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Why is a Community Plan Important?

• Mira Mesa was largely responsible for 
initiating the community planning process 
because it was initially built without any.

• Developers built affordable single family 
homes that sold well, but without any 
schools, parks or other public facilities.

• When people moved in, they quickly 
realized the lack of facilities and protested.

• Pete Wilson ran for mayor on a platform of 
“No more Mira Mesas” which meant, no 
more communities to be built without 
planning.

• With today’s lack of housing availability 
and affordability problems, these lessons 
are sometimes forgotten. City has been 
advocating faster housing with reduced 
importance given to public facilities.

The first Mira Mesa Schools 
were set up in ordinary 
houses. Picture is from 
December 1969.



What Goes Into a Community Plan?

• Types of allowed development over the entire 
community
– Residential, including allowed densities
– Industrial
– Commercial
– Parks and open space

• Public facilities
– Roads based on traffic 

projections
– Parks based on projected 

population
– Libraries, fire stations

• Mira Mesa is now doing 
a major update of the 
Community Plan Mira Mesa Community Plan



Community Plan Update

• The Community Plan was last updated in 1992

• A major update is now in progress

• A “Community Atlas” of existing conditions 
has been prepared and is online at 
https://www.sandiego.gov/planning/commun
ity/cpu/miramesa/atlas-documents

https://www.sandiego.gov/planning/community/cpu/miramesa/atlas-documents


Aerial photograph of Mira Mesa at the time the current Community Plan was approved



Aerial photograph of Mira Mesa today
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Hanson Plan - 1994



Hanson 3Roots Plan

1800 Housing Units
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No Industrial



Stone Creek Master Plan



Stone Creek Development
Area Developed

Acreage
Residential 
Units

Commercial 
Square Feet

Business 
Square Feet

Village Center1 42 1420 150,000 200,000

Westside 71 2725 24,000

Creekside 25 300

Parkside 9 135,000

Eastside 30 415,000

Total 177 4,445 174,000 750,000

Neighborhoods

1The Village Center also includes a 150 room hotel.



Current Community Plan Land Uses



Industrial Land

Almost all industrial land is designated as “Prime Industrial”, restricting other uses



Airport Noise and Focus Areas



This analysis shows the highest potential from 
rezoning around transit opportunity areas 
exists in the following neighborhoods: City 
Heights (approximately 20,000 units), Greater 
North Park (approximately 17,000 units), 
Kensington-Talmadge (approximately 11,000 
units), Uptown (approximately 10,000 units) 
and Mira Mesa (approximately 10,000 units).



Transit Priority Area means the area 

defined in California Public Resources 

Code Section 21099, as may be 

amended, or an area within one-half 

mile of a major transit stop that is 

existing or planned.

Major transit stop means a site defined in 
California Public Resources Code Section 
21064.3 that contains an existing rail 
transit station, a ferry terminal served by 
either a bus or rail transit service, or the 
intersection of two or more major bus 
routes with a frequency of service interval 
of 15 minutes or less during the morning 
and afternoon peak commute periods.

Parking Proposal

Parking requirements are being 
eliminated in all Transit Priority Areas
Proposed by Mayor
Approved by Planning Commission
On City Council agenda



Recommendations for reform

600-24 does not mandate broadly accessible elections for all 
residents, property owners, and business owners. The 
following recommendations will increase democratic 
involvement in CPGs.

• Community members should not be required to have 
attended previous CPG meetings to be eligible to vote.

• Candidates should not be required to have attended 
more than one meeting in the past 12 months to be 
eligible to join a CPG board.

• In-person voting should be available for at least two 
hours and should run for at least the two hours after 
the start time of a CPGs regularly scheduled meeting.

• Councilmembers should appoint new board members 
when a CPG vacancy occurs in their council district.

• Gather relevant demographic data of CPG board 
members in an audit immediately and require new CPG 
board members complete a demographic survey at 
every election or time of appointment.

• The City Auditor should conduct a review of CPGs.

This report was followed by a Grand Jury investigation 
and a City audit of Planning Groups



Grand Jury Report

• The original complaint proposed that CPGs should consider development proposals 
in a more timely manner. 

• The Grand Jury found little evidence to support the assertion that CPGs frequently 
make requests or demands for changes that are frivolous or unrelated to the 
project under review. Several witnesses mentioned a particular case in which a CPG 
requested that $3.5 million be set aside for actions that had no relation to the 
project under review, but the City Planning Department overruled this request as it 
lacked legal justification. The Grand Jury found no evidence of other clearly 
unjustified requests, although some requests for modifications of proposals were 
only loosely linked to the project under review.

• The specific terms of membership and voting are controlled by the bylaws of each 
CPG. The Council Policy allows local variations such as whether the candidate or 
voter must have attended prior CPG board meetings. The Grand Jury found no 
evidence that such local requirements restrict membership. 



Performance Audit
PERFORMANCE AUDIT OF COMMUNITY PLANNING GROUPS 
 
We conducted a performance audit of Community Planning Groups to determine if Community Planning Groups have an 
effective control environment, if they are in compliance with key elements of Council Policy, and if they are a contributing 

factor to permit approval delays. We had two findings: 1) The City’s limited oversight, guidance, and training of CGPs may 
be contributing to CPGs’ lack of transparency, inconsistent records retention, and potential non-compliance with Council 
Policy and the Brown Act and, 2) A lack of oversight of the CPG development project review process has made it difficult to 

analyze their performance and influence. In addition, the data is insufficient to determine whether the CPGs’ review of 
development projects caused delays in the process. 
To address these issues, we made five recommendations that include the Planning Department propose revisions to 

Council Policy 600-24 and the Administrative Guidelines to Council Policy 600-24 to provide additional oversight of CPGs’ 
compliance with the policy, and to help ensure CPG transparency, diverse community representation, and performance.  

Management agreed to implement the recommendations. 

 
 
 

Main complaints can be summarized as:
• Lack of transparency
• Inconsistent record keeping
• Few renters on Planning Groups

Neither the performance audit nor the grand jury  report found any evidence that 
Planning Groups inhibit or slow down development.



Questions?

For more information see 
https://www.miramesatowncouncil.org/mira-mesa-

community-planning-group/


