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The City is updating the Community Plan to help
shape the future of Mid-City area for the next 20
to 30 years. The current plan was last adopted in
1998.

S « The Mid-City Communities Plan is

General Plan part of General Plan - the City’s
guide to long-term growth - and
consistent with the City’s Climate
Action Plan.

« The update is a 30-year vision for
land use, mobility, urban design,
public facilities and services,
natural resources, historic and
cultural resources, and economic
development.

Address Regional Growth & Housing
Needs

Understand Community Needs &
Enhance Quality of Life

Evaluate Infrastructure Demand

Reduce Environmental Impact
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COMMUNITY IDEAS

COMMUNITY
VALIDATION

Summer - Fall 2026 Fall - Winter 2026

FIRST DRAFT

SECOND DRAFT/
ENVIRONMENTAL
ANALYSIS

ADOPTION &
HEARING
PROCESS

Collect input from
people that live and
work in Mid-City about
how to improve the
community

Collect input on early
options based on
community ideas
and technical
analyses

Opportunity for
community to review
and provide
meaningful input on
complete draft

Includes updated
plan and
environmental
document for
Community Plan

Finalize Community
Plan for adoption by
City Council

CONTINUED AND ONGOING ENGAGEMENT
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How community feedback and analysis help inform the draft community plan.

Engagement
summary
(Phase 2)

Engagement
Summary (Phase 1)

Ideas Report: Draft

Draft Visions,

Frameworks &
Concepts

Community
Plan

Existing
Conditions
Analyses

Technical Planned Land Uses ]
Analyses

Winter - Fall 2024 Summer - Fall 2025 Winter 2026 Spring 2026

Current phase of the plan update

A

FURTHER OPPORTUNITY TO PROVIDE INPUT
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Key Engagement Activities So Far

Over 3,000 people provided 9,300+ comments through 102 events and two online surveys.

2 Online Surveys 1 1 Office Hours

5 Community Forums 11 Community Interviews

] Workshops 17/ Planning Group Meetings
Mid-City Pop-Up Stations
Communities 1 7 P
Plan Update

Working Group 7/ Youth Engagement Sessions

Meetings

PLAN
(‘3 MID-CITY




Plan Update Documents

Community feedback and technical analyses are integral to better understanding the past, present and
future to inform the draft community plan.

Mid- Clty Atlas

Qy MID CITY

SAN DIEGOY ‘ '

Mid-City Atlas: Existing
Conditions Report

[ . f—
SAN DIEGOY C#R muimnes

Mid-City Mid-City
Communities Communities
Plan Update Plan Update
?;T“ftml’;tynli: Engagement :::ns:-n Ialr;Ub“c Engagement
December 2024 February 2026
%ﬁ:’iaj (‘\.‘J !‘.’!19“ cimy Q}) MID Ty
Focused Historic Phase 1 Engagement Summary Phase 2 Engagement Summary

Reconnaissance Survey

Mid-City

@S

SAN
DIEGQ)

Ideas Report “

\Z/MID MID CITY "
SAN DIEGQY

Environmental, Parks & Public
Facilities

Economic

Mobility Networks & Corridors

Additional Technical Analyses

>

Existing Conditions Historic Context Draft Ideas Report
Mobility Assessment Statement
<
AO\PLAN FURTHER OPPORTUNITY TO PROVIDE INPUT
PHASE Il ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY | FEBRUARY 2026 PLAN MID-CITY

‘g MID-CITY

Communities Plon Updote







MOBILITY PLANNING PROCESS

City of San Diego

General Plan
July 2024

Make transit a competitive and reliable option

mecayr
SAN DIEGO)

guchnL?tyourFum Create a network of low-stress
routes to access local
destinations and the regional
CITY OF SANDIEGO MOBILITY bikeway network
MOBILITY MASTER PLAN

Otbee 353 NETWORK

il e
L urCcLIMATE
OUR

Enhance walkable connections for
residents, employees, and retail visitors

Maximize roadway efficiency and focus on
safety, emergency access, reducing VMT,
and ensuring equitable access

sandiego.gov 10



), PURPOSE OF EXISTING MOBILITY ASSESSMENT

 Describes current state of mobility

- Quantitative and qualitative analyses
for each mode of travel

- Understand opportunities and
constraints

- ldentify mobility needs

Mobility Mobility

Element &
Mobility

Technical
Report

Existing
Conditions
Assessment

VMT Impact
Analysis

The City of
SAN DIEGQ)

MID-CITY COMMUNITIES
PLAN UPDATE

Existing Conditions

Prepared By

sandiego.gov 11



METHODOLOGY OF EXISTING MOBILITY ASSESSMENT

Evaluation Categories
- Demand/Priority
 Quality

- Connectivity

- Safety

— City Mobility Loading Prioritization —
k
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Data & Analysis

Intersection Counts

5 -Year Collision
History

Missing Sidewalks

Pedestrian Priority
Model

Pedestrian
Connectivity

Pedestrian Environment
Quality Evaluation
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EXISTING MOBILITY ASSESSMENT - PEDESTRIAN NEEDS

Data & Analysis

Existing Conditions: Missing Sidewalk (Fig. 2.1)
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Existing Conditions:

Pedestrian Needs Map
(Fig. 6.1)

High Priority/Demand with
3 or more pedestrian
involved collisions in a 5-
year period.

Missing sidewalks and low

scoring pedestrian facilities.
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(}0 EXISTING MOBILITY ASSESSMENT - BICYCLE NEEDS

Data & Analysis

Intersection Counts

5 -Year Collision
History

Existing Facilities
Inventory

Bicycle Demand
Model

Bicycle Connectivity

Bicycle Level of
Traffic Stress
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s> Eastern Area

San Miguel

{:} 2 or More Bicyele
Collisions

— Bicycle LTS 3-4
Encanto <> Rapid Station

High Priority Model

...........
........
o

60th St

. d 5.t Srudy Area

sandiego.gov 16



EXISTING MOBILITY ASSESSMENT - BICYCLE NEEDS

......

Existing Conditions: Bicycle
Needs (Fig. 6.2)

High demand/priority
with 2 or more cyclist
involved collisions over

a 5-year period.

High Bicycle Level of
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EXISTING MOBILITY ASSESSMENT - BICYCLE NEEDS
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EXISTING MOBILITY ASSESSMENT -
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EXISTING MOBILITY ASSESSMENT - TRANSIT NEEDS
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Served by 14 MTS routes
that share same
infrastructure as general
vehicle traffic

Table 4.2 - Public Transportation Commute Mode Share Comparison

36,235

4,247

Total Public Transportation Commuters 23,773
Total Workers 89,818 791,874 1,622,954
Public Transportation Commute Mode Share 4.7% 3.0% 22%

Source: US Census, 2022 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates (2024)
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il EXISTING MOBILITY ASSESSMENT - VEHICULAR NEEDS

Data & Analysis

~m Existing Conditions: Vehicle Needs (Fig. 6.4
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EXISTING MOBILITY ASSESSMENT - VEHICULAR NEEDS

Existing Conditions: Vehicle

Needs (Fig. 6.4)

Vehicular collisions concentrated
along El Cajon Blvd, University
Ave and Fairmount Ave

Low ratio of average travel speed
to posted speed limit along major
east - west corridors.
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Pedestrian route types:

), PEDESTRIAN ROUTE TYPES

DISTRICT SIDEWALKS along streets that support heavy pedestrian
levels in high-density, mixed-use concentrated urban areas.

CORRIDOR SIDEWALKS along streets that support moderate
pedestrian activity levels in moderate-density business and
shopping areas.

CONNECTOR SIDEWALKS along streets that support lower
pedestrian levels in institutional, industrial, or business areas.

NEIGHBORHOOD SIDEWALKS along local streets that support low
to moderate pedestrian levels in residential areas.

ANCILLARY PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES include facilities not
associated with streets, such as pedestrian bridges, plazas,
paseos, and courtyards.

CITY-WIDE IMPLEMENTATION
<’k> FRAMEWORK REPORT

December 2006

City of San Diego
Final Draft Pedestrian Master Plan
Volume I

April 2015

City of San Diego
Pedestrian Master Plan

Volume 2A - Urban Core Communities

City of San Diego

PEDESTRIAN
MASTER PLAN

Phase Four

sandiego.gov 25



DRAFT PLANNED PEDESTRIAN NETWORK
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BICYCLE FACILITY TYPES

Class I: Off-street paths completely separated Class Il: On-street striped lanes for one-way Class IlI: Shared roadways with motor vehicles,

from motor vehicle traffic. These provide safer bike travel, adjacent to vehicle lanes. Often marked with sharrows and signage. Best for
connections, within roadway right-of-way or an enhanced with markings or signage, they are low-speed, low-traffic streets, connecting to
exclusive right-of-way. suitable for lower-speed roadways. parks, schools, or other bike facilities.

~

Shared|Bus:Bikellfane)

it

Class lll Enhanced: Shared streets with Class IV: Bike lanes separated from traffic by Shared Bus-Bike Lane: An option where
additional traffic-calming features like road vertical elements like curbs or flex posts. They separate bus and high-comfort bike lanes are
humps or diverters. Designed for safe and provide a safer, more comfortable option for not feasible. Best suited to low speeds and
low-stress cycling on residential or low-speed riders of all ages and abilities. The City has moderate bus headways, with bus passing
roads. one-way and two-way Class IV facilities. discouraged and bicycle passing limited to stops.
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), DRAFT PLANNED BICYCLE NETWORK
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), CORRIDOR ANALYSIS

Ten corridors highlighted for focused analysis
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ADAMS AVENUE CORRIDOR - EXISTING CONDITIONS
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) UNIVERSITY AVENUE CORRIDOR - EXISTING CONDITIONS
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), UPCOMING EVENTS & HOW TO STAY INVOLVED

- Visit the Plan Update Website & Sign-Up for Updates
@ www.PlanMidCity.org

- Participate in the Upcoming Public Engagement Activities:
o 2" Planning Commission Workshop (info item) - March 19, 2026 at 9 a.m.
o Parks & Recreation Board (info item) - March 19, 2026 at 2 p.m.
o Open Houses on mobility concepts
= City Heights Library - 5to 7 p.m. - March 23, 2026
= Teen Challenge - 5to 7 p.m. - March 24, 2026
= Normal Heights Community Center - 5 to 7 p.m. - March 25, 2026
o Focus Groups & Pop-Ups - March to June 2026

Email Us
Send additional comments, suggestions or questions to PlanMidCity@SanDiego.gov and a
Community Planner will get back to you.
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Community Plan Update Timeline and Process

Winter - Fall 2024 Winter - Fall 2025 Winter - Spring 2026 ‘Summer - Fall 2026 Fall - Winter 2026
o 0 —0——-—0—0

: DRAFT/ ADOPTION &
COMMUNITY Ssistairigedtdaledons

COMMUNITY IDEAS vnu::n'nou FIRST DRAFT SN T HEARING

' : PROCESS
Collect input from Collectinput on early Opportunity for Includes updated Finalize Community
people that live and options based on community to review plan and Plan for adoption by
work in Mid-City about community ideas and provide environmental City Coundil
how to improve the and technical meaningful input on document for
community analyses complete draft Community Plan
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Mid-City Communities Plan Update

(@%\ PLAN City Planning Department

Qg M I D'CITY Mobility Board — March 4, 2026

Communities Plan Update
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