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DISCUSSION

1.
Discussed the need for the subcommittee’s input to provide the design team with more detailed direction to help fill in the gaps and/or inconsistencies between the Mission Bay Master Plan, the MP EIR and the current conditions affecting the GDP. Judy stated that there should be no more than four committee members present to meet the Brown act public meeting requirements.  She thought it would be more productive to have these meetings remain closed.  Council offices should be present, however. 

2.
Discussed the results of the meeting that Recon and KTU+A had with the City’s Development Services Dept. Initially met with them to determine what environmental review may be necessary. 

The City indicated that a site development permit is necessary prior to construction and would probably be a good idea to have this prior to any Park and Rec. Board review.  In addition, DSD indicated the need to go to other public agencies (i.e. coastal commission) as soon as possible since they do have jurisdiction and can create processing problems for the project if we wait too late.  The team’s intent is to be consistent with the MB Master Plan wherever possible.  Biggest issue may be the wetlands and how much buffer will be required around them. Resource agencies meetings to be coordinated by Keith Merkel as soon as possible.

3.
Judy did indicate that the leash free areas were allowed under Council policy, though it was not in the MB Master Plan. Complete control of these pets may be an issue relative to resource protection of existing or proposed habitats. 

4.
Don Peterson asked about the grouped buildings discussed in the handouts. The intent of the master plan was to create a concession stand – small building (like a Little League structure), to be used for special events only and closed the remainder of the time. Subcommittee stated that there will be NO additional buildings other than restroom facilities, youth camp and a concession stand.  Buildings incur maintenance and security issues that they don’t want.

5.
Committee members commented on their desire to keep island uses simple and passive in use as much as possible.

6.
KTU+A distributed packet of exhibits for discussion amongst sub committee members.

7.
Discussed what are assumptions were in regards to multi-use trails and cyclists.  Bicyclists would rather be adjacent to vehicles than with other pedestrians.  Need to address long distance bicyclists vs. the “sight seer” bicyclist. Some prefer to be on a trail while others prefer to be on the road.

8.
All committee members agree that the parking lot @ the entry needs to be improved and included in this plan.

9.
Mitigation banking – stabilization / restoration.  Not much opportunity for new eel grass beds remain.  Keith indicated 6 acres are left available for restoration that are not tied to any other projects with 5 acres marshlands available.  The Army Corps of Engineers is changing their criteria, making the use of available mitigation credits more difficult to obtain.  There are not currently enough mitigation credits available for any large projects such as Rose Creek.

10.
Mike inquired if KTU+A should pursue reclaimed water.  Judy questioned where it would be coming from.  She is in strong support of tying into the rest of Mission Bay.  May have water quality analysis needed if pursued.

11.
Donna and Cheri stated that the island is within the MSCP and comes under the Environmentally Sensitive Lands criteria.  The team discussed Least Tern preserve areas.  MHPA boundary adjustment may be necessary if Least Tern areas as discussed for relocation.  Relocating the southern most Least Tern area would be consistent with Master Plan and shouldn’t be too much of an issue.

12.
A description of the habitats was discussed. Active dune systems are located in the Central area of island.  Salt marsh and salt panne are found in the north end and some in the southern end.  Coastal sage scrub is found @ south end of island along with scattered ruderal vegetation. 

13.
Wetlands are isolated – no connectivity with the ocean.  These areas are found in the northern end of the island with some located by the youth camp (not an issue).  Keith indicated the ones found in the southern area will be an issue and possibly a “fatal flaw.” However, he feels they can be replaced and mitigated.

14. Native species are really dune species @ the south end.  Rare plants found by the youth camp.  Can transplant or seed with good results.  

15. DSD indicated that if there are no impacts created, no mitigation is necessary or need for substantial conformance. Plant groups can be mitigated and replaced.

16.
MBPC did not endorse all elements in the Master Plan.  Redevelopment of west side of island (eel grass restoration) can be very expensive and may need to go to bottom of the priorities list.   Keith indicated that if eel grass mitigation were needed the west bank of Fiesta Island would be the most appropriate location.

17.
North end of island is intended only for pedestrians – no vehicles (except emergency and maintenance).  The committee did not agree with the Master Plan proposal to create a cut-through segregating the northern portion of the island unless significant water quality benefit would only be achieved with a controlled flow flap gate at the causeway.

18.
Discussed the proposed phasing in the Master Plan.  It is apparent that not all areas were included in this initial phasing plan.  Phasing could be adjusted dependent on what money is available.  North end phasing may be dictated by permitting and their may not be distinctive geographic areas for phasing, Phasing may need to shift to project elements and their sequence.

19.
It was noted that the Master Plan was inconclusive as to where jet ski’s were to unload.  Paved ramp for this proposed up to the water’s edge.  Keep ramps out of the water.

20.
Subcommittee stressed that there should be minimal hard surface parking lots.  Decomposed granite or turf block should be considered as alternates to paving. It was noted that there is an overflow parking lot located across the island on South Shores that should serve approx. 2,900 vehicles.

21.
Circulation is an issue that KTU+A has requested input on from the sub-committee.  Included in the exhibit package were several options for circulation around the island. 

22.
Bridge options are included in the package for the main entry and crossing the channel @ the north end.  KTU+A has requested input from the sub-committee on the different bridging treatments for direction on which option is preferable.  KTU+A will analyze costs associated with each option.

23.
Mike mentioned to the sub-committee that several items are necessary to keep within the projected schedule.  The public workshop needs to occur in the summer and KTU+A would like to conduct traffic and utilization counts at the end of May, beginning of June.

ACTION ITEMS
5-2.01 Resource agencies meetings to be coordinated by Keith Merkel as soon as possible.
5-2.02 KTU+A to research the costs of alternate bridging treatments.

5-2.03 Nasland to research and verify reclaimed water availability.

5-2.04 RECON to work with Merkel to verify the sensitive species  classification for rare plants found on site.

5-2.05 KTU+A to determine the advantages and disadvantages of dredging options and how they work with proposed bridges, habitat creation and water quality improvements.

5-2.06 Mission Bay sub-committee to review and comment on the exhibits and questions posed by KTU+A prior to our next meeting (tbd). KTU+A will be happy to attend a special meeting prior to the regular MBPC meeting. The hope is to have the direction by the sub-committee be approved by the full committee at the June meeting.

Prepared by:  Cheri Blatner / Dave Leonard / Mike Singleton

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

























