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DATE ISSUED: March 10, 2015     REPORT NO. 102 

 

ATTENTION: Park and Recreation Board 

  Agenda of March 19, 2015 

 

SUBJECT:  UT Pocket Park General Development Plan 

 

 

SUMMARY 

 

Issue- Should the Park and Recreation Board approve of the proposed General Development 

Plan [GDP] for UT Pocket Park in the Mission Valley community? 

 

Directors Recommendation- Approve the GDP for the UT Pocket Park in the Mission 

Valley community. 

 

Other Recommendations- The following groups have reviewed and considered the proposed 

project. Actions taken and recommendations made by these groups are listed under 

Discussion below. 

 

August 7, 2013 the Mission Valley Planning Group voted to recommend approval of the 

GDP for the UT Pocket Park (15-1-2). 

 

September 11, 2013 the Design Review Committee voted unanimously to recommend 

approval of the GDP for the UT Pocket Park (10-0-0). 

 

March 4, 2015, 2015 the Community Parks I Committee voted unanimously to recommend 

approval of the GDP for the UT Pocket Park (12-0-0). 

 

 

Fiscal Impact- The cost of design and construction is being paid for by the owner/applicant 

for the UT Mixed Use Development. The park will remain in private ownership with a 

‘Recreation Easement’ recorded on the final map for public use. The park will be maintained 

by the private owner.  

 

Environmental- The City of San Diego as Lead Agency under CEQA is preparing an 

Environmental Impact Report covering the UT Mixed Use Project and Pocket Park. 
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BACKGROUND 

 

The proposed UT Pocket Park is part of the UT Mixed Use Development project currently being 

processed through the Development Services Department for a Vesting Tentative Map, a Site 

Development Permit for developing on environmentally sensitive lands and a Planned Development 

Permit for Multiple Use option of the Mission Valley Community Plan. The owner/applicant is 

proposing to provide the population-based public park on site as part of the proposed development. 

The pocket park and a portion of the San Diego River Park will remain in private ownership with a 

‘recreation easement’ recorded on the final map for public use. This type of park is defined in the 

City’s General Plan as a park equivalency and will count towards the Mission Valley public park 

inventory. 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

This project provides for the design and construction of a pocket park in the northeast corner of the 

existing Union Tribune site and a portion of the San Diego River Park, located on Camino de la 

Reina Street in the Mission Valley Community, within Council District 7. Proposed park 

improvements include: 

 

Pocket Park (approx. 0.27 acres): 

 Incorporates a three tiered design (~3’ foot difference between the levels):  

1. The upper area/terrace adjacent to the new residential building features an urban plaza 

with seating, tables, overlooks, landscaping and enhanced paving. This area will be 

adjacent to the future residential amenity space and will provide an area for residents and 

visitors to use for eating, drinking, and small group meetings. Flowering deciduous trees 

would be located in the terrace area. Classical music will be piped into this area to add to 

the enjoyment of the upper terrace.  

2. Steps and a ramp will lead down to the middle area/terrace that features a relocated 

mature focal Sycamore tree, from on-site or boxed, and an artistic element that provides 

interpretation of the Union Tribune newspaper’s history on the site. This area will also 

include seating areas, landscaping and enhanced paving.  

3. The lower area provides a naturalized grass area for passive recreation and storm water 

detention/treatment. This area features boulders for passive play, seating, landscaping 

and interpretive panels about storm water and the relationship to the San Diego River. 

 Lighting will be provided throughout the park for security. 

 Bike racks. 

 An accessible drinking fountain with pet fountain will be provided. 

 A pet waste station will be provided near the storm water detention basin. 

 A park sign will be provided at the park entrance on Camino de la Reina Street. 

 

The San Diego River Park (approx. 0.54 acres): 

 Three river overlook areas with decorative railing, benches, and interpretive signs. 

 Information kiosk at River Park entry.  

 Interpretive panel depicting San Diego River flora and fauna. 

 Enhanced decorative paving with a plaza theme. 
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 Enhanced decorative paving with a river theme, including elements like leaf or animal 

imprints. 

 Multi-use pathway for pedestrians and bicyclists.   

 Pole and bollard lighting along the pathway for security. 

 Native landscaping. 

 

The Mission Valley community does not have a Recreation Council and therefore public workshops 

were held with the Mission Valley Planning Group’s Park Subcommittee and the community at 

large. During the public workshops the public requested that the pocket park be treated as an urban 

park with areas for individuals and groups to enjoy the space and to view the river area. Passive 

activities were selected to provide a respite from the density of Mission Valley. The workshop 

members also asked for multi-use areas with multiple levels, public art, seating areas with views, 

lighting, and reduced vegetation to open the space up. From this public input the proposed plan was 

developed and presented to the Mission Valley Planning Group on August 7, 2013. The planning 

group discussed the project and voted to recommend approval of the proposed General 

Development Plan for the UT Pocket Park as presented.  

 

On September 11, 2013, the Design Review Committee voted unanimously to recommended 

approval of the GDP with the following recommendations. Design Review Committee 

recommendations are numbered below, with current park design responses directly below. 

  

1. The consultant team should carefully evaluate whether the existing Sycamore trees 

should be transplanted, as proposed, or if new specimen nursery trees should be used 

in lieu of transplanting, to determine the best approach to ensure long‐term healthy 

trees within and adjacent to the park. 

Response: The plan has been adjusted to note “Focal Tree: Large boxed specimen or 

relocated from on‐site”. 

2. The monument sign and entry bollards should be of similar materials to provide 

continuity. 

Response: The monument sign has been modified to match the entry bollards. 

3. If possible, the parking lot along the edge of the park should be redesigned to 

provide a greater distance between the park and parking lot. If the parking lot cannot 

be reconfigured, the screening between the parking lot and the park should be 

enhanced to ensure the parking lot does not subjugate the goal of the park to offer a 

place of respite for park users. 

Response: The head in parking along the park edge has been eliminated and the distance 

from the parking lot edge to the park has increased. 

4. The accessible walks between park levels are too linear and should be designed to 

appear more natural. This may also help eliminate the need for an extensive handrail 

system within the park. 

Response: The two accessible walks are both only 30ft long. The primary accessible walk is 

aligned to minimize out of direction movement for the primary direction of travel. 

5. The river overlook indicated along the fire lane should be more oriented with the 

park and less so with the site architecture. Adding a tree to the overlook will also help 

tie it into the park. 





 

Page 5 of 6 
 



 

Page 6 of 6 
 

 
 


