

DISTRIBUTION:
Mr. Scott Reese
Mr. Paul Jacob
Mike Singleton
Cheri Blatner-Pifer
Tim Henderson

NEXT MEETING:

ITEM ACTION

Attendance
Assistant Director Parks and Rec. sreese@sandiego.gov yes
Project Manager Parks and Rec. PJacob@sandiego.gov yes
KTU+A mike@ktua.com yes
KTU+A cheri@ktua.com yes
KTU+A tim@ktua.com yes

To be determined

MINUTES

Info

General Discussion

PROJECT ISSUES:

Mike reviewed the history of this project over the past (5) five years to update Scott
Reese as to where we are today. Several Concept Plans have evolved during this time.
Concept 4h was the last iteration that was approved by the Mission Bay Park Committee
and the Design Review Board. Mike discussed the leash free policy and how the fencing
could work at the Southwestern Park site. He indicated that the whole entire project
would fall under one (1) site development permit from DSD. He explained the long drawn
out process has been partly due to the concerns from FIDO and the new requirement to
develop another project alternative to address their recent concerns. Some of the delay
has been a result of the lack of clarity from the California Coastal Commission as well as
from contractual issues and the need to complete additional technical studies to
supplement the 1995 EIR. He also explained that since there have been significant
changes to the approved plan, the project will have to go back to the Mission Bay Park
Committee for approval. It was also discussed that since the concerns of FIDO needed to
be addressed it was also prudent for the team to touch base with other groups to see how
their specific concerns could be better addressed. A variety of groups, including FIDO
were to be approached and their input sought before Alternative 4i would be revised and
presented back to the Mission Bay Park Committee as Alternative 5.



Specific Input

Paul -- Discussed a project timeline. The team felt that 1-2 months would be required
to meet with FIDO, the paddling groups, and Coastal Commission staff. The team will
also need to meet with the US Fish and Wildlife as well as other resource agencies to
verify buy-in on the revised concepts. Once these meetings are accomplished and
the additional mapping and report documentation is prepared, an informational
meeting with the new Mission Bay Park Committee should be scheduled. It is
anticipated that an additional clarification/refinement meeting may be needed. By the
third MBPC meeting and action item could be taken to a vote. These MBPC meetings
would span at least three months, depending on their meeting schedule. After MBPC
review and approval, assume two meetings with the DRC. Once we have MBPC
approval, we can have the subconsultants update biology, water quality,
paleontology, traffic and other environmental issues and submit to DSD for their
review. Assume that it may likely take six months to get the permit application
through DSD, at which time the Park and Recreation Board would probably hear as
an informational item first, then an action item second. At that point, it would probably
have to be reviewed by the Planning Commission and City Council Natural Resource
subcommittee.

Month 1-2: Meetings with FIDO, CC, Paddlers & Agencies

Month 3: Preparation of presentation and documentation for MBPC

Month 4-6: Three Mission Bay Park Committee meetings to review and approve
Month 7-10: Update technical studies, meet with DSD

Month 7-10: Present project to the DRC subcommittee and revise as directed
Month 11-12: Respond to DSD and obtain Draft Environmental Review

Month 13-14: Park and Rec. Board review and approval & Final Env. Document
Month 16-20: Planning Commission / Natural Resource Subcommittee

Month 22-24: If required, City Council approval (note Dog Use Policy would require
Council approval, but unless appealed, the GDP would not)

Paul bdiscussed the various reasons for delay and possible routes to getting this
project finished.

Mike b Indicated that (10) ten months have passed since the last meeting with the
Coastal Commission. The design team had requested and been waiting for a letter
from Coastal Commission stating their preferences for various uses, access and
parking @ SW end of island.

Paul BFIDO wants the paddling groups to be placed across the bay near Sea World
Boat Ramp or at other locations. An evaluation of alternate sites around the bay for
the paddlers was to be done by KTU+A. Mike indicated that KTU+A has completed
some of this work, but without CC input, going too far in this area was risky. Carolyn
Chase and FIDO created their own matrix summarizing this evaluation. It was
claimed by FIDO early on that the paddling groups (through Les Hopper) had a matrix
but was not willing to share it. However, from our understanding, Les was misquoted
as having prepared a matrix, since one from the paddling groups never existed. The
paddling groups had felt that Fiesta was the best location, so they did not spend any
time on preparing an alternative analysis.

Mike B Explained how the southwest area is the most logical location for a launch
ramp / family beach / playground since it is protected by wind, is next to a low wake
zone and has the best water quality for swimming. Mike explained how this beach
area was in the MB Park Master Plan and subsequent amendments and conditions of
Coastal Development Permits associated with the Sea World Expansion.

Mike btalked about the parking for the southwest area and gave an explanation of
each of KTU+Als proposed alternative roadway / parking concepts. Mike talked
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about FIDO!s proposed concept layout, prepared by MW Steele. He noted the FIDO
proposed parking lot location would not work as it was placed on the beach too close
to the water with the existing berm bisecting the parking lot. Also, the shoreline was
incorrect and was over-counting the land area currently available for leash free use.

Scott b Requested that KTU+A submit billing to the City. He revised it to say that
KTU+A should wait for further direction from the City. Staff needs to speak in house
prior to moving forward.

Scott -- talked about a critical path and strategies to keep the process moving along.
He stated we need to get the positive aspects of the project out in front of FIDO and
try to gain some needed momentum. We need to come up with a game plan that
involves Carolyn Chase (FIDO) whenever possible, but also other FIDO board
members and major outspoken individuals from the group.

Scott D We need to make sure that we are reaching the general public and other
groups that may have other interests other than the leash free issue.

Scott DWe need FIDO!s board of directors to start embracing the current concept. If
there are still substantial differences between the Alternative 5a or b, then we need to
address. But if there are not major differences, we need to remind FIDO that they
promised to support a compromise plan that came close to the MW Steele Plan.

Scott D We need to communicate to FIDO and other groups, that this will be the best
Dog Facility on the West Coast. Both in size and in quality of amenities and facilities
for different events and activities.

Scott b Requested that KTU+A prepare a schedule. City of San Diego will start a
schedule for future events. After a schedule is established, it would be a good time to
meet with the Mayor, since they need a response to the claims from FIDO (see notes
above for the schedule).

Scott b Recommended naming all the hiking trails (i.e. habitat names, park features,
etc).

Scott B Recommended the possibility of incorporating a traffic round about at the
entry to island.

Mike BAnother meeting needs to be coordinated with Coastal Commission to clarify
their input. Carolyn and other representatives for FIDO should be present.

Scott B KTU+A has been officially put on hold by City of San Diego until further
notice.

Scott B Noted that once project continues, monthly progress meetings will need to be
mandatory.

Prepared by: Mike Singleton, Tim Henderson, Cheri Blatner-Pifer

All parties are requested to review these meeting minutes and report any discrepancies to the author
prior to the next meeting.



