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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL - MISSION VALLEY
June 25, 1985

The Honorable Mayor and City Council
City of San Diego, California

Honorable Mayor and City Council:

| am pleased to present to you the accompanying Mission Valley Community PlaRldrhis
represents a comprehensive guide for the enhancement and future development of the Mission
Valley Community through the year 2000. The plan was prepared by the City Planning
Department. The community plan evaluated eight alternatives covering aofai@elopment
strategies, from the fino devel opmento alterne
development throughout the valley. The alternative selected as the plan is one of moderate
growth, where the development intensity is measuyetthd ability of the surface street system

to carry the traffic. This base development intensity is to be increased as additional
transportation opportunities become available. An important feature of the plan's transportation
element is the establishmagita light rail transit corridor located in a manner that provides
maximum access throughout the valley. The Metropolitan Transit Development Board, and the
City Planning Development staffs worked together to develop the preferred alignment through
the valey.

This community plan also includes a proposal for the creation of a linear park along the San
Diego River. This proposal is complemented by a wetlands management plan for wetland
preservation, restoration and enhancement. The wetlands managemevdgt®veloped

with the cooperation of the California Department of Fish and Game and the United States Fish
and Wildlife Service, and is designed to be responsive to the Army Corps of Engineers permit
standards. An Urban Design Element incorporating dewedmt guidelines for development

along the river and on the valley's hillsides is also included in the plan.

In closing, the Planning Department wishes to give special recognition to the Mission Valley
Unified Community Planning Committee and the citizesm® worked with City staff in the
development of this plan. Their input has made this plan a better document.

Finally, I wish to thank Councilman Ed Struiksma, the elected representative of District 5.
Without his interest and effort many of the keynedmts of this plan, such as the light rail

transit proposal, urban design element and transportation recommendations, would not have
been resolved as clearly. Implementation of this plan will owe much to his efforts on behalf of
the City and the Mission lay Community.

IJack V;an Cleave



DEDICATION

Long time residents of the county can remember when Mission \adeyvirtually virgin
territory, with a few scattered dairies and farms, and where once in a decade a storm would
flood the valley from rim to rim. In the 1950s, the Town and Country Hotel's first unit was
opened and in 1958 the City Council approved #8zeming and construction of the Mission
Valley Center shopping mall. That action, coupled with the freeway construction that
followed, changed the face of the valley completely and forever. From the early part of the
century until today, Mission Valley delopment has been a citywide concern. Prediction of
doom has dominated the community's attitude towards this part of the City.

In 1974, urbanologists Kevin Lynch and Donald Appleyard cited the valley as a supreme
example of bad pl annRargadinsda e igt Kidiye mpforS&an Di
observations:

AThe most dramatic | oss was the conversion of hi
of highways, parking lots and scattered commercial buildings ...the city should erect an historic

monumento that tragic event. It struck a double blow; one directed at the landscape and

(second) at the economy of the Center City ...Mission Valley is the second downtown of the region

and its future appears gloomy ...Mission Valley is a landscape disastéywedisasters are

beyond all repair. It is only that repair demanc

Kevin Lynch and Donald Appleyard
iTemporary Paradise?0 1974

John Nolen, the landscape architect who wrote the City's first master plan in 1908, dreamed
of a parkway through the valley with development set back from the mesa rim to afford
vistas to the ocean. In 1926, he returned to issue a warning, which still holds meaning for
MissionValley 60 years later:

AiThe failure to regul aparsofthe dtywinh dn udfaacable,andiml t ed i n
some cases, unsightly distribution of building development ...Without doubt, San Diego should be

a more distinctive city in its physical development. Its topography, its climate, its purposes are all
differentfrom the average American city. Not to be distinctive is an advantage lost, and some

things in San Diego cannot now be changed. The question is what can be done to recover lost

ground and |l ead the city toward a more distincti
John Nolen
ifiA Comprehensive Plan in San L

The following plan is the product of hard work of citizens and planners which spans the
period of 60 years. As such, this plan is seen as a tribute to all the planning directors the City
of San Diego hakad; they all envisioned a development plan for Mission Valley, and as

such, these individuals contributed with their ideas and efforts to this Plan.

This Mission Valley Community Plan is therefore dedicated to:

Mr. Glen Rick- City Planning Directofrom 1931 to 1955

Mr. Harry Haelsig- City Planning Director from 1955 to 1964
Mr. James FairmanCity Planning Director from 1964 to 1968
Mr. James Goff City Planning Director from 1968 to 1979

-V -
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BACKGROUND

The Mission Valley planning area comprises approximately 2,418 net acres and is located
near the geographic center of the City of San Di#ége bounded on the west by Interstate 5
(I-5), on the north by Friars Road west of State Route 163L@3Rand by the northern

slopes of the valley east of SI®3, on the east by the eastern bank of the San Diego River,
and on the south by approximigtéhe 150foot elevation contour line. The Planning
Department estimated that 7,253 people resided in 4,834 housing units in Mission Valley as
of January 1984. The Mission Valley Community Plan (Plan) is based upon a projection of
24,558 people residing i15,159 housing units as of the horizon year of the Plan. (This
population projection is based on a household size of 1.62 persons per dwelling unit.)
Attainment of these population levels depends upon the economic conditions in this
community, relatived regional economic conditions.

PLANNING PROGRAM

The Mission Valley Community Plan and Environmental Impact Report are the result of a
planning program authorized by the San Diego City Council on October 22, 1977, by
Resolution No. 219488. The Mission My Unified Planning Committee, the officially
recognized citizen planning organization, has met regularly with Planning Department staff,
and other City staff on an as needed basis, to assist in the preparation of this Plan.

The purpose ofte Plan is to provide recommendations to guide development in Mission
Valley through the horizon year. The horizon year is defined as attaining the Plan's maximum
occupancy capacity, which is based upon land use, development intensity, circulation and
public facilities. It is anticipated that the horizon year will be reached sometime after the year
2000. A series of goals and objectives established by the community and consistent with
citywide policies are included. Once the Plan is adopted by the Cityc,camy

amendments, additions, or deletions will require that the Planning Commission and City
Council follow the same public hearing procedures as were required in the initial adoption.
While it sets forth proposals for implementation, the Plan doesstablish new regulations

or legislation, nor does it rezone property. Controls over zoning, subdivisions, transportation,
building construction and other development must be enacted separately as part of the
implementation program. The adoption of thenRAall concurrently amend the Progress

Guide and General Plan (General Plan) for the City of San Diego but will require rescission
of the existing East Mission Valley Area Plan. The Serra Mesa Community Plan will be
amended by deleting those areas of e prea lying south of the Linda Vista Community
Plan, will be amended by deleting those areas of the plan lying south of the northerly slopes
of Mission Valley and incorporating them into the Mission Valley Community Plan. The
Linda Vista Community Plawill be amended through the incorporation of language
pertaining to that area of the community plan lying immediately north of Friars Road and
which is dependent upon the Mission Valley circulation system. This area is part of the
Mission Valley traffic faecast and the incorporated language will indicate that this area will
be subject to the implementing zoning legislation of the Mission Valley Community Plan.
Future development based on the new Plan shall be undertaken in complete conformance
with all appopriate Council Policies ar@ity Ordinances.

-1-
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The relationship of this Plan with Planning programs and development patterns in
surrounding areas was considered during its preparation. This process included coordination
with the adopted Serra Mesa Community Plan, Navajo Community Plan, Uptown
Community Plan, Mission Bay Master Plan, Park Ndtdst Community Plan, and the
revisions to the Tierrasanta Community Plan, 1@ity Community Plan, and Linda Vista
Community PlanProposals by the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) and
those contained in the adopted San Diego County General Plan were also evaluated. Two
comprehensive transportatiptanning programs were completed during preparation of this
Plan. Thesera an Interstate 8-8) Transportation System Management (TSM) Study,
prepared by SANDAG, and a Transportation Plan for the San Diego Metropolitan Area,
prepared by the San Diego Metropolitan Transit Development Board (MTDB).

This Plan should not be cadsred as a static document. It is intended to provide guidance
for the orderly growth of the Mission Valley community. In order to respond to unanticipated
changes in environmental, social, or economic conditions, the Plan must be continually
monitored ad amended when necessary to remain relevant to community and City needs.
Once adopted, two additional steps will follamplementatiorandreview The

implementation is the process of putting Plan policies and recommendations into effect.
Review refers tdhe process of monitoring the community and recommending changes to the
Plan as conditions in the community change. Guidelines for implementation are provided in
the Plan, but the actual work must be based on a cooperative effort of private citizens, City
officials and other agencies. It is contemplated that the Mission Valley Unified Planning
Committee and other private citizen organizations will provide the continuity needed for a
sustained, effective implementation program.

Although this Plan isntended to be a development guide for the next 15 to 20 years,
circumstances may arise requiring a plan reviewer update. Community conditions and the
legislative framework must be continually monitored to ensure that the Plan remains timely.
Considerabledgchnical information was generated in the preparation of the Plan. This

material is contained in files at the Planning Department and in the Environmental Impact
Report (EIR), prepared by the Environmental Quality Division of the Planning Department,
which evaluates the environmental effects of each of the eight alternative plan concepts
presented. The EIR Conclusions and Recommendations for the Plan are included in this Plan
document.
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HISTORY OF DEVELOPME NT

Mission Valley is part of the floodplain of the San Diego River, historically a major source of
fresh water in the San Diego Metropolitan Area. This water supply has attracted people to the
valley since prehistoric times. Archaeological findings includeaiaes of Cosoy, an ancient
Kumeyaay Indian village, located near the base of Preside Hill. The Spaniards located the
original Mission San Diego de Alcala near this Indian village site in 1769. As the

missionaries and Indian converts developed an agrialsgonomy, they moved the Mission
further inland to its present location in the Valley in 1774. The Valley was named for the
presence and influence of this Mission. By 1816, Padre Dam was built and a tile and masonry
flume was constructed to convey wati@ectly from the river impoundment to the

agricultural lands located near the Mission. Agricultural activities, especially livestock

raising, dairying and field cultivation, continued as significant land uses in Mission Valley

until the 1960s.

The arrivad of the Mormon Battalion in 1847 signaled the beginning of Arfgieerican
settlement in Mission Valley. Although little new development occurred in the Valley proper
during the 18 Century, several nearby settlements were founded in the 1880s. Thade incl
Grantville, located just east of the Valley north of Mission Gorge Road, and Silver Terrace
(Linda Vista) overlooking west Mission Valley.

Sand and gravel extraction was introduced into the area about 1913, and began in earnest
about 1923. Primary soees were the sands along the San Diego River and Murphy Canyon,
and the conglomerate rocks in adjacent Serra Mesa. The industry flourished as development
spread northward. Although material is no longer being extracted from the San Diego River,
extensiveactivity continues north of Friars Road in Murphy Canyon.

Mission Valley has played a key role in local and regional transportation since prehistoric
times. Trails that apparently date back to the Kumeyaay Indians include Cafiada de la
Soledad (Murphy Cammn Road), Mission Trail (Friars Road), Poor Man's Grade (Murray
Canyon) and Father Junipero Serra Trail (Mission Gorge Road).

Major urban development has occurred in Mission Valley since 1958, primarily as a result of
improvements in the regional highwagtwork. The construction of U.S. 80 (lates)!

provided an impetus for commercial development in Mission Valley, and for the rapid
displacement of the agricultural economy. This process accelerated when U.S. Highway 395
(now SR163), and Interstate 805-805) were completed, the latter in 1971.

The first major urban development was the Mission Valley Shopping Center, approved in
1958. During the late 1950s and throughout the 1960s, Hotel Circle became an important
commercialrecreation and visiteorierted area. Other significant projects include San Diego
Jack Murphy Stadium, completed in 1967 and Fashion Valley Shopping Center, built in
1969. During the early 1970s, the religious order of the Poor Sisters of Nazareth sold much
of the land surrounding Mdsion San Diego de Alcala. This knoll eventually developed as a
multiple dwelling neighborhood, the largest residential area in Mission Valley.



Mission Valley at the turn of the century

Indians of the Kumeyaay
tribe were the first known
inhabitants of Mission Valley.




Photo of Mission San Diego de
Alcala taken in the early 1900s

Remaining structure of the old
mission dam built in the 1700s
to provide water for irrigation



Mission Valley had become a satellite urban center of San Diego.

Throughout the history of Mission Valley, the San Diego River has been a primary
attraction, first as a source of fresh water and later as a scenic recreational asset. The river
has had amteresting history in relation to its impact on human use of the floodplain. During
the agricultural period (1769 to 1958), drought was as much of a concern as flood. The
subsequent period of rapid urbanization from 1958 to 1977 was characterized loywery
annual rainfalls. Although the flood potential had been documented in detailed historical
accounts from the 1920s and 1940s (a concrete flood channel was approved in 1965 but
never constructed), much of the p@868 development occurred on the floadp! In 1978,

1979, and 1980, however, three consecutive rainy seasons brought flooding which resulted
in property damage. The continuing threat of flooding will have an impact on the future
development of Mission Valley.
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PLANNING HISTORY

This section summarizes planning programs carried out in Mission Valley by the City of San
Diego from 1960 to date. Some of these planning programs did not get adopted by the City
Council.

1. Mission Valley Plan (1960)

The Mission Valley Plan (November 1960) was the first planning effort in the Mission

Valley community. Background information was supplied by previous studies prepared in

1955 and 1958. This proposed plan recommended that: 1) industrial expansion ke limite

to Athose extractive Iindd$Bri andeastrtuf o€Cal
2) commercial expansion be focused on tougsdted recreational uses; 3) office and

professional uses remain secondary (up to 25 percent of the total floof arbailding)

due to the problems of limited freeway access, unsuitability of existing and proposed

streets for public transit, potential heavy p&akir traffic and congestion associated with

office buildings; and, 4) mediunto high-density residentialevelopment be encouraged

as desirable fibecause of the relatively | ov
which are offered there, 0 and -oridmted compati bi
development. No official action was taken to adbptproposed plan.

2. East Mission Valley Area Plan (1963)

This plan was developed in 1963 in the hope that a lorrgnge land use plan could be
adopted by the City to guide future development. The study was requested by the Planning
Commission in resptse to a communication from property owners in the area. It included
the area east of (then propose@pb to Fairmount Avenue. This plan recommended that:

1) light industrial uses be located in the area between the proposed flood channel and U.S.
80 (I-8); 2) natural resource extraction activities continue north of the river; 3)émsity
residential (one unit per acre) uses be permitted in limited portions of the south slopes;
and, 4) residentigbrofessional land usage, rather than strip commera&dfdated along

the south side of U.S. 80 because of the low employee density ratio, loshqeatkaffic
generation, and integration of residential use with administrative and professional office
uses. This plan was adopted by the City Council on Afrill963.

3. Revised East Mission Valley Area Plan (1968)

A review and revision of the previously adopted plan was necessary due to proposed
changes in the alignment and interchange configuratiof805land the Escondido

Freeway (Ward RoadMurphy Canyon Road), the reduction in width and the realignment
of the San Diego River Flood Channel, possible annexations and the construction of the
San Diego Stadium and connecting highways. The planning area was revised to include
the area between Friars Rband the top of the bluffs on the north side of the Valley. The
recommendations of the revised plan differed from the previous plan in the following
ways: 1) light industrial uses were proposed for both sides of Friars Road bet®@&®n |

and the Stadiun2) commerciakecreational uses were proposed for the land surrounding
the Stadium and the northern slopes were designated fatdagity residential,
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encouraging the use of planned unit developments, and melinsity residential was
proposed north ansbuth of the river channel east of Rancho Mission Road;

4) commerciabffices replaced the residentlofessional office use south 68§ and
5) a concretdined flood channel with an overall width of about 300 feet was first
proposed.

4. West Mission Valley Report (1971)

In November 1968, the City Council designated the West Mission Valley Planning
Committee as the citizen representative group that would assist in preparation of the West
Mission Valley Community Plan. This report provided resounegerial to be used by the
Committee in developing such a plan. The report assumed that future development would
follow (then) existing trends in order to perform a travel forecast. It was concluded that
future traffic volumes (359,609 trips excluding thgh trips) would be greater than could

be accommodated in existing or proposed street systems. The report indicated that a future
plan would have to consider three possible alternative solutions to this problem:

1) modifying the existing roadway system;rducing the intensity of land use; and,

3) developing and supplementing the existing circulation system with another mode of
transportation. The community established the following objectives for the development

of the West Mission Valley area plan:(pyovide flexibility in the location of land use;

2) develop qualitative standards for each type of land use; 3) create an urban center in a
parklike setting; and, 4) preserve the hillsides and existing open quality of the Valley.

This report outlined alanned district concept (with qualitative standards for each type of
land use) as an approach to guide the planning and development of Mission Valley.

In October 1977, the City Council determined that a single plan for the entire Mission
Valley area wold be appropriate and directed planning staff to focus their efforts in that
direction. The proposed Mission Valley Community Plan is a response to that direction.

EXISTING SETTING AND REGIONAL CONTEXT

Mission Valleywas formed through the erosive action of the San Diego River upon the

coastal mesa region. Mission Valley separates two r@ebasnorthern Linda Vista Terrace

and the southern San Diego Terrace. The geology of these mesas consists of tertiary marine
sediments made up of conglomerates and tuffaceous sandstones, generally overlain with
Quaternary terrace deposits of sands, gravels and boulders. The Valley floor is composed of
alluvial clays, sands, gravel and boulders. The topography of the Valley is thafidé, flat
floodplain surrounded by steep slopes and mesas to the north and south. The Valley gently
slopes from about 600 feet above mean sea level on the eastern end of the community, to sea
level at the western end. The San Diego River is the Iquasst of the drainage basin.

Mission Valley is identified in the General Plan as an urbanized community. It is primarily a
business community with much of its developable land devoted to commercial and office
uses. Most development has occurred emibrth and south sides of the Valley, along Friars
Road and-B. The central area of the Valley contains the San Diego River which is zoned
FW (Floodway) due to the flooding potential, restricting development in areas of inundation.
The southern slopeseastill primarily in a natural state, while the northern slopes have been
excavated for sand and gravel extraction.
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Mission Valley is located at nearly the geographic center of the City of San Diego. The
Valley is the crossroads for the regional freewasteay, enjoying access frond] I-8, I-15,

I-805 and SRL63. It has been a regional center since it first began to urbanize. It is a major
employment center, with retail sales, office buildings, and newspaper publishing. It is also a
visitor center with darge number of hotels and freeway accessibility to tourist attractions
(Mission Bay, Sea World, Balboa Park). A regional entertainment center, it has movie
theaters, restaurants, golf courses and the San Diego Jack Murphy Stadium. With its two
regional slbpping centers, Mission Valley is also the major regional retail center in the San
Diego area at this time.

The Valley has fulfilled a regional role in almost all its development. Only recently has
Mission Valley seen itself as a distinct community. Tteigon of residential development
will alter the character of the Valley, giving it a more balanced regional/local character.

Cloverleaf with dairy on left side looking west from Madison Street, November 1954
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American Sand Company, just north of
Twain and Powers Streets, December 1954

’ ‘ LU D s S < B ;
Mission Valley Country Club Golf Tournament, January 195 Friars Road just west oHighway 163, January 1955
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PLAN SUMMARY

The Plan is based on a realistic land use proposal. Specific plans with a multiple land use
emphasis are proposed for large undeveloped tracts of land along Friars Road. The
transportation plan has been developed based primarily upon land use assumptided p

by the property owners. The limitations on the permitted intensity of development have been
based on the capacity of the surface street systenlrahsportation Element has an

additional dimension; it permits increases in intensity (bonuses) edremitments are

made for public transit systems (regional light rail transit and anVW#Hay transit system).

TheOpen Space Elemenis the key, not only to open space recommendations, but also to
urban design recommendations as Walithin this Open Space Element is a section on the
San Dego River area with refets the San Diego River Park Master Plan as the policy
document to use in conjunction with the Community Rdeirall future development.

TheUrban Design Elementfocuses on the river|lisides, and transportation corridors. The
open space element discusses development criteria for hillsides, and park and recreation
areas.

Thelmplementation Elementenvisions the development of new zoning legislation to
address development intensityban design guidelines and multiple uses. Bonus provisions
for intensifying permitted development upon the implementation of a public transit system
are also included, A table identifying responsibilities for the development of public facilities
within thecommunity is included as part of the Implementation Element.

PLAN DEVELOPMENT ISS UES
1. Traffic Circulation

The present transportation system has inadequate capacity. As currently developed, it will
be unable to handle future local circulation a@gional transportation needs. The Plan, in
conjunction with the SANDAGCaltrans Interstate 8 Corridor Study, proposes major
structural and operational transportation improvements, including: a) encouraging the
completion of the regional freeway systemclosing gaps and remedying other

deficiencies in the local (nefneeway) street system; c) reducing the effects of flooding on
the transportation network; d) mitigating congestion by providing incentives for the use of
modes of transportation other théwe tautomobile; and e) instituting operational
improvements (for example, ramp meters) within t8ecbrridor (both within and

adjacent to the Mission Valley community).

2. Form and Intensity of Development
Development to date in Mission Valley has beenurring in a largely unplanned fashion.
There has been little coordination to ensure compatibility of contiguous developments.

The issue of form and intensity of future development has been addressed in the Plan
through the establishment of: a) devel@mtintensities related to the planned
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transportation network, designated activity centers and-related open spaces; b) design
guidelines to shape development adjacent to the river and north and south rim hillsides;
c) encouragement of multiple usenaplexes which offer environments for living,

working, shopping and related activities; and d) design guidelines for streets and other
public rightsof-way, placing a new emphasis on the environmental quality of pedestrian
oriented spaces.

. Flood Protedion

Flooding of the San Diego River has become a major problem in Mission Valley since
urbanization became prevalent in the floodplain area. This issue has been addressed in
terms of: a) protection of lives and property; b) the use of land adjacenbtbcntrol
facilities; c) environmental constraints of wetland preservation and mitigation;

d) equitable financing and maintenance of flood control facilities; and e) aesthetic
appearance.

. Public Facilities and Services
The Mission Vallexcommunity contains major regional facilities for entertainment,

recreation, shopping, dining and lodging. Yet, facilities of a local or neighborhood nature
serving the resident population are nearly nonexistent. Residents must rely upon other

communited or Anei ghborhoododé facilities to fulfil
parks, libraries, emergency medical services and a post office. This situation has become
an issue in Mission Valley. The provision of

the number and length of automobile trips within and through the Valley and otherwise
enhance the livability of the community.

. Physical Environment

The physical environment of Mission Valley continues to play a significant role in

planning for the coimunity's future. This is true with respect to constraints as well as
opportunities. The potential for flooding, and liquefaction during earthquakes affects

much of the Valley and must be considered when planning for any new development.
Portions of the rtaral environment still exist, and if managed properly could provide
opportunities for creating an urban center of high environmental quality. The San Diego
River floodway should become a scenic resource with which projects can be integrated.
Other enviromental assets are the hillsides which provide the green backdrop on the
Valley's south side. Proposals contained within this Plan provide development standards to
assure a measure of protection for the natural assets of Mission Valley.

. Economic Impacts
The public facilities required to provide the level of service desired in the community
(roads, transit, flood protection, etc.) need to be financed primarily by the property owners

and developers in the Valley, since they will receive the direct beméfiuch
improvements. Additionally, as the flood control facility is constructed in the San Diego
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River corridor, it is anticipated that new areas (formerly prone to flooding) will become
available for development, offsetting some of the initial costeefacility.

7. Regional Impacts

Existing development, extensive freeway access and a location near the geographic center
of the urban San Diego region, make Mission Valley a major activity center. The
predominant land use in the Valley is commeréradluding retail, recreational, and office
development. The Plan proposes to encourage this activity in combination with other uses.
It is expected that Mission Valley will continue to expand as the regional commercial
center, complementing the other twibh@r regional activity centers: Center City

(government/ financial center); and University City (educational/high technology center).

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Overall Goal

To provide a Plan for Mission Valley which allows for its continued development as a

quality regional urban center in the City of San Diego while recognizing and respecting
environmental constraints and traffic needs, and encouraging the Valley's development as a
community.

Overall Objectives

A Encourage high quality urban developmerthia Valley which will provide a healthy
environment and offer occupational and residential opportunities for all citizens.

A Provide protection of life and property from flooding by the San Diego River.

A Provide a framework for the conservatioriraportant wetland/riparian habitats balanced
with expanded urban development.

A Facilitate transportation through and within the Valley while establishing and maintaining
an adequate transportation network.

A Provide public facilities and services thathattend to the needs of the community and
the region.

A Provide guidelines that will result in urban design which will be in keeping with the

natural features of the land and establish community identity, coherence and a sense of
place.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONTEX T

PLAN ALTERNATIVES

Although an infinite number of plan alternatives could be formulated and evaluated, the

following eight alternatives offer a comprehensive variety, satisfying the objectives of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and illustrating feasible apghes to
community planning options in Mission Valley in terms of land use classification and
development intensity. The selected alternatives are briefly summarized and then followed
with more detailed descriptions. The alternatives are:

1.

2.

No MissionVda | ey Community Pl an (The

Limited Development (No Comprehensive Flood Protection Program).

. Intensive Development.

. Moderate DevelopmentCommercial Office Emphasis.

Moderate Developmentintegrated Use Emphasis.

. Moderate DevelopmentResidential Emphasis.

. Development to SANDAG Series V Projection Levels.

Planning Committee Alternative: Multiple Uséntegrated Use Emphasis.
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TABLE 1
MISSION VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN ALTERNATIVES ISSUES

Plan Flood Transportation/ Land Use Development Intensit
Alternative s Protection Transit P y
Concept 1 Existing FW, FPF Surface street improvements o Continuation of That permitted by existing

Zones projectby-project basis to be  existing uses. zoning.

financed by developers as part
of project approval. Transit

buses.

Concept 2 Apply FW Zone where No significant improvements to Continuation of Only low-intensity uses
FPF Zone now exists  existing surface street system. existinguses, addition permitted. Capacity of
prohibiting all new of nonstructural uses  existing streets determines
structural developmen such as agriculture, extent of development.
within the floodplain. grazing, campgrounds

Concept 3 Concrete channel Major improvements to Continuation of High-intensity, highrise

freeways and surface street existing uses. development.

system. Transit: LRT line,
shuttle buses, trams, and

bikeways.

Concept 4 Natural appearing, Improvements to strésystem. Emphasis on new Moderate levels of
softbottom floodway  Transit: improved bus system, commercialoffice development.
with 100-year flood bikeways, and intr¥alley development which
capacity in a natural  tram. includes other
setting. commercial and/or

residential uses.

Concept 5 Natural appearing, Improvements to street system Emphasis on mukiilse  Moderate levels of
softbottom floodvay  Transit: LRT, improved bus which includes development.
in natural setting, system, bikeways, and intra commercialretail,
accommodating Valley tram. recreation, office,
recreational uses, residential.
habitatconservation,
flood control.

Concept 6 Natural appearing, Improvements to street system Emphasis on new Moderate levels of
softbottom floodway Increased number of small loce residential developmen development.
approx. 700800' wide streets. with support services.
to carry 111,000 cfs in
parklike setting.

Concept 7 Existing FW, FPF Surface street improvements o Continuation of That permitted by existing
Zones projectby-project basis to be  existing uses. zoning.

financed by developers as part
of project approval. Transit
buses.

Concept 8 Naturalappearing Improvements to stet system. Emphasis on muliise  As permitted by existing
softbottom floodway  Transit: improved bus system, which includes zoning or proposed CA2
with optional bikeways and intr&/alley tram. commercial, recreation, Zone and other ordinances
augmentation by office or residential. in plan implementation,
means of a CA-2 Zone permits FAR of
supplemental 2.0. (1,400 trips per acre
diversion facility with office & hotel
the capacity to contain development. 2,500 trips
the 100year flood. per acre for retail

development.)
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CONCEPT 1: NO MISSION VALLEY COMMUNITY P LAN

This ANo Pl and concept assumes: a) retention
the General Plan and the East Mission Valley Area Plan; b) continuation of current trends of
development; c) continuation of current zoning classifications and latietuse controls;

d) minimal street improvements; and e) no flood control facility.

Following the construction of the San Diego Jack Murphy Stadium, Hotel Circle visitor
facilities, and the two regional shopping centers, four major categories ofdasdhave

located in the Valley. These are office, commerpeareation, retail and multiple dwelling
residential uses. These uses are designated in a general fashion by the General Plan. The sand
and gravel extraction operations located between Missiote€Road and the Stadium are
shown for natural resource extraction. The East Mission Valley Area Plan (a development
plan) covers Mission Valley east 6805. A major departure from that plan is the
concentration of multiple dwelling units around the $iti;i San Diego de Alcala. Much of
that area was designated for commeréareation use in the East Mission Valley Area Plan.
The office, commercialecreation and retail areas are not sislepose use types. Recently,
office uses have been intersperaatbng the visitor facilities located along Hotel Circle.
Although offices prevail along Camino del Rio South, a random mixture of freestanding
retail uses currently exists between-$63 and Texas Street.

The zoning pattern throughout the Valley strongii§ects the random mix of land uses.

Pockets of CR, CO, CA and-Rzoning resulted from the absence of an adopted community

plan containing specific guidelines. This is especially true in the Hotel Circle South and

Camino del Rio South areas. Thistréend war d Aundefined mi xed uses
to continue if remaining vacant land and redevelopable areas urbanize without the guidelines

of a community plan.

The surface street system also will remain fragmented and disjointed unless a comy@ehens

effort is utilized to finance completion of an internal street system. Although the City can

require local street widenings for individual projects, those projects could develop a

Api ecemeal 6 fashion, resul ti ragobelitleéfforatd f i ¢ f |
balance the heavily automobitgiented transportation system with buses and other modes of

public transit.

The approach to flood protection in use today is land use regulation by zoning. The FW Zone
defines the extent of the 1@@ar frequency flood (based upon 36,000 cubic feet per second).
This zone is the basis for the Aopen spaceo
General Plan. Land uses permitted by the FW Zone are limited {stnatural uses

unaffected by floding. No structural flood control facilities are planned under Concept 1.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has withdrawn its participation in a flood channel for

Mission Valley, based upon their 1975 ebshefit analysis. Efforts to implement shtetm

solutions (i.e., pilot channels to handle low flows) have met with limited success to date.

Some property damage occurred in three past consecutive rainy seasons (1978, 1979, 1980)
and is |likely to occur again in the future u
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In summary, existing plans covering Mission Valley do not provide a comprehensive set of
policies for future land use, transportation and flood protection. Equally important is the lack
of a comprehensive implementation program, including financingodge needed
improvements.

CONCEPT 2: LIMITED D EVELOPMENT

This ALi mited Devel opmentod concept assumes th
in any areas subject to flooding, including both FW (Floodway) and FPF (Floodplain Fringe)
zoned propertyand will limit development located outside the flgmabne areas. Of the

1,982 net acres of land in Mission Valley, about 432 acres are contained in the FW Zone and
about 900 acres in the FPF Overlay Zone as of October 1980. This means that about 1,332
aaes (67 percent of Mission Valley) are subject to flooding and therefore, could be excluded
from new structural development under Concept 2. As indicated, the City now provides flood
protection by application of the FW and FPF zones. The FW Zone preduogsguctural
development. The FPF Overlay Zone permits structural development, but requires that
measures such as diking, filling or special development techniques be undertaken to mitigate
potential flood damage. Concept 2 proposes to replace the F&tlap¥one with FW

zoning. Concept 2 also limits new development outside the floodplain areas. In addition to
potential flooding, the traffic carrying capacity of the existing road system would be a major
factor used to limit and direct new development.

In terms of land use, Concept 2 would result in no new development in thkitdsof the
Valley subject to flooding, and only limited development elsewhere. Some relatively low
intensity uses that could remain include sand and gravel extraction acdgskés. Some
possible new uses within the flogdone area could include campgrounds, miniature golf
courses, truck crops, livestock grazing and otherstarctural uses. The overall impression
would be a wide, partially developed greenbelt extendintgetigth of Mission Valley.
Outside of individual flood protection projects for existing development, no major
expenditures of public or private funds would be anticipated for flood protection. No
significant improvements to the transportation system woatdir under the Limited
Development concept. There would be little incentive by private development to provide
needed street connections or even widenings because few new projects could be built.

CONCEPT 3: INTENSIVE DEVELOPMENT

This AlntenstvecbDeavepopmesumes that wurbani zat
extent possible. This high degree of development intensity would require: a) a light rail

transit (LRT) system supplemented by feeder lines and tramways; b) extensive freeway and

surface steet improvements; and c) a concrete channel to control floodwaters along the

entire length of Mission Valley.

The land use pattern could change dramatically from its current relatively open character to
one dominated by intensive higise development. @m space would be virtually

eliminated, especially along the San Diego River. New developments possible under Concept
3 include a major hotel/convention complex located west of San Diego de Alcala and on the
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golf courses north of the San Diego River angomiaotel and office complexes elsewhere.

This approach to development would be | ike 't
provision of a concrete channel for flood protection and an upgraded transportation network
would encourage development amighly intensive scale. Traffic (trip generation) under

Concept 3 would be so extreme that development of a public transit system would be
mandatory for Mission Valley. The MTDB has u
corridor 0o e xtrehydarthward fo Escondido alongle Concept 3

proposes that an LRT line be extended through the Valley to the Stadium. This proposed
eastwest line could connect with future lines serving the La Mesa/El Cajon area. The LRT

system would be supplemedteith a coordinated internal public transit network consisting

of shuttle buses, trams, bikeways and other alternative transportation modes. Additionally,

some street improvements might still be required.

CONCEPT 4: MODERATE DEVELOPMENT - COMMERCIAL OFFI CE EMPHASIS

This AModer at@o DMeered ioplme@ftfi ce Emphasi so con
following: a) a planned multiple use approach to development; b) an emphasis on
commercial/office uses; c) a balanced transportation system, and d) a natural gppettrin

bottomed floodway approach to flood protection to contain ay#@® flood under the year

2000 conditions.

A AMultiple Use Optiono approach (employed i
greater flexibility in project design than is pdssithrough strict application of conventional

zoning regulations. It permits developers to combine land uses in such a way that community
and individ««aint@n ajment cisalocfobeaaocmertveéedme & 15¢
support facilities andesvices associated with a project are located either within the project or

within a short walking distance. Examples include banks, restaurants, health facilities and

food markens ai m&elht 6 shoul d -Valleyautenwbilé thee n u mb e
resulting in fuel conservation, decreased air pollution and less traffic.

Concept 4 encourages development of an urban community with an emphasis on commercial
office projects, with little land devoted to new housing. The pattern of a mix of lantiases

already been established; there are no residentially oriented support facilities (schools, parks,
libraries, for example), and there has been high economic demand for new office and retalil

space. This concept requires a considerably upgraded roach sygiplemented by a greatly

i mproved bus service, bikeway system, and po
line. Although a light rail transit line is not part of Concept 4, one could ultimately be of

great benefit to Mission Valley.

Also embodiedn this concept is a different approach to flood protection in Mission Valley.

This i s the 0 n-bottomeddlboewaapyp eda rdierrg vsecdingl r om t he
swal ed recommended by the U.S. Army -Corp of
MissionValley Flood Control Task Force Report and the supplementary design

memorandum. This approach consists of a major flood control facility to contain the year

2000 10eyear frequency flood (based upon 49,000 cubic feet per second) andlavwoov

Api habhnel 6 desi gn t o -ybaafreguéney flaoth (4,600 &fd The2 000 t e
overall appearance of this flood protection system would be that of a river in a greenbelt

-25-



setting with water in the loslow channel on a yeaound basis. Creation of thiebd

control facility within the river corridor area would make more land available for
development than is presently the case. Indeed, the riverbank areas could be designed to
accommodate a variety of outdoor recreational uses compatible with habieav aties.

CONCEPT 5: MODERATE DEVELOPMENT - INTEGRATED USE EMPHA SIS
(Recommended Alternative)

The fAModer at el nDteevgerl aotpemde nuse Emphasi s0O concept
on an integration of commerciegtail, commerciatecreation, office and residential uses;

b) encouragement of residential development in order to complement the aah e

office development presently occurring in Mission Valley; c) the addition of resident

oriented community facilities and services; d) a comprehensive transportation system with an
emphasis on achieving a viable internal circulation network; aadajural appearing seft

bottomed floodway solution to flood protection in order to contain ay&d® flood under the

year 2000 conditions.

Concept 5 is an attempt to complement existing and future commercial office development
with an appropriate amouof residential development. In order to provide residents with the
opportunity to live close to employment, shopping and recreational opportunities, a
comprehensive integrated use development approach is necessary.

Mission Valley is characterized by abuadance of regionally oriented shopping, office and
recreational facilities, but lacks residentented support facilities despite considerable
residential growth. It is felt that a residential growth, as provided by this concept, would
justify providingsuch local support facilities as supermarkets, and other neighborhood retalil
and service facilities, medical clinics, etc.

A balanced transportation system is an essential ingredient of Concept 5 with an emphasis on
achieving a viable internal circulationetwork. This concept requires a significantly

upgraded surface street system in order to reduce, or eliminate entirely, current reliance upon
use of the freeway system to travel within the Valley. Public transit improvements would
include higher levelsf express and urban route bus services as well as the addition of an
intra-Valley shuttle bus system. A light rail transit (LRT) line is an important part of Concept

5. The future extension of an LRT line from Center City through Mission Valley to the

stadium (and possibly north alonglb to the city of Escondido) could reduce dependence

upon the automobile and reduce traffic congestion and parking problems in the Valley.

Public transit modes would also be supplemented by an extensive walkway and bikeway
system linking many of the Valley's major activity centers.

Concept 5 embodi es tbhoe tioneetdu rfd lo oadpmaeyadr ipmrge vs oofu
Concept 4. Continued urbanization in the San Diego River Basin is expected to increase

runoff rateghrough at least the year 2000. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers estimates that

the 100year frequency flood will increase in magnitude from 36,000 cubic feet per second

(cfs) in 1975 to approximately 49,000 cfs by the year 2000. Concept 5 recommertis that

100-year flood control facility be designed and constructed to the year 2000 standard of

49,000 cfs in order to provide flood protection for the Valley.
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The overall appearance of this flood protection system would be similar to that of a river
greenbelwith water yearround in the lowflow (year 2000, teryear flood) channel and
preservation or revegetation of much of the extensive riparian/wetland habitat. Development
of this facility would make more land available for structural development. Inteedyer
corridor itself could conceivably be designed to accommodate a variety of active outdoor
recreation uses, which would complement the abutting land uses and providpurpgse

uses of flood protection, critical habitat conservation and reoredtiacilities for the

community and region.

CONCEPT 6: MODERATE DEVELOPMENT - RESIDENTIAL EMPHASIS

This AModer atRe Dieden toipanle nEmphasi so0 concept i
is based on a fAmultiopl e us &€oncept®iffesanh t o dev
Concepts 4 and 5 in several important respects. These include: a) a heavy emphasis on new
residential projects; b) a full complement of community facilities and services to support this

new residential development; c) less extensiaesportation improvements; and d) a natural
appearing sofbottomed floodway to handle the year 2000 Standard Project Flood.

The major objective of Concept 6 is to build a substantial amount of new housing in Mission
Valley, catering to families and sencitizens at all income levels as well as to the young

adult market. A variety of housing types, including townhouses, garden apartments and high

rise structures would be encouraged. In addition, development of modular housing could

provide affordable wits for low- and moderatencome households. A residential community
would require substanti al new su-ppotai hment D
(as discussed previously in Concept 4) is to be achieved. These would include:

a) neighborhood shopping centers with full line supermarkets; b) schools; c) libraries;

d) public parks and recreational facilities; and e) health care facilities. These services are
presently provided in areas adjacent to the Mission Valley community.

Maximum protection from floods is another major objective under Concept 6, due to the
anticipated large number of residential dwellers. In addition, flood facilities should be
aesthetically pleasing in appearance. To achieve both objectives, Concept€ppo

natural appearing sefiottomed floodway large enough to accommodate the Standard Project
Flood. The standard project flood (SPF) represents the flood that would result from the most
severe combination of meteorological and hydrologic conditionsdenesl reasonably
characteristic of the region. It normally is larger than any-pasirded flood in the area, and

can be expected to be exceeded very infrequently. In 1975, it was calculated to be 95,000 cfs.
It would average about 76800 feet in widthand would have approximately twice the
handling capacit y eafr ot Ffd oyedawa y2 0 0Ad tfhlo0uOg h mo
placed within the SPF floodway than the @ar floodway, the Floodplain Fringe (FPF)

Overlay Zone could be eliminated from Missidalley.

The configuration and cost of transportation improvements for Concept 6 would be
substantially different from those proposed under Concepts 3, 4 and 5. The size and number
of major street facilities needed would be proposed under Concepts 354 Tdrelsize and
number of major street facilities needed would be reduced substantially due to the generally
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lower traffic generation rate of residential development (as compared to that generated by
office or retail uses). However, it is probable tharéwould be more local streets providing
access to housing units than would be the case under the commercial office alternative. Still,
the overall cost of providing adequate transportation should be lower under Concept 6 than
under Concepts 3, 4 and 5s A& Concepts 3 and 5, an LRT line through the Valley would be
beneficial, especially if combined with improvements in bus service or the addition of an
intra-Valley transit system. However, an internal transit system would not be needed as
immediately ina residential community as compared to a commercially oriented one, but it
would be equally desirable.

CONCEPT 7: SANDAG SERIES V DEVELOPMENT F ORECASTS (19782000)

The SANDAG Development Forecast is based primarily on the continuation of existing
development patterns in Mission Valley. It assumes that current zoning will remain the same
and that most of the developable vacant land will be used for-omidtresidential

construction. It does not address the existence of or need for a flood protectitn Raaiso
assumes that the surface street system remains the same, with only normal maintenance, but
no substantial additions or deletions.

The SANDAG Forecast identifies four types of land use activity: 1) residential; 2) basic or
exportable commeral and industrial; 3) nebasic or local service and commercial; and

4) vacant. Residential development would be located primarily in the western end of the
Valley. The acreage used for residential purposes would expand 61 percent, an increase from
126 t0o327 acres. This translates to a 54 percent increase in the total number of housing units.
The forecast also estimates a 55 percent increase in the number of multifamily units (from
2196 to 4919). The increase, however, is based onrzaddRsity (a maxinm of 14

dwelling units per acre). This would result in a projected residential population of 9,716.

Basic or exportable commercial and industrial activity includes any enterprise in which the
goods or services produced are to be used or sold outsiderefjibn. This aspect of the
economic base in Mission Valley will change very little. The acreage used for this type of
commercial activity is expected to increase from 106 to 110 acres, or slightly less than one
percent.

Local economic activities inclua@mmercialoffice and retail uses which serve the region.
These kinds of activities are expected to expand to 25 percent in terms of area (from 509 to
674 acres), and 36 percent in terms of employment (from 11,767 to 17,709 employees). The
majority of thegrowth, both employment and acreage, is forecast to occur in the western
portion or the Valley.

In essence, the SANDAG Forecast is a reflection of the anticipated changes in housing unit
and employment figures for the year 2000, based upon existinggzamihpast trends. The

effects of such growth are discussed in the

hold true.
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CONCEPT 8: PLANNING COMMITTEE ALTERNATIV E
MULTIPLE USE - INTEGRATED USE EMPHA SIS

(This alternative was prepared by the MissMalley Unified Planning Committee. The
alternative is included as submitted by the Planning Committee. For additional detailed
information seéd\ppendix-G.)

Overall Goal

To provide a community plan for Mission Valley which allows for its contimdmtlopment
(through market initiative) as a quality regional urban center in the City of San Diego while
recognizing environmental concerns, the Valley's traffic needs and encouraging the Valley's
development as a community.

The APl anni ngnatve-inmt egeat Adt &dse Emphasi so cor
a) a multiple use approach to development; b) an emphasis on an integration of commercial

retail, commerciatecreation, office and residential uses; c) encouragement of residential
development in ordeép complement the commercial and office development presently

prevalent in Mission Valley; d) the addition of residentented community facilities and

services; e) a comprehensive transportation system with an emphasis on achieving a viable
internal ciralation network; and, f) a natural appearing, $aittomed flooeway solution to

flood protection, with optional augmentation by means of a supplemental diversion facility in

order to contain a 10¢ear flood.

This concept assumes the following: a) aVelopable and redevelopable property is to be
designated fAmultiple useo unless the propert
applicable to the property; b) existing CA, CO, and CR zoning remain on developed

properties at the option of the progeowners; c) all future development intensity is

regulated by a maximum floor area ratio of two.

A balanced transportation system is an essential ingredient of Concept 8 with an emphasis on
achieving a viable internal circulation network. Public tramsitles would be supplemented

by an extensive walkway and bikeway system linking many of the Valley's major activity
centers. This concept also requires a significantly upgraded surface street system in order to
reduce, or eliminate entirely, current reliangpon use of the freeway system to travel within

the Valley. Although an LRT line is not an integral part of Concept 8 at this time, one could
ultimately be of significant benefit to Mission Valley. The future extension of an LRT line

from Center City thvugh Mission Valley to the stadium (and possibly north aleb§ to the

city of Escondido) could reduce dependence upon the automobile and reduce traffic
congestion and parking problems in the Valley.

The open space element is the key, not only to opacesrecommendations, but urban
design recommendations as well. Urban design focuses on the river, hillsides, and
transportation corridors. Th@pen Space Elementliscusses development criteria for the
flood control facility, hillsides and park and recieatareas.
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Implementation envisions the development of new zoning legislation to address development
intensity and multiple use. A financing plan that envisions the establishment of assessment
districts to provide funds for the development of pufaailities within the community is

included as part of the implementation plan.

RECOMMENDED ALTERNAT IVE

Concept 5, the AMomnte at &t dDeves e pbmmhasi so al t ¢
the recommended approach in achieving the Goals andt@bgestablished for Mission
Valley. Concepts 1, 7 and 8 were discarded, as they would not result in a coherent, well
designed community. Likewise, Concept 2 was rejected, because it would be unrealistic to
bring development to a virtual standstill in giisn Valley. Concept 3 was also rejected
because such a high intensity of development would be detrimental to the physical
environment and quality of life. Concept 6 was eliminated because of the cost of providing
major residential support facilities andtandard project flood control facility and the lack of
demand for such a development pattern. Concepts 4 and 5 were similar in terms of
community goals. It was felt that concept 5 was more responsive to the private market
constraints and opportunitiesathwas Concept 4. Under Concept 5, the emphasis is on
moderate levels of development which includes an integration of comrreffaial retail,
recreation, and residential uses with improvements to the circulation and public transit
systems, a natural apgring floodway, and limits to development intensity.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
CONCLUSIONS

Implementation of either the Planning Department's community plan alternative for Mission
Valley (Concept 5) or the Mission Valley Uigd Planning Committee's alternative (Concept

8) would create an urban environment very different from today's conditions. Mission Valley
of 1984 contains about 5.1 million gross square feet of commercial office space, and all land
uses generate about Orfdlion Average Daily Trips (ADT). Concept 5 could lead to creation
of 17.2 million gross square feet of office space, with traffic doubling to 0.6 million ADT.
Development under Concept 8 could result in 65.7 million square feet of office use, with ten
times more traffic (3.4 million ADT) than is present today. (It is important to note that
development under the existing General Plan and East Mission Valley Community Plan
would permit about twice as much intensity as Concept 5: 1.3 million ADT vs. 0iémil

ADT.)

Either concept would lead to significant environmental impacts. Mitigation measures can
reduce the significance of many impacts associated with Concept 5. The intensity permitted
by Concept 8 would create unmanageable and extreme environgw@ddions. The

following paragraphs explain in greater detail the impacts of the two community plan
alternatives.

Traffic

Traffic forecasts show that traffic volumes generated by the land use intensity under Concept

5 can be accommodated on Miss\elley's proposed horizon year circulation system with
congestion in some areas of the Valley during peak periods. In order to accommodate the
traffic generated by the level of development proposed under Concept 5, the traffic forecast
assumes that severalgional highways will be completed (e.g., State Route 52), State Route
56 (SR56), and State Route 125 (8R5), and that development will be limited to the
intensity designated in Concept 5. Nonetheless, SANDAG's Draft 1983 Regional
Transportation Plaprojects heavy congestion would exist & I-8, I-805 and on SH.63

within Mission Valley.

The intensity of development allowed by Concept 8 could not be accommodated by any
feasible street system. Only three miles of streets would function aboveleoEService of
AFo; 39 miles of the Valley's total of 42
and SR163 would carry twice as much traffic as the most congested freeway in California;
Friars Road would carry six times as much traffic asribet congested freeway in

California. Communities to the north and south of Mission Valley would be very negatively
impacted. For example, Texas Street in Park Northeast would carry as much traffic as |
does today. Such volumes are clearly impossib&t@mmodate, and the freeways would

be unable to perform their role as regional traffic arteries.

-31-

wWo



Air Quality

Because development under Concept 5 would cause congestion on several roadways, direct
air quality impacts would result. The elevapadiutant levels associated with poor traffic

flow might delay but would likely not prevent attainment of federal ambient air quality
standards. The level of intensity and emissions associated with Concept 8 would preclude the
region from achieving the aguality standards. In addition, the extreme congestion created

by Concept 8 would produce elevated carbon monoxide levels throughout the Valley,

creating a direct threat to public health.

Biological Resources

Further development of Mission Valley wiksult in additional confinement and
channelization of the San Diego River. In recognition of this, the Plan (both concepts)
includes a Wetlands Management Plan which is intended to improve habitat value and
recreational opportunities along the river a®fl@ontrol improvements are made. While the
Plan incorporates extensive requirements for enhancement and revegetation of the river
corridor, it will be difficult to fully offset the loss of biological resources as development
proceeds. The ultimate riveoridor will be much narrower, and will be far more segmented
by roadway and trolley crossings. Future development will provide greater access to the
river, but with a minimal buffer. The improvements provided in the river corridor will
probably be aesthetlly successful, but extraordinary revegetation and maintenance efforts
will be necessary to restore the river's biological value.

Visual Quality/Urban Design

Both alternative plan concepts contain an urban design element which, if implemented, could
improve the visual character of Mission Valley. However, without a mechanism to ensure
implementation of the design guidelines, continued chaotic development is possible.
Adoption of a requirement that all new projects be subject to the planned development
(Planned Commercial Development, Planned Residential Development) or specific plan
process would substantially reduce the possibility of new development blocking views of the
south slopes of the valley, restricting views and access to the San DiegmBstrrcting

visual access to community landmarks, or creating disharmony in building scale
relationships.

Public Facilities

Both Concept 5 and Concept 8 would result in traffic congestion which would affect the
ability of fire and police vehicles to ngsnd to calls.

RECOMMEND MITIGATION MEASURE
The planning concepts and objectives presented in Concept 5 can only be achieved if new

regulatory controls are available to ensure implementation of the Plan's guidelines.
Satisfactory mitigation of traffiair quality, biological, urban design impacts and public
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facilities can occur only if discretionary approval is required for new development. Several
parcels could be redeveloped under existing C, CA, or CO zoning without regard to the
Plan's recommendans. To ensure that mitigation measures are implemented, it is
recommended that a regulatory system be adopted which requires that all new development
in the Valley be processed through planned development permits or similar discretionary
approvals.

Unlessthis (or an equivalent) mitigation measure is adopted, project approval will require the
decision maker to make specific and substantiated findings which state that: a) the
recommended mitigation measure is infeasible; and b) these impacts have been found
acceptable because of specific overriding considerations.

Note: The above discussion of the governmental impacts of this Plan is an excerpt from the
Environmental Impact Report. The complete Environmental InfRapbrt (EQD No. 840194),
as prepared by the Environmental Quality Division of the Planning Department, is on file in the
Environmental Quality Division and is available for public review.
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LAND USE

The major components of existing land use in Mission Valteycommercial, residential and
industrial. Commercial activities are the primary land use, encompassing 634.14 acres or
approximately 26 percent of the area. Residential uses currently occupy about eight percent
of the Valley, while industrial activitie@xcluding the extractive areas) utilize 26.4 percent.
Additionally, approximately 18 percent of the Valley is identified for mixed use

development, integrating commercial and residential land uses.

The proposed land use for certain large, vacant @veddpable areas is multiple use, in
keeping with the recommended pl-anteaelgratedt Ug
to be achieved through the use of Planned Commercial Development (PCD) permits or

Specific Plans. Multiple use in Mission ValleylMcontain various combinations of

commercial and residential uses.

RESIDENTIAL

In January 1984, 196.8 acres (8.13% of the land area) in the Mission Valley community
planning area were devoted to residential land uses. At that time there were 4,834 hous
units in Mission Valley. The few remaining singbmily dwellings are scattered along

Camino del Rio South between Texas Street and Fairmount Avenue, and along Hotel Circle
South. These remaining singiemily dwellings are among the last vestigeshef rural
environment of the Valley, present since the early 1900s.

Recent residential development in the Valley has been primarily multiple unit structures. The
largest concentration of these complexes is in the vicinity of the Mission San Diego de
Alcala (east of15), with the next largest grouping near Mission Valley. According to the
Community Analysis Profile for the Mission Valley Community Plan area, there were in
January 1984, 7,253 residents in Mission Valley. For new residential developneéntte v

trips generation rates decrease as the density of the development increases. This factor can
affect the overall intensity of development in the Valley.

SANDAG Series V Population Forecast estimates a 54% increase in the total number of
housingunits in the Valley by the year 2000. This would result in a projected residential
population of 9,716. However, currently approved projects and rezonings, and the nature of
projected development indicate that a more realistic projection would be appedyi)800
units or 11,200 residents. This discrepancy
new residential development will have a maximum density of 14 units per acre. In fact,

proposed residential projects will be developing at densities af @p tinits per acre.

The Plan (Concept 5) projects a planning area horizon year residential capacity of 15,159
dwelling units or 24,558 residents based upon the 1984 occupancy ratio of 1.62 residents per
dwelling unit.

OBJECTIVES

A Provide a variety ofiousing types and densities within the community.
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A Encourage development which combines and integrates residential uses with commercial
and service uses.
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AGE

75 +
65 - 74
60 - 64
55 - 59
45 - 54 N
35 - Lk
30 - 34
25 - 29
20 - 24
15 - 19
10 = 14
5- 9
1= ‘. 2 T Y Y Y T T T T T
7°l° 50'0 * 3°r0 ? 160 160 L 330 L 560 ’ 7°l°
MALE FEMALE
AGE GROUP # of PEOPLE % of POPULATION
75 + 162 3.2
60 - 74 430 8.4
4s - 59 731 1.3
30 - &4 1163 22.7
20 - 29 2390 46.6
1 - 19 2446 4.9
TOTAL 5122

Population Characteristics (1980)

®
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PROPOSALS

A Encourage imaginative lartibvelopment techniques and varied building site layouts.

A Provide amenities for residents such as recreation, shopping, employment and cultural
opportunities within or adjacent to residential development.

A Encourage the design of residential areasssto prevent the encroachment of
incompatible uses and minimize conflicts (such as excessive traffic noise) with more
intensive norresidential uses located nearby.

DEVELOPMENT GUIDELIN ES

Residential development should be in the form of genesalicontained areas. The
following proposals are intended to achieve this concept:

1. Provide amenities intended primarily for use by residents. These amenities should include:
a. Leisure activity areas.
b. Active recreational facilities.
c. Child cae centers.

d. Neighborhood and convenience shopping and medical and other similar professional
office complexes.

e. Cultural/educational opportunities.

f. Community facilities and services.

2. Design internal pedestrian and bicycle circulation patiiedace dependency on the
automobile and minimize conflicts among pedestrian, bicycle and automobile traffic.

3. Employ the Planned Developmdnermit (PDR approach to residential and/or
commercial development to encourage a mix of housing types and densities, integration of
commercial uses, and flexibility in site arrangement. Residential use will be allowed to
occur without the use of PDP permj to a naximum density of 14 dwelling units to the
acre. However, higher densities of up to 73 dwelling units may be obtained through the
Planned Development approach. This approach will ensure residents that higher density
development will provide open space aedreational facilities.
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TABLE 2

MISSION VALLEY

I EXISTING ZONING*

Zone Acres Percent of Area
Residential/Single
R1-40000 752.77 31.34
R1-10000 11.97 0.50
R1-5000 244.43 10.18
Subtotal 1009.17 42.02
Residential/Multiple
R-1500 32.09 1.34
R-1000 154.43 6.43
R-600 18.15 0.76
R-400 8.22 0.34
Subtotal 212.89 8.87
Commercial
CP 5.13 0.21
CR 132.84 5.53
(6{0) 189.41 7.89
CN 16.78 0.70
CA 240.46 10.01
C 2.12 0.09
Subtotal 586.74 24.43
Industrial
M-1B 97.71 4.07
M-1A 10.47 0.44
M-1 22.77 0.95
Subtotal 130.95 5.46
Miscellaneous
A-1-1 40.10 1.67
FW 421.84 17.56
Subtotal 461.94 19.23
Total 2401.69 100.00

* July 1984 (Excludes Public Rigluf-way)
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4. Discourage visitooriented uses from locating within predominantly residential areas to
minimize conflicts between residents and tourists. These include:

a. Lodging facilities.
b. Outdoor amusements.
c. Theaters.

d. Other useshat tend to draw traffic from outside the community.

5. Encourage a wide variety of housing types and styles. Although detachedfamiye
dwellings are probably not feasible, there are still many options available. These include:

a. Attached singldamily dwelling (row or townhouses).
b. Low-rise garden multiplelwelling structures.

c. Mid- and highrise multipledwelling structures.

6. Relate residential development to other elements physically and architecturally. Important
considerations shouidclude compatibility, livability and attractiveness.

7. Encourage driveways serving residential units to take access from private streets.
a. Relate residential development to the traffic circulation system.
b. Encourage access to residentiamplexes from local or private streets.
c. Discourage direct access to residential units from:
(1) Collector streets.
(2) Major streets.
(3) Primary arterial streets.
8. Encourage midand highrise multiple dwelling structures where:
a. They arecompatible with surrounding development.
b. They are conveniently situated with regard to shopping and other amenities.
c. They are located within walking distance of transit lines.

d. There is adequate street capacity to handle traffic generatedtbgevelopment.

9. Provide low and moderateost housing.
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10. Encourage housing designed for the elderly, especially in areas where residents daily
needs can be easily met, particularly with easy access to public transit and public and
community fadities.

11.Encourage close, easy access between residences and daily shopping facilities.

12.Encourage use of the citywide Lewcome Housing Bonus which provides a 25 percent
increase in the permitted residential densities if the development inelyssentage of
low-income units.

13. Permit mediumto mediumhigh density residential developments (up to 73 units per
acre) in conjunction with commercial facilities, through the utilization of PRD/PCD
permits.

COMMERCIAL

Although Mission Valleyis noted for its commercial facilities, these uses currently comprise
only about 26 percent of its land area. Commercial uses in the Valley can be categorized as
commercialretail, commerciatecreation and commerciaffice. The western portion of the
Valley (from Morena Boulevard to Fashion Valley Road) is predominantly used for
commercialrecreation, the central section (between Fashion Valley Road&0%) has a
commercialretail emphasis, and the primary use in the eastern section (bet@@gmhd

[-15) is commerciaobffice.

The Plan (Concept 5) provides for the development of approximately 17 million square feet
of office development, 4.3 million square feet of retail floor area and 9,800 hotel rooms. This
level of commercial development is exped to generate an employment base of
approximately 50,000 employees which is a 230 percent increase above the most recent
employment figure of 15,000 (SANDAG, 1980).

This Plan also provides for sedforage facilities in appropriate commercial areasugport
facilities for commercial and residential development. There are very limited opportunities

in industrial areas of the community for these facilities, which are in growing demand due to
the continuing development of higher density residentiakptsjwith their limited storage

space. Providing these facilities within the Valley rather than at a more distant industrial
location reduces the amount of travel required of local residents and businesses to patronize
them. These facilities can be compéiwith surrounding commercial development with the
appropriate design, location and operational considerations.

Commercial-Retail
Retail uses can further be divided into regional, freestanding and neighborhood/convenience.
Generally, the larger the ek center, the fewer daily vehicle trips are generated by that land

use. This can result in greater intensity of new retail developments depending upon the
overall transportation impacts.
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Regional Retail

The most intensive commercial activity in$gion Valley Center is contained in the two
regional shopping centérsMission Valley Center and Fashion Valley Center. The Mission
Valley Shopping Center currently contains 88 establishments, including such major retailers
as the May Company, Montgomery WaBullock's, Walker Scott and J.J. Newberry. An
expansion of the shopping center recently added a Saks Fifth Avenue store and other small
retail shops. The total land area for the Mission Valley Center and Mission Valley Center
West is 77 acres, with abb1,219,000 square feet of useable retail space. Additional retail
floor area of approximately 300,000 square feet is proposed for this shopping center as part
of the First San Diego River Improvement Project Specific Plan.

The Fashion Valley Shopping @er contains 80 establishments (January 1981), including
The Broadway, Buffum's, Robinson's, J.C. Penney and F.W. Woolworth. The total land area
for Fashion Valley Center is about 76 acres, with about 1,345,000 square feet of useable
retail space. Fashiovialley Center has recently completed an expansion that added Neiman
Marcus and Nordstrom Department stores and other smaller stores. This expansion added
about 341,000 square feet of retail space to the original center.

Freestanding Retail

Freestanding retail uses are establishments that generally tend to locate outside of shopping
centers, and often comprise fAstripd commerci a
Example of freestanding retail uses in Mission Valley include autdenséivice stations,

restaurants, automobile sales showrooms and furniture stores, all of which encourage or

demand the use of the automobile as their only means of accessibility and, by their very

nature, discourage or preclude pedestrian access. Thiegxisestanding retail areas are

located west of Mission Center Road along Camino del Rio North, and along Camino del Rio

South between SR63 and Texas Street.

Neighborhood/Convenience Retail

Neighborhood/convenience retail shopping centers gedfar the dajto-day needs of

residents. They are typically located within or adjacent to residential neighborhoods. The
only convenience shopping facility within Mission Valley is Rancho Mission Plaza, located

at the intersection of San Diego Mission R@ad Rancho Mission Road. This theeme

center contains several establishments that could be considered neighborhood/convenience
businesses. Although there is a convenience food store, delicatessen and restaurant, there is
no full line supermarket chaseeristic of a neighborhood shopping center. Residents of

Mission Valley must travel to Grantville, Serra Mesa, Linda Vista or other communities for
groceries and other daily needs. However, it is anticipated that future residential
development, increas@sthe number of retail and office employees and the needs of

residents in adjoining communities (i.e., those residential developments, existing and
proposed, along the north side of Friars Road in the Linda Vista and Serra Mesa
communities) will create hnecessary demand for neighborhood convenience centers
complete with supermarkets. These centers, when designed and developed, should be
integrated with residential and other supportive development in order to encourage pedestrian
patronage and reduce dglence upon vehicles for access.
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Commercial-Recreation

Commercialrecreational uses include lodging facilities (hotels and motels), recreational
facilities (health clubs, tennis and racquetball courts) and entertainment facilities (theaters and
conventia centers). Each of these uses generates different rates of average daily vehicle trips,
which can be a determining factor in the permitted intensity of any new development.

Lodging Facilities

There are generally two types of lodging facilities Inthdey& | ow Ai ntensityo r
and high Aintensinyénsirbanmboels st yphiowal | y h
to 30 rooms per net acre, are one or two stories high, and have spacious, open grounds. High
intensity urban hotels are chamxtted by room densities generally of 30 to 65 rooms or more

per net acre, are three or more stories high, and have limited open ground. Currently, most
lodging facilities are located along Hotel Circle, west of 13, however, a number of hotels

are propsed, approved, and/or permitted by existing zoning in other areas of the community.

At present, there are 3,864 rooms in 17 establishments.

Recreational Facilities

Outdoor recreational uses include the golf courses and athletic fields The Stardastré2)6
and River Valley golf courses (33 acres), are the predominant existing land uses in the
western portion of the Valley. Athletic fields, leased from the City and Stadium Authority,
comprise approximately 13 acres. Indoor recreational facilitiesdedwo major health and
tennis clubs. These are generally located in the western portion of the Valley; however, one
health club and racquetball court is located on Rancho Mission Road, at the eastern end of
the Valley.

Entertainment Facilities

Entertainment uses located in the Valley include motion picture theaters, bars and
restaurants, and the privately operated convention facility. Currently, four motion picture
theaters are located in Mission Valley. Numerous bars and restaurants are lodaed in
Valley, many of which feature live entertainment. These restaurants attract customers from
the region as well as nearby hotels and motels. The convention facility located in the Town
and Country Hotel complex is used as a concert hall in additiés tegular function.
Additionally, the Quarry Falls amphitheater and other outdoor gathering places within
Quarry Falls provide other venues for entertainment.
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Suggested character of Residential development in Mission Valley
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