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University Community Plan Amendments

The following amendments have been incorporated into this February 2008 posting of this plan:

Date Approved by pocoiution  Date Adopted by Resolution

Amendment Planr)lng Number City Council Number
Commission
University Community Plan December 18, 1986 July 7, 1987 R-268789
approved.
Applied implementation of January 12,1988  R-270138

CPIOZ “B” and additional
development guidelines for
specific properties.

Added Urban Design Element, January 16, 1990  R-274998
miscellaneous consistency

changes, and modifications to

the 1987 community plan

required by Coastal

Commission.

Public safety services August 10, 2006 December 6, 2006 R-302145
language amended
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Figure 1. Framework of Existing Planning Documents



that facilities are provided at their time of need. The object of the FBA, as stated in
Council Policy 600-28, isto assure that public improvementsin Planned Urbanizing
areas will be furnished and financed by the private developers of the community.

COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN FOR NAS MIRAMAR

Acting in its function as the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) for the San Diego
Region, the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) has produced a set of
maps and tables which delimit the compatibility of various land uses with respect to the
noise and accident potential associated with the operation of NAS Miramar. Since
portions of the University community lie within the NAS Miramar influence area, the
compatibility guidelines contained in the Comprehensive Land Use Plan for NAS
Miramar represent an overriding development constraint to be recognized by the Plan.

UCSD LONG-RANGE DEVELOPMENT

Because of the major role played by the University of California San Diego (UCSD) in
the development of the community, the UCSD Long-Range Development Plan (LRDP)
IS an important document in the Plan “library.” The UCSD LRDP provides data that is
essential to the programming of municipal public services and private development to
support the University.

NORTH CITY LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM

The California Coastal Act of 1976 requires all jurisdictions within the Coastal Zone to
prepare a Local Coastal Program. The Local Coastal Program includes issue
identification, a land use plan, and implementation ordinances. In order to respond to
individual community concerns, the Local Coastal Program of the City of San Diego
has been divided into twelve segments. The Coastal Zone portions of the University
community have been incorporated into the North City Local Coastal Program
segment.

The North City Local Coastal Program also encompasses portions of the community
plan areas for Torrey Pines, North City West, Mira Mesa, Sorrento Hills, La Jolla and
the adjacent open space and urban reserve areas identified in the General Plan. These
areas are being considered as a group because of their unique resource inter-
relationships created by the Los Pefiasquitos and San Dieguito drainage basins.

Both the Plan and the North City Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan are
components of the City’s total Local Coastal Program. The plan identifies the basic
land use, development intensity and circulation system within its coastal areas. The
North City Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan further clarifies and adds specific
coastal resource protection policies needed to satisfy the requirements of the Coastal
Act. Both plans are designed to be compatible with each other. Where any apparent
conflict exists, the North City Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan shall apply.



VI.

UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY PLAN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Because the Plan contains long-term use and development controls for the area and
refines the General Plan, it carries implications for the future quality of the community
and regional environment. The adoption of a plan such as this requires the certification
of a completed environmental review, as specified by the Environmental Quality Act of
1970. The California Environmental Impact Report (EIR), which is circulated as a
companion document to this Plan, is intended to fulfill the requirements of that Act. In
addition, some of the information contained in the Plan EIR is of sufficient detail to
allow it to function as a Master Environmental Assessment in a manner described by
Section 15069.6 of the State EIR Guidelines.
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REGIONAL CONTEXT

The traditional concept of the University community planning area as a student-oriented
“college town” has undergone a great change in the last decade. The evolution of the
community into a major “urban node” has been facilitated by the development of the
University Towne Centre as a regional shopping center, the expansion of the Torrey Pines
“science/research” concept to include corporate headquarters, and the accessibility of the
community to the regional transportation system (Figure 2). Thus, while present and
anticipated uses in many ways are complementary to the functions of UCSD, the design and
scale of the community are more oriented toward providing a professional environment
rather than one that caters specifically to student needs. Some of this orientation may result
from UCSD’s status as a nationally respected research university. This trend has become a
concern of many residents of the community. The current prospects for the community, as
evidenced by recent project approvals, is one of high-intensity, innovative, mixed-use
development on a scale unmatched by any new urbanizing community of the City. While any
loss of potential downtown uses to an urbanizing area such as the University community
incrementally erodes efforts to redevelop downtown, the drawing power that the community
has demonstrated in attracting new jobs and industries is an asset to the City as a whole. It
can also be argued that the function of the University area as an education, research, health
services and office park center is dissimilar to the financial, government and cultural
functions that are predominant in the downtown area. On the whole, however, the
development of a high-intensity University area may be of benefit to the region to the extent
that it precludes sprawl or unplanned premature development in the peripheral areas of

the City.

PLANNING AREA BOUNDARIES

The University community planning area encompasses approximately 8,500 acres. As
Figure 3 indicates, the area is bounded by Los Pefiasquitos Lagoon and the toe of the east-
facing slopes of Sorrento Valley on the north, the tracks of the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa
Fe Railroad, NAS Miramar and Interstate 805 (I-805) on the east, State Route 52 (SR-52) on
the south, and Interstate 5 (I-5), Gilman Drive, North Torrey Pines Road, La Jolla Farms and
the Pacific Ocean on the west. Neighboring communities include Torrey Pines, Mira Mesa,
Clairemont and La Jolla. It should be noted that the planning area contains two state-
controlled properties—UCSD and Torrey Pines State Reserve—which lie outside the zoning
jurisdiction of the City.



GENERAL AREA SETTING

Internally, the University community planning area is characterized by its dominant existing
uses, its topography and its major environmental constraints. Taken together, these factors
will continue to control the development of the community.

DOMINANT EXISTING USES

Historically, UCSD has been the focal point of the community. Its continuing evolution
has established much of the scale, intensity and pace of private development in the
community. A second major focus has been developed in the form of the University
Towne Centre, which functions as a major regional commercial center as well as a
social center for the community. The research, corporate headquarters and medical
centers in the northern portion of the planning area, the major parkland resources of the
Torrey Pines, Rose Canyon and San Clemente Canyon areas, and the urbanized South
University residential area make up the other major existing uses in the community.

TOPOGRAPHY

The landform of the University community planning area is highly varied, consisting of
such major topographic features as coastal bluffs, canyon systems, areas of rolling
topography and mesa tops. The coastal bluffs are the most scenic landform in the
community and lie entirely within the Torrey Pines State Reserve and Torrey Pines City
Park. Major canyon systems in the community include Sorrento Valley, Soledad
Canyon, Rose Canyon and San Clemente Canyon. In the vicinity of the Towne Centre,
the topography is a series of side canyons and rounded ridges which form the transition
from the more pronounced major canyons to the mesa tops which generally lie in the
vicinity of Miramar Road, north of University Towne Centre and north of UCSD.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSTRAINTS

The environmental constraints which exist in the University community planning area
originate from both natural and man-made sources. Major natural constraints are
imposed by the habitat and scenic values of the slope areas associated with the coastal
zone and the canyon open space systems. Significant man-made constraints include the
overflight impacts associated with NAS Miramar, limitations on access and traffic
handling capability and air quality considerations.
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PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT HISTORY

In December 1956, the Regents of the University of California presented a report to the State
Legislature entitled, “A Study of the Need for Additional Centers of Public Higher Education
in California.” This report emphasized the steadily increasing enrollment at all branches of
the University and recommended that priority be given to the selection of sites for new
general campuses to accommodate the growing need for higher education facilities.

It was estimated that a need existed within Southern California for two new major campuses
to accommodate an eventual enrollment of 25,000 students each. Twenty-three different sites
within the general San Diego metropolitan area were given careful consideration prior to the
selection of a site on the Torrey Pines Mesa north of La Jolla.

On July 18, 1958, the Board of Regents passed a resolution which stated “... that a Master
Plan of land use in the area can give assurances of necessary housing and community
development for services and convenience of a large campus.” In response to the Board of
Regents’ statement and the recommendation of the City Planning Commission, the San
Diego City Council endorsed the planning concept by adopting Resolution No. 149364 on
August 14, 1958, to “... prepare the new Master Plan of the area adjacent to the proposed La
Jolla site of the University of California, including a compatible land use plan and a local
highway system to adequately serve the proposed University and its environs.” The original
Master Plan was adopted by the City Council in January 1960.

Most of the University community’s growth during the 1960s occurred in the primarily
single-family South University area. During this period, three plan amendments were
approved by the City Council in 1961, 1963 and 1965, which reflected modifications in the
requirements of the University, the surrounding community and the region. A new plan was
drafted in the late 1960s and adopted in 1971.

Subsequent to the adoption of the 1971 plan, the Town Centre core evolved from concept to
reality, the impact of the NAS Miramar aircraft noise and accident potential was clearly
defined, land market conditions changed in the area, UCSD student population projections
were revised and facilities financing proposals contained in the General Plan were pursued
through the adoption of new Council policies. In response to these changing conditions, the
Planning Department was directed to revise the University Community Plan. For the purpose
of providing citizen input, the Council recognized the University Community Planning
Group (UCPG) composed of residents, property owners, business people and representatives
of UCSD. This effort resulted in the adoption of the 1983 community plan.

In March of 1985, the City Council reviewed and approved a work program to update the
1983 Plan. In conjunction with the Plan update, the City Council voted to adopt an
Emergency Building Limitation Ordinance restricting development in the University
community to the level specified in the 1983 Plan. This ordinance was adopted to ensure that
during the update development would not occur which might preclude a workable circulation
system.
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The primary goal of the work program for the Plan was to revise the 1980 Land Use Forecast
(Appendix 3 of the 1983 Plan). In the 1983 Plan, the community was divided into subareas
and assigned land uses and development intensities which were tested in a community-wide
traffic forecast. The update of this forecast has corrected errors, incorporated changes in land
use and development intensity assumptions and provides a means of implementing the
changes.

At the Planning Commission’s direction, the Planning Department tested various land use
and development intensity assumptions for inclusion in the traffic study. As a result of these
studies and numerous workshops, the Planning Department recommended land uses and
development intensity allocations in the Development Intensity Element. These land uses and
development intensities were modified by the City Council based on recommendations by the
University Community Planning Group and requests by various property owners upon
adoption of the Plan on July 7, 1987 (R-268789). The City Council also directed at that time
that all development in the northern portion of the community be approved through a
discretionary permit and that an Urban Design Element be prepared for the Plan. The
Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ) Type B was applied to those
properties not otherwise subject to discretionary review in the northern portion of the
community, and the plan amended to identify said properties on January 12, 1988
(Resolution No. R-270138 and Ordinance No. 0-17016). The Urban Design Element has also
been incorporated as of January 16, 1990 (Resolution No. R-274998).
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OVERRIDING PLAN GOALS

A series of general goals for the development of land have been established by the General
Plan. In the context of the General Plan, the goals are applied to the analysis of citywide
aternative plan schemes.

I.  GENERAL PLAN GOALS
Broadly speaking, the goals used for alternatives analysis in the General Plan are
directed toward four basic areas of concern, including: (1) facilitating and providing
capital improvements for appropriate new growth in an efficient manner, (2)
encouraging economically, socially and racially balanced communities,
(3) minimizing the environmental and design consequences of urban development, and
(4) providing for a development framework which is compatible with regional plans
and programs. The following is a summary of the General Plan Goals:
A. Residential Growth

1. Management of the growth of the region through appropriate population
assimilation without artificial constraints or limitations on growth increases.

2. Recognition that a proper development management system operates as a
positive intervention to appropriately distribute growth with suitable
environmental and physical performance standards.

B. Fiscal-Economic

1. Reduction in costs of development—particularly public capital and operational
costs and stabilizing the tax structure of the City by discouraging urban sprawl.

2. Making more efficient use of existing community facilities and improvements.

C. Balancing Social and Community Characteristics in All Areas

1. Balanced housing for all communities and income levels.

2. Proximity of place of employment and residence.

3. Recognition of community and individual economic, social and physical
values.

4. The “quality of life” in new neighborhoods through provision of adequate
public facilities at time of development.
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D. Preservation and Enhancement of Established Neighborhoods

1.

Establishment of performance standards to guide the conservation of valued
existing neighborhood characteristics.

Encouragement of private finance mechanisms for preservation of established
neighborhoods.

Encouragement of infill within City neighborhoods where vacant land and
adequate public facilities exist.

E. Preservation of Environmental Quality

1.

2.

3.

Management of natural resources—floodplains, vegetation, aquifers, slopes,
hillsides, canyons, coastal and waterfront areas.

Preservation of open space and vistas.

Reduction of air, noise and water pollution.

F. Maintaining a Viable Housing Market

1.

Elimination of administrative delay in the processing of land development
permits.

Identification of areas which can urbanize in a 20-year period in order to move
from a system of unknowns to an ordered and prioritized land use and legal
system.

Creation and maintenance of a stable inventory of residential land which
provides certainty that development can occur.

Encouragement of a steady level of housing starts (absent private market
interferences) to assure continuing construction industry activity and
employment.

Creation of new development opportunities in selective areas bypassed by
market forces through governmental incentives.

G. Encouragement of Inter-Regional Cooperation

Development of a framework for the City and region which requires
intergovernmental cooperation between local, county and regional agencies in
which critical regional problems can be resolved such as:

1.

Boundary adjustment (spheres of influence).
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