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1 Executive Summary 

Dudek was retained to develop an environmental impact report (EIR) for the proposed San Diego State University 

(SDSU) Mission Valley Campus Master Plan Project (proposed project). The proposed project would implement San 

Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) Section 22.0908, Sale of Real Property to SDSU, which the City of San Diego (City) 

codified after San Diego voters approved the SDSU West Campus Research Center, Stadium, and River Park 

Initiative (“Measure G”) on November 6, 2018.  

The proposed project is located south of Friars Road, west of Interstate (I) 15, north of the San Diego River, and 

east of the existing Fenton Marketplace shopping center. The proposed project would include the following 

components: (1) development of a Mission Valley campus for SDSU, including facilities for educational, research, 

technology, and support programs within a campus village; (2) demolition of the existing San Diego County Credit 

Union (SDCCU) Stadium (formerly “Qualcomm Stadium”); (3) construction of a new, multi-purpose Stadium; (4) 

creation of the San Diego River Park (River Park); (5) active and passive recreation space and parks; and (vi) 

associated infrastructure and amenities. Specifically, the proposed project would develop facilities to accommodate 

the new 35,000-capacity multi-purpose stadium.  In addition, the proposed project would include approximately 

1.6 million square feet for campus uses; approximately 4,600 residential units; two hotels with approximately 400 

hotel rooms; approximately 95,000 square feet of commercial/retail uses to support SDSU’s Mission Valley campus 

and related project facilities; approximately 86 acres of parks, recreation and open space, including the River Park 

area identified by SDMC Section 22.0908 and pedestrian and bicycle trails; transit opportunities connected to the 

existing on-site transit station; and associated infrastructure and other amenities.  

As described in Section 3, Heritage Architecture & Planning (HAP) prepared the 2015 Historical Resources Technical 

Report (HRTR) for the City of San Diego’s SDCCU Stadium EIR (prepared by AECOM). Because historic resources do 

not typically become less significant with the passage of time, this report bases its analysis and findings on the 

2015 HRTR, and then updates the 2015 HRTR to reflect any changes that have occurred in the intervening 4 years. 

The 2015 HRTR found the SDCCU Stadium eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), 

California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), and as a City of San Diego Historical Resource (CSDHR). The 

SDCCU Stadium was significant in the area of recreation/entertainment due to its role in the cultural and civic life 

of the San Diego region (NRHP Criterion A, CRHR Criterion 1, and CSDHR Criterion A). The SDCCU Stadium is also 

significant in the areas of architecture and engineering due to its associations with master architects Frank L. Hope 

and Charles B. Hope, as well as master engineer Charles “Chuck” Bullock.  

In addition, the stadium is a distinctive example of the Brutalist architectural style in San Diego (NRHP Criterion C, 

CRHR Criterion 3, and CSDHR Criteria C and D). The structure was not yet 50 years old when 2015 HRTR was 

prepared, and as a result, the report applied the NRHP Criterion Consideration G thresholds for properties less than 

50 years old that have achieved exceptional significance. The stadium reached 50 years of age in 2017, 2 years 

after the 2015 HRTR, so Criteria Consideration G no longer applies.  Nevertheless, it is worth noting that the 

structure was identified as having exceptional significance meriting designation prior to reaching the standard age 

for consideration of listing in the NRHP. Primary character-defining features of the Stadium are its monumental 

massing, sculptural quality of exposed concrete, and repetition of forms. After careful review of the 2015 HRTR, 

Dudek agrees with the findings of the report.  
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Given the planned sale of the property to the state as part of the SDSU campus, Dudek evaluated the SDCCU 

Stadium, in consideration of California Public Resources Code Sections 5024 and 5024.5, for listing as a California 

Historical Landmark. The Stadium appears to meet all three criteria, and therefore the SDCCU Stadium is 

recommended eligible for listing as a California Historical Landmark. 

As a structure that meets eligibility criteria at the national, state, and local levels, the SDCCU Stadium is considered 

an historical resource for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Impacts resulting in the 

demolition of this resource would be significant. While mitigation, in the form of documentation, interpretive 

displays, and architectural salvage, would help reduce these impacts, the demolition of this structure would remain 

a significant and unavoidable effect of the proposed project. 
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2 Project Location and Description 

2.1 Project Location and Setting 

The project site is located in the northeast portion of the Mission Valley Community of the City of San Diego (see 

Figure 1, Regional and Vicinity Map).  Specifically, the project site lies south of Friars Road, west of I-15, north of I-

8, and east of the existing Fenton Marketplace shopping center. It is approximately 5 miles from downtown San 

Diego and approximately 2.5 miles west of the existing SDSU main campus situated along I-8 within the College 

Area Community of the City of San Diego.  

Regional access to and from the project site is provided by four major freeways − I-15, I-8, I-805, and State Route 163, 

accessed via Friars Road (see Figure 2, Project Site and Surrounding Land Uses). Further, the existing Metropolitan 

Transit System’s Stadium Trolley Station is situated on the project site as shown on Figure 1.  

The project site is in a developed area surrounded by major freeways, roadways, existing development, and the San 

Diego River. Higher density multifamily residential land uses are located to the northwest, southwest, and east, 

across I-15. Friars Road, Mission Village Road, and San Diego Mission Road are located to the north. The San Diego 

River, which flows east to west, is located south of the project site; south of the river are additional office uses and 

I-8. To the north of Friars Road is San Diego Fire Department Fire Station 45, undeveloped hillsides, and single-

family residences situated atop the mesa. To the west are office and large commercial retail uses. I-15 is located 

east of Murphy Canyon Creek, east of the project site. 

Kinder Morgan owns the existing Mission Valley Terminal, which is a fuel storage facility located just north of the 

project site in Mission Valley at 9950 San Diego Mission Road. The Mission Valley Terminal has been in operation 

since the 1960s and is a primary fuel distribution center in San Diego County.  

Regionally, the City covers approximately 206,989 acres in southwestern San Diego County, is located 

approximately 17 miles north of the U.S.–-Mexico border, and borders the cities of Del Mar, Poway, Santee, El Cajon, 

La Mesa, Lemon Grove, National City, Chula Vista, and Coronado, and unincorporated San Diego County. The Pacific 

Ocean forms the City’s western border and the U.S. –Mexico border is the City’s southern border. 

The Mission Valley Community is located in the central portion of the San Diego metropolitan area (see Figure 3, 

Mission Valley Community Plan). This community is located approximately 4 miles north of downtown San Diego 

and 7 miles east of the Pacific Ocean. The communities of Linda Vista, Serra Mesa, Kearny Mesa, and Tierrasanta 

are located north of Mission Valley. Kensington-Talmadge, Normal Heights, Greater North Park, Uptown, and Old 

Town are located to the south of Mission Valley. Mission Bay Park is located west of Mission Valley, and the Navajo 

Community and College Area Community are located east of Mission Valley. 
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2.2 Description of Proposed Project 

The proposed project entails the acquisition, construction, and operation of the SDSU Mission Valley campus, 

stadium, parks, recreation, and innovation area to support SDSU’s education, research, entrepreneurial, 

technology, and athletics programs. Specifically, the proposed campus would include: 

1. approximately 86 acres of parks, recreation, and open space, including a River Park, which includes the 34 

acres identified pursuant to the framework set forth in SDMC Section 22.0908, which shall be built by 

SDSU/CSU, with shared SDSU/community active and passive parks and recreation fields and open space; 

and pedestrian, hiking, and biking trails;1 

2. approximately 1.6 million square feet of campus uses for education, research, innovation, entrepreneurial, 

and technology programs; 

3. construction of a new, multipurpose 35,000-capacity stadium and the corresponding demolition of the 

existing SDCCU Stadium; 

4. approximately 4,600 residences including student, faculty, staff, workforce, and affordable housing within 

a vibrant university village setting; 

5. approximately 400 hotel rooms to support campus visitors and stadium-related events, with additional 

conference facilities, which would serve as an incubator for graduate and undergraduate students in 

SDSU’s hospitality and tourism management program; 

6. approximately 95,000 square feet of community-serving retail space to support campus, stadium, and 

the community;  

7. enhanced use of the MTS Green Line Stadium Station, thereby minimizing vehicular traffic use and 

accommodating the planned Purple Line on the project site; and 

8. associated on-site and off-site infrastructure, utilities, facilities, and other amenities.  

As lead agency for the proposed project, the California State University (CSU) would consider approval of the SDSU 

Mission Valley Campus Master Plan, which would guide future development of CSU facilities, based on academic 

goals and projected student enrollment levels, for an established time horizon. At buildout, the new Mission Valley 

Campus Master Plan may accommodate up to 15,000 full-time equivalent students (FTES)2.   

For further project-related information, please refer to Figure 4, Site Plan, which graphically depicts the proposed 

project and its components; and Table 1, Overall Land Use Summary, which provides a statistical breakdown of the 

components of the proposed project. 

                                                        
1  The City of San Diego (City) would remain the owner of approximately 34-acres identified in SDMC Section 22.0908 within the 

River Park. As part of CSU’s purchase of the property comprising the project site, CSU would revitalize and restore the River Park. 
2  One FTES is defined as one student taking 15 course units (which is considered to be a “full course load”).  Two part-time students, 

each taking 7.5 course units, also would be considered one FTES; therefore, the total student headcount enrolled at the university 

is higher than the FTES enrollment. SDSU projects that if enrollment reaches 15,000 FTES at the SDSU Mission Valley campus, 

total students enrolled at the Mission Valley campus could be approximately 20,000 students. 
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Table 1. Overall Land Use Summary 

Proposed Land Use Footprint (acres) # of Buildings Stories Units 

Parks, Recreation, and Open Spacea 86.1 — — — 

Campus (Including Stadium) 25.1 17 3–5 — 

Campus Residential 23.6 15 3–24 4,600 hotel rooms 

Campus Hospitality 5.2 2 3–22 450 residential units 

Circulationb 30.0 — — — 

Total 172.1 34c — — 

Source: Carrier Johnson 2019 

Notes:  
a Includes trails. 
b Excludes 1.3-acre Metropolitan Transit System-owned land for the San Diego Trolley Line; no development proposed within. 
c Hotel H1 includes both hotel and residential uses. 

The proposed project would also involve off-site improvements, including improvements to multiple intersections 

and roadway segments. Additionally, the proposed project would include off-site utility improvements and 

connections, including sewer, water, and storm drain.  

2.3 Construction of Proposed Project 

The CSU would develop the proposed project in phases. The first phase would include construction of new 35,000-

capacity multipurpose stadium and associated grading, utility improvements, and parking; the second phase would 

include demolition of the existing SDCCU Stadium; and the remaining phases would include grading, and utility and 

infrastructure improvements, and would provide for the development of the uses described above and in Table 1. 

Due to the overall size of the proposed project and the need to respond to changing market demands, phasing is 

non-sequential following completion of the new multipurpose Stadium.  The only exception is that, pursuant to the 

conditions set forth in SDMC Section 22.0908, the 34-acre River Park would be constructed within 7 years of the 

execution of a Purchase and Sale Agreement between SDSU and the City of San Diego. The majority of the San 

Diego River Park improvements would be completed prior to any non-Stadium vertical construction. 
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3 Methodology 

3.1 Building Development Research 

The process of evaluating a building for historic significance requires the consulting expert to conduct background 

research on each building to understand its historic context and any changes that occurred over time. In this case, 

Dudek’s background research involved a review of the existing San Diego Modernism Historic Context Statement 

(City of San Diego 2007), which the City of San Diego prepared to provide a better understanding of the history and 

development of modern era (1935–1970) buildings and structures in the City.  The Modernism Historic Context 

Statement assists architectural historians in evaluating the relative historic significance and value of such buildings 

and structures. Dudek also made extensive use of the existing San Diego Stadium, 9449 Friars Road, San Diego, 

CA 92108, Historical Resources Technical Report, completed by HAP in 2015 (Appendix A). 

3.2 Existing Documentation 

As summarized in the Executive Summary, in 2015, as part of an effort to keep the San Diego Chargers in San Diego, 

an EIR was developed to examine the environmental aspects of replacing SDCCU Stadium. The Existing Building 

Conditions Assessment and Existing Landscape Conditions Assessment included below were adapted from the HAP 

2015 report (Appendix A).  

3.3 Project Personnel 

Fieldwork, additional research, impacts analysis, and preparation of this technical report was conducted by Dudek 

senior historic preservation specialist and architectural historian Kara R. Dotter, MSHP. Ms. Dotter exceeds the 

Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (36 CFR Part 61) for architectural history. Preparer’s 

qualifications are provided in Appendix B. 
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4 Existing Conditions 

This Existing Conditions section includes a description of the relevant regulatory environment, the existing cultural 

resources setting, and the results of background research.  

4.1 Regulatory Setting 

This section includes a discussion of the applicable state and local laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards 

governing cultural resources, which must be adhered to before and during construction of the proposed project. 

Federal law is included for reference, as it was part of the evaluation criteria employed in the 2015 HRTR. 

4.1.1 Federal 

While there is no federal nexus for the proposed project, the 2015 HRTR evaluated the subject property in 

consideration of the NRHP designation criteria and integrity requirements. The NRHP is the official list of districts, 

sites, buildings, structures, and objects deemed worthy of preservation in the United States. Overseen by the 

National Park Service under the U.S. Department of the Interior, the NRHP was authorized under the National 

Historic Preservation Act, as amended. Its listings encompass all National Historic Landmarks and historic areas 

administered by the National Park Service. 

NRHP guidelines for the evaluation of historic significance were developed to be flexible and to recognize the 

accomplishments of all who have made significant contributions to the nation’s history and heritage. Its criteria are 

designed to guide state and local governments, federal agencies, and others in evaluating potential entries in the 

NRHP. For a property to be listed in or determined eligible for listing, it must be demonstrated to possess integrity 

and to meet at least one of the following criteria: 

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture is present in 

districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, 

workmanship, feeling, and association, and: 

A. That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our 

history; or 

B. That are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 

C. That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that 

represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and 

distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or 

D. That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

Integrity is defined in NRHP guidance as “the ability of a property to convey its significance. To be listed in the NRHP, 

a property must not only be shown to be significant under the NRHP criteria, but it also must have integrity” (NPS 

1990). NRHP guidance further states that properties completed at least 50 years ago be considered for eligibility. 

Properties completed fewer than 50 years before evaluation must be proven to be “exceptionally important” (criteria 

consideration G) to be considered for listing. 
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A historic property is defined as “any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object included in, or 

eligible for inclusion in, the NRHP maintained by the Secretary of the Interior. This term includes artifacts, records, 

and remains that are related to and located within such properties. The term includes properties of traditional 

religious and cultural importance to an Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization and that meet the NRHP 

criteria” (36 CFR Section 800.16(i)(1)).  

4.1.2 State 

As summarized below, state and local laws and regulations govern the treatment of cultural resources. There are 

specific criteria for determining whether prehistoric and historic sites or objects are significant and/or protected by 

law. For instance, state significance criteria generally focus on the resource’s integrity and uniqueness, its relationship 

to similar resources, and its potential to contribute important information to scholarly research. As a whole, the laws 

and regulations seek to mitigate impacts on significant prehistoric or historic resources.  

California Public Resources Code Sections 5024 and 5024.5 (State-owned Historical Resources) 

California Public Resources Code Sections 5024 and 5024.5 provide the following guidance: 

 5024 (a–h): Describes the process of inventorying and evaluating state-owned historical resources in 

consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO).  

 5024.5 (a–g): Describes the process of identifying adverse effects and development of alternatives and 

mitigation for state-owned historical resources in consultation with, and as determined by, the SHPO. 

Review of Projects Affecting State-Owned Historical Resources 

Under California Public Resources Code Sections 5024(f) and 5024.5, state agencies must provide notification and 

submit documentation to the SHPO early in the planning process for any project having the potential to affect state-

owned historical resources on or eligible for inclusion in the Master List (buildings, structures, landscapes, 

archaeological sites, and other nonstructural resources). Under California Public Resources Code Section 5024(f), 

state agencies request the SHPO’s comments on the project. 

Under California Public Resources Code Section 5024.5, it is the SHPO’s responsibility to comment on the project 

and to determine if it may cause an adverse effect (California Public Resources Code Section 5024.5), defined as 

a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource (California Public Resources Code Section 

5020.1(q)). In this case, historical resources are defined as resources eligible for or listed in the NRHP, and/or 

resources registered for or eligible for registering as a California Historical Landmark (Messinger 2013). 

California Historical Landmark Criteria 

California Historical Landmarks are sites, buildings, features, or events that are of statewide significance and have 

anthropological, cultural, military, political, architectural, economic, scientific or technical, religious, experimental, 

or other value.  
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To be eligible for designation as a Landmark, a resource must meet at least one of the following criteria: 

 The first, last, only, or most significant of its type in the state or within a large geographic region (Northern, 

Central, or Southern California). 

 Associated with an individual or group having a profound influence on the history of California. 

 A prototype of, or an outstanding example of, a period, style, architectural movement or construction or is 

one of the more notable works or the best surviving work in a region of a pioneer architect, designer, or 

master builder. 

California Register of Historical Resources  

In California, the term “historical resource” includes but is not limited to “any object, building, structure, site, area, 

place, record, or manuscript which is historically or archaeologically significant, or is significant in the architectural, 

engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California” 

(California Public Resources Code, Section 5020.1(j)). In 1992, the California legislature established the CRHR “to be 

used by state and local agencies, private groups, and citizens to identify the state’s historical resources and to indicate 

what properties are to be protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse change” (California 

Public Resources Code, Section 5024.1(a)). A resource is eligible for listing in the CRHR if the State Historical 

Resources Commission determines that it is a significant resource and that it meets any of the following criteria: 

1. Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of California’s history 

and cultural heritage. 

2. Associated with the lives of persons important in California’s past. 

3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents 

the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values. 

4. Yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

The CRHR protects cultural resources by requiring evaluations of the significance of prehistoric and historic 

resources. The criteria for the CRHR are nearly identical to those for the NRHP, and properties listed or formally 

designated as eligible for listing in the NRHP are automatically listed in the CRHR, as are the state landmarks and 

points of interest. The CRHR also includes properties designated under local ordinances or identified through local 

historical resource surveys (California Public Resources Code, Section 5020 et seq.).  

California Environmental Quality Act 

As described further below, the following CEQA statutes (California Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.) 

and CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.) are of relevance to the analysis of archaeological and historic resources: 

 California Public Resources Code, Section 21083.2(g): Defines “unique archaeological resource.” 

 California Public Resources Code, Section 21084.1, and 14 CCR 15064.5(a): Defines historical resources. 

In addition, 14 CCR 15064.5(b) defines the phrase “substantial adverse change in the significance of an 

historical resource”; it also defines the circumstances when a project would materially impair the 

significance of an historical resource. 
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 California Public Resources Code, Section 5097.98, and 14 CCR 15064.5(e): Set forth standards and 

steps to be employed following the accidental discovery of human remains in any location other than a 

dedicated cemetery. 

 California Public Resources Code, Sections 21083.2(b) and 21083.2(c), and 14 CCR 15126.4: Provide 

information regarding the mitigation framework for archaeological and historic resources, including 

examples of preservation-in-place mitigation measures. Preservation in place is the preferred manner of 

mitigating impacts to significant archaeological sites because it maintains the relationship between 

artifacts and the archaeological context, and may also help avoid conflict with religious or cultural values 

of groups associated with the archaeological site(s).  

Under CEQA, a project may have a significant effect on the environment if it may cause “a substantial adverse 

change in the significance of an historical resource” (California Public Resources Code, Section 21084.1; 14 CCR 

15064.5(b)). If a site is listed or eligible for listing in the CRHR, included in a local register of historic resources, or 

identified as significant in a historical resources survey (meeting the requirements of California Public Resources 

Code, Section 5024.1(g)), it is a “historical resource” and is presumed to be historically or culturally significant for 

CEQA purposes (California Public Resources Code, Section 21084.1; 14 CCR 15064.5(a)). However, even if a 

resource does not fall within this presumption, the lead agency may still determine that a resource is a historical 

resource (California Public Resources Code, Section 21084.1; 14 CCR 15064.5(a)). 

A “substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource” reflecting a significant effect under 

CEQA means “physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate 

surroundings such that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired” (14 CCR 

15064.5(b)(1); California Public Resources Code, Section 5020.1(q)). In turn, per 14 CCR 15064.5(b)(2), the 

significance of an historical resource is materially impaired when a project: 

(A) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an 

historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or 

eligibility for, inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources; or 

(B) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics that 

account for its inclusion in a local register of historical resources pursuant to section 5020.1(k) 

of the Public Resources Code or its identification in an historical resources survey meeting the 

requirements of section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, unless the public agency 

reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a preponderance of evidence that the 

resource is not historically or culturally significant; or 

(C) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of a historical 

resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the 

California Register of Historical Resources as determined by a lead agency for CEQA purposes. 

Pursuant to these sections, the CEQA evaluation involves a determination of whether a project site contains any 

“historical resources,” followed by assessing whether that project would cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of an historical resource such that the resource’s historical significance is materially impaired. 
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Under CEQA, an environmental document is required to evaluate any impacts on unique archaeological resources 

(California Public Resources Code, Section 21083.2). A “unique archaeological resource” is defined (California 

Public Resources Code, Section 21083.2(g)) as: 

[A]n archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without 

merely adding to the current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of the 

following criteria: 

1. Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that 

there is a demonstrable public interest in that information. 

2. Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available 

example of its type. 

3. Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event 

or person. 

An impact to a non-unique archaeological resource is not considered a significant environmental impact, and such 

non-unique resources need not be further addressed in the environmental document (California Public Resources 

Code, Section 21083.2(a); 14 CCR 15064.5(c)(4)). 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5, assigns special importance to human remains and specifies procedures to be 

used when Native American remains are discovered. As described below, these procedures are detailed in California 

Public Resources Code, Section 5097.98.  

4.1.3 Local 

City of San Diego 

SDSU operates under the authority of the CSU system. The CSU, as a state agency, is not subject to local planning 

and zoning laws and; therefore, is not required to follow the City’s historical resources evaluation protocol.  

Nevertheless, the evaluation protocol remains helpful and advisory given its applicability to the San Diego built 

environment. The Historical Resources Guidelines of the City’s Land Development Manual identifies the criteria 

under which a resource may be designated an historical resource (City of San Diego 2001). It states that the City 

Historical Resources Board may designate as an historical resource any improvement, building, structure, sign, 

interior element and fixture, site, place, district, area, or object, provided the resource meets one or more of the 

following criteria: 

a. Exemplifies or reflects special elements of the City’s, a community’s or a neighborhood’s historical, 

archaeological, cultural, social, economic, political, aesthetic, engineering, landscaping or 

architectural development;  

b. Identified with persons or events significant in local, state or national history; 

c. Embodies distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period or method of construction or is a valuable 

example of the use of indigenous materials or craftsmanship;  

d. Is representative of the notable work of a master builder, designer, architect, engineer, landscape architect, 

interior designer, artist or craftsman;  
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e. Is listed or has been determined eligible by National Park Service for listing on the National Register of 

Historic Places or is listed or has been determined eligible by the State Historical Preservation Office for 

listing on the State Register of Historical Resources; or  

f. Is a finite group of resources related to one another in a clearly distinguishable way or is a geographically 

definable area or neighborhood containing improvements which have a special character, historical interest 

or aesthetic value or which represent one or more architectural periods or styles in the history and 

development of the City. 

The designation and preservation of the City’s historic resources is a primary goal of the Historic Preservation 

Element of the City’s Draft General Plan (City of San Diego 2015). In 2007, the City prepared the San Diego 

Modernism Historic Context Statement for consideration of its modern resources (ca. 1935–1970). The report 

details the background of social and economic history, development patterns, and artistic and cultural trends that 

define the modern era in San Diego. This Context Statement was used to evaluate the two modern-age resources 

included in the current study, and used to consider each building’s historic significance at the local level.  

4.2 Historic Context 

The project site is on land owned by the City of San Diego.  The City and CSU/SDSU are currently negotiating a Purchase 

and Sale Agreement consistent with the provisions of SDMC Section 22.0809. Historically, the property was largely 

undeveloped until construction of San Diego Stadium (now SDCCU Stadium) began in 1965. The following discussion 

was adapted from the HAP 2015 report (Appendix A). 

SDCCU Stadium 

The SDCCU Stadium, originally named San Diego Stadium (later, San Diego Jack Murphy Stadium and Qualcomm 

Stadium), is a multipurpose stadium in San Diego, California, located within the Mission Valley Community Plan Area. 

Built in the Brutalist architectural style with strikingly massive, geometric, and repetitive shapes, San Diego State 

University’s NCAA Division I college football team has played in the stadium since its opening to the present. Each 

December, it hosts the National University (California) Holiday Bowl and until 2017, it hosted the annual San Diego 

County Credit Union Poinsettia Bowl, both of which are college football games. Until 2003, it served as the home of 

Major League Baseball’s (MLB) San Diego Padres, and until 2016 as the home for the National Football League’s 

(NFL) San Diego Chargers. 

In 1961, San Diego acquired the American Football League Los Angeles Chargers, which became the first major league 

ball club for the city. The Chargers initially played their games at Balboa Stadium, but with a limited seating capacity 

of 15,000 the venue was too small for the Chargers. The major complaints about Balboa Stadium were the discomfort 

of the seats and poor spectator views of the game. Later, City officials approved a $1 million remodel project that 

included a second deck to accommodate 34,000 spectators. Even with the expansion, the Balboa Stadium ball field 

did not live up to the demands for a major league team. 

In the early 1960s, local San Diego Union sportswriter Jack Murphy started generating support for a multipurpose 

stadium in San Diego. He and others argued that the new stadium would ensure that professional football remained 

in San Diego and would encourage owners of big league baseball franchises to bring a major league team to the city. 

Both of these events, if they could be induced to happen, would put San Diego in the national sports limelight. 
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San Diego City officials directed architect Frank L. Hope, Jr. to provide a feasibility study on four design types of 

stadiums: the Conventional type, Single Purpose type, a Floating Concept for a Mission Bay location, and a 

Multipurpose type. The City selected the multipurpose concept in Mission Valley as the best alternative. 

The multipurpose design concept for the San Diego Stadium departed from the “cookie-cutter” circular plan that 

characterized most sports stadiums at the time. Based on a study of six multipurpose stadiums nationwide, the 

architectural team concluded that the horseshoe shape, originally termed as “supercircle,” would incorporate eight 

radiuses in order to allow spectators of both football and baseball to have an unobstructed sight line to the entire 

playing field. The horseshoe shape also would provide a greater range of quality seats between extensions of the goal 

lines and first and third base lines. It was a unique design shape and influenced other similar designs, including the 

1971 Veterans Stadium in Philadelphia (no longer extant).  

The architects placed design emphasis on the comfort and convenience of spectators and movement to and from 

seats. The semi-depressed Stadium allowed spectators to enter at mid-elevation of the seating, thereby reducing the 

distance of vertical travel to the upper and lower seats. The width of the main concourse and plaza provided excellent 

space for distribution of entering crowds. Access to the upper seating by escalators and clearly defined ramps built 

with gentle inclines provided easy ascent. The aesthetic design was also expressed in the structural elements, 

dominated by dual concrete frames spaced to form passageways to seating areas and by circular ramps and 

escalators to the upper levels, placed outside the structure and clearly indicating function as well as signaling to the 

spectators where to enter and exit. 

As built, the Stadium consisted of 38 dual rigid frames of reinforced concrete spaced systematically at 8 feet and 

28 feet apart, with cantilevered arms to support upper level seating. The frames rose above the main concourse 

and plaza level to support the roof and floodlight ring. Precast concrete treads and risers spanned the frames to 

support the upper level seating while the lower level was cast-in-place concrete, on grade or supported. The 

concrete structure had cast-in-place and concrete-block interior walls separating passageways, restrooms, and 

service areas. The upper concourse levels and the below-grade structure were cast-in-place reinforced concrete. 

The moveable stands were structural steel construction with a concrete traffic surface. According to the Stadium 

planners, all lighting and communication systems were also carefully designed to conform to the color TV needs of 

the time. Instead of using traditional light standards, the Stadium design incorporated a ring of 35 concrete light 

bays that encircled the top of the Stadium. At the time of its design, it was considered second only to Madison 

Square Garden as the best lighted arena. 

In 1969, San Diego Stadium was the recipient of the distinguished National AIA Honor Award, the nation’s highest 

professional recognition for architectural excellence. It was the first time a major sports facility received the honor. 

That same year, the Stadium also received the Bartlett Award for design, which recognizes for distinction those 

structures that give great consideration to, and provide mobility for, the disabled. This award was endorsed by the 

Easter Seals and other national groups. The new Stadium’s six ramps, eight escalators, and four elevators offered 

easy access to all levels, and the design provided sloping ground at all approaches. 

The Stadium was designed by the renowned architecture and engineering firm of Frank L. Hope & Associates and 

Frank L. Hope, Jr., who are known for several of their Modern landmarks in San Diego and, by expanding to a national 

and international level, were one of the largest and oldest architecture firms (Appendix A). Hope designed the Stadium 

in the modern Brutalist style, characterized in part by exposed concrete, bulky massing, and geometrical forms (Figure 

5). Table 2 provides a chronology of construction of the Stadium and subsequent renovations. 
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Table 2. Stadium Chronology 

Date Milestone Architect/Contractor 

1958 Los Angeles Chargers express interest in moving to San Diego  

1961 Chargers play first game in San Diego (Balboa Stadium)  

November 1965 $27 million bond was passed, allowing construction to begin 

on a stadium 

 

1966  Date on Construction Drawings Frank Hope & Associates 

April 11, 1966 -  

August 15, 1967  

Construction Period Roberston-Larsen-Donovan 

December 18, 1966  Formal Groundbreaking Ceremony  

August 20, 1967  Opening Day with approximately 52,000 seats (for football).  

1978  Original black-and-white scoreboard replaced by full-color 

scoreboard. 

 

1980  San Diego Stadium renamed Jack Murphy Stadium.  

1984  Stadium expanded to nearly 61,000 seats; 50 suites were 

added. 

Hope Consulting Group 

1987  Scoreboard replaced by a video screen surrounded by three 

message boards. 

 

1997  Stadium expanded to 71,350 seats; 34 suites, and 4 club 

lounges.  

Video board was replaced by a Sony JumboTron and a second 

JumboTron was installed on the west end. 

Leo A. Daly Planning 

Architecture Engineering 

Interiors 

Nielsen Dillingham Builders 

1997  Jack Murphy Stadium renamed Qualcomm Stadium.  

2002  Various disabled access improvements were added, including 

wheelchair seating areas, ramps, and elevators. 
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Figure 5. SDCCU Stadium as seen in 1969 (top) and in 2017 (bottom). (City of San Diego 2018, SDUT 2017). 
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San Diego Tenants 

The main tenants of the Stadium were the San Diego Chargers NFL football team, the San Diego Padres MLB 

baseball team, and the SDSU NCAA football team. The San Diego Chargers played in the stadium from 1967 until 

their departure from San Diego in 2016; the San Diego Padres played in the stadium from 1969 to 2003, when the 

new downtown “Petco” Park baseball stadium was constructed; and the SDSU Aztec football team has played in 

the Stadium since 1967. The Stadium has hosted the NCAA Holiday Bowl since 1978, as well as the NCAA Poinsettia 

Bowl between 2005 and 2016. A listing of major sporting events are including in Table 3. 

Other sports that hosted matches at the SDCCU Stadium include rugby, sports car racing, and motorcycle racing. 

Events included the Billy Graham Crusade; and twice the stadium served as a relief center for San Diego wildfires. 

Major concerts, including the Rolling Stones, The Who, Elton John and Billy Joel, Bob Dylan, Guns N’ Roses, U2, 

Coldplay, and Beyoncé and Jay-Z, performed at the Stadium. 

Table 3. Major Sporting Events at SDCCU Stadium 

1969, Willie Mays 600th Career Home Run 1996, CONCACAF Gold Cup 

1978, MLB All-Star Game 1998, MLB World Series 

1982, Soccer Bowl January 25, 1998, NFL Super Bowl XXXII 

1984, MLB National League Championship Series 1999, MLS All-Star Game 

1984, MLB World Series (Games 1 and 2) 1999, Soccer All Star Game 

1984, NCAA Holiday Bowl (National Champion BYU) 2000, CONCACAF Gold Cup 

January 31, 1988, NFL Super Bowl XXII January 26, 2003, NFL Super Bowl XXXVII 

1992, MLB All-Star Game June 4, 2008, International Friendly Soccer (Mexico v. 

Argentina) 

1996, MLB National League Divisional Series 2011, World Football Challenge 

 

Architectural Style: Brutalism (ca. 1965–1975 in San Diego) 

The name “Brutalism” originated from the French béton brut, which means “raw concrete.” The term refers to the 

honest expression of materials, not a social attitude toward people. The style was largely inspired by Swiss architect 

Le Corbusier. Generally, Brutalist buildings are strikingly blockish, geometric, and composed of repetitive shapes. 

The predominant building material is concrete, frequently revealing the intentional textures of the wood formwork. 

The concrete is intended to be fully expressed as both the primary structural material and finish. Critics of the style 

argued that it disregards the social environment, making such structures inhuman, stark, and out of place, but the 

architectural philosophy behind Brutalist architecture is actually associated with a socialist utopian ideology. 

Primary character-defining features of Brutalism include exposed and expressed structural systems, monumental 

massing, angular and rectilinear forms, and exposed concrete as building finish. Secondary features include 

repetitive patterns and intentional avoidance of traditional elements or ornament. 

Architect: Frank L. Hope and Associates 

Frank L. Hope & Associates was founded by Frank L. Hope Sr. in 1928, and went on to become one of the largest 

and most recognized architectural firms in the county. The firm passed to his son, Frank L. Hope Jr. (Frank L. Hope 

III) in 1965 after Frank L. Hope Sr.’s retirement and fellowship into the American Institute of Architects (AIA). Frank 
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L. Hope Jr. was born in 1931. He attended the University of California at Berkeley and retained architectural licenses 

in California, Colorado, Georgia, Maryland, Nevada, Texas, and Washington D.C. He also held a National Council 

Architectural Registration Board certificate. 

In 1955, Frank L. Hope Jr. joined his father’s office. The San Diego Stadium became one of the first projects for 

which he was designated Architect in Charge. His direct involvement with the project through early planning 

discussions, design, and final recommendations for the multipurpose Stadium with the City, gained him great 

respect and confidence to get the project completed within schedule. “‘It will take superhuman effort to have the 

stadium ready in 1967, but I don’t say it’s impossible,’ observed City manager Tom Fletcher. ‘Frank Hope did a 

remarkable job getting his report ready in just 30 days.’” 

According to local architecture critic Kay Kaiser, Frank L. Hope Jr. was known as “San Diego’s architectural 

ambassador and the design doyen of the corporate boardroom.” Like his father, he rose to power beyond the 

drafting board. In 1972, he was a recipient of the distinguished Fellow of the AIA. He served as president for the 

both the San Diego Chapter and the California Council of the AIA, and was a Regent for the University of California 

for 4 years. He also became Chairman of the San Diego Chamber of Commerce and San Diegans Inc. He was the 

first architect to serve as a Port Commissioner and held the office of Chairman for 4 years. 

4.2.1 Existing Building Conditions Assessment 

The HAP Report noted that the Stadium still functions well for a facility of its age. The HAP report identified no visible 

signs of settlement or structural damage. Some small hairline cracks and spalling of concrete were observed, but 

nothing that appeared to indicate a hazard. Most of the condition issues are aesthetic rather than structural or 

functional. Staining of the unpainted concrete is the most prevalent aesthetic problem, but that is to be expected 

given the building’s age and heavy use. Exposed pipes, conduit, fixtures, A/C units, and wiring also create some 

visual clutter. There is documentation that during periods of sustained, heavy rain, SDCCU Stadium and its parking 

lot are subject to flooding from the San Diego River as well the structure’s own drainage system. This may pose 

public safety issues if the facility is in use at the time of the flooding. Disabled access, including compliance with 

the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), was upgraded in 2002 and appears to be satisfactory, although the HAP 

analysis did not verify specific ADA or code compliance requirements. Overall, the condition of SDCCU Stadium can 

be classified as good. The building has been well maintained and continuously upgraded since it was first 

constructed 1967. 

A report completed by AECOM c addressed the cost of bringing the existing stadium up to the standard required by 

a professional football team. The report estimated that $80 million would be required to accomplish such work. Of 

this amount, approximately $2.25 million was estimated for the cost of a seismic upgrade and a relatively minor 

amount to cover the cost of repairing the existing concrete. The types of concrete repairs documented in the AECOM 

report include small areas of concrete spalls and exposed rebar, which may be repaired and do not pose a structural 

risk. In contrast, the HAP report focused on the physical condition of the stadium as it exists today, instead of 

upgrading all aspects of the stadium to meet the modern standards of a professional football team. As such, the 

findings of the HAP do not contradict the AECOM report, and represent a fair and accurate assessment of the 

stadium’s current condition. 
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4.2.2 Existing Landscape Conditions Assessment 

The original landscaping around the perimeter of the Stadium was relatively sparse, limited to evenly spaced rows of 

shade trees on the concourse, a single row of trees ringing the perimeter walkway outside the entry gates, and eight 

radial lines of pine trees extending into the parking area. Other planting areas included 14 rectangular planting beds 

on the southeast side (open end) of the stadium and similar planting beds located at the two subterranean entrances. 

At the time of construction, it was the only stadium in the country to incorporate trees inside the structure. According 

to the design team, the plaza area included 90 liquid amber trees to “blaze with colors for fall and holly oak trees 

outside the entrance wall…[to] give the effect of a cool, pleasant park.” 

There have been several changes to the plantings since the original construction of the Stadium. Most of the original 

shade trees in the concourse have been removed. A few trees remain, but it appears likely that they have been 

replaced due to the size of the existing trees. Some perimeter trees remain on the walkway surrounding the Stadium, 

but the walkway was altered and pushed out on the east side to accommodate the Stadium expansion in 1997, 

eliminating the original walkway and plantings along approximately one-third of the outer perimeter. Early photographs 

show alternating squares of red-colored concrete paving on the perimeter walkway. Some of the colored paving 

remains at unaltered sections of the walkway on the north, south, and west sides of the stadium. The subterranean 

entrances on the east and west ends of the facility remain as do the planting beds, although all of the plant material 

within the beds appears to have been replaced. The eight radial walkways in the parking area remain, but some of the 

original pine trees have been removed. The 14 rectangular planters on the east side of the stadium have been 

removed to provide room for the added seats that were installed during the 1984 and 1997 stadium expansions. 

In general, the original landscape design at San Diego Stadium can be described as understated. Even in its original 

state, it was a secondary feature that was largely overshadowed by the massive structure. Functionally, it softened 

the pedestrian areas and provided shade, but the visual impact of the stadium property has always been defined by 

the building not its landscape. Although the Stadium project was likely a significant award for the firm of Wimmer 

Yamada due to the size of the building and its prominence in the community, the landscape design, itself, is not 

exemplary of their work as a firm. There are numerous other projects, including large-scale landscape installations 

and institutional projects, which are more representative of Wimmer Yamada’s work. Despite the changes over the 

years, overall the condition of the remaining landscape has been maintained and can be classified as good. 
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5 Impacts Analysis and Conclusions 

5.1 Thresholds of Significance 

To determine significant impacts on historical resources under CEQA, a “project with an effect that may cause a 

substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource is a project that may have significant effect 

on the environment” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5). A “substantial adverse change” means “physical 

demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the 

significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5). Material 

impairment occurs when a project: 

 Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical 

resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in 

the California Register of Historical Resources; or 

 Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics that account for its 

inclusion in a local register of historical resources pursuant to Section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources 

Code or its identification in an historical resources survey meeting the requirements of Section 5024.1(g) 

of the Public Resources Code, unless the public agency reviewing the effects of the project establishes by 

a preponderance of evidence that the resource is not historically or culturally significant; or 

 Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical 

resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the California 

Register of Historical Resources as determined by a lead agency for purposes of CEQA. [CEQA Guidelines, 

§15064.5(b)(2)] 

Two types of effects can occur to historical resources: direct or indirect. Direct effects include demolition, alteration, 

and/or removal of buildings, structures, or other contributing elements; addition of new elements, buildings, and/or 

structures; and/or alteration of the historic setting, change of spatial relationships, and/or change in viewsheds. 

Indirect effects typically occur at some later point in time or are further removed from the project site. Such indirect 

effects can include physical environmental effects and growth-related effects due to new development or 

redistribution of local population growth patterns. 

5.2 Impact Analysis 

The proposed project would demolish the existing SDCCU Stadium and surrounding affiliated infrastructure in 

order to build the SDSU Mission Valley campus, including a new multipurpose Stadium in a different quadrant of 

the site, as well as creation of a River Park as contemplated by SDMC 22.0908.  
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According to the significance evaluation section of the 2015 HRTR (Appendix A), the SDCCU Stadium is: 

significant at the local level and eligible for historical listing in the National Register, the California 

Register, and the City of San Diego Historical Resources Register. Historic research and site 

evaluation reveal that the San Diego Stadium retains integrity to its 1967–1969 period of 

significance encompassing the construction of San Diego Stadium and the establishment of two 

professional sports teams, which marked a turning point in regional sports culture and civic history. 

It thus qualifies under National Register Criterion A, the California Register Criterion 1, and the 

City’s Historical Register Criterion A. 

In addition, San Diego Stadium is also significant for its architecture as a good example of Brutalist 

architectural style in San Diego with its monumental massing, sculptural quality utilizing exposed 

concrete, and repetition of forms. San Diego Stadium was also designed by renowned architectural 

engineering firm Frank L. Hope & Associates and Frank L. Hope, Jr. (Frank L. Hope, III), who 

contributed to several well recognized Modern landmarks in San Diego. During his tenure, the firm 

expanded its work both nationally and internationally becoming one of the oldest and largest local 

architectural firm of its time. San Diego Stadium is therefore eligible for listing under National 

Register Criterion C, the California Register Criterion 3, and the City’s Historical Register Criterion 

C and D. 

Given the anticipated sale of the property to the state as part of the SDSU campus, Dudek evaluated the SDCCU 

Stadium in consideration of California Public Resources Code Sections 5024 and 5024.5 for listing as a California 

Historical Landmark. The SDCCU Stadium is one of the last remaining “cookie-cutter” type multipurpose stadiums in 

the United States and the only one built in Southern California. Of the 11 such stadiums built across the United States, 

only Robert F. Kennedy Memorial Stadium, the Oakland-Alameda County Coliseum, the now-vacant Astrodome, and 

the SDCCU Stadium remain. Therefore, it is a dwindling resource type. As mentioned above and detailed in the HAP 

2015 report (Appendix A), the Stadium also had a profound influence on regional sports culture and civic history. Aside 

from being one of the more notable works designed by Frank L. Hope and Associates, the stadium also is an 

outstanding example of Brutalist architecture. As such, the SDCCU Stadium is recommended as eligible for listing as 

a California Historical Landmark. 

Finally, SDCUU Stadium remains substantially intact with virtually all of the original design elements and intent still 

visible throughout the structure and site. The architect’s report to the City in 1966 reveals that the design of the 

Stadium made room for possible expansion with its horseshoe configuration. The design allowed for added seating 

capacity by enclosing the open end while maintaining the remainder of the seating bowl. The design intent was 

realized in the later 1984 and 1997 additions (Appendix A). The proposed project would result in a significant 

impact due to the demolition of SDCCU Stadium, an historical resource. Mitigation measures are recommended to 

reduce the level of impact; however, demolition of an historical resource cannot be mitigated to a level that is less 

than significant. As stated in League for Protection of Oakland’s Architectural and Historic Resources v. City of 

Oakland (1997) 52 Cal.App.4th 896, mitigation measures “do not reasonably begin to alleviate the impacts of [the 

historical resource’s] destruction. A large historical structure, once demolished, normally cannot be adequately 

replaced by reports and commemorative markers.” The court also concluded that the effects related to demolition 

of an historical resource cannot be reduced to a level of insignificance by incorporating design elements or features 

of the original historical resource into a new building. Therefore, significant, unavoidable impacts would remain. 
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5.3 Mitigation Measures 

The Historical Resources Guidelines, detailed in the SDMC Land Development Manual, recommends the following 

approach to mitigation: 

Preferred mitigation is to avoid the resource through project redesign. If the resource cannot be 

entirely avoided, all prudent and feasible measures to minimize harm to the resource shall be 

taken. Depending upon project impacts, measures can include, but not be limited to: 

a. Preparing an historical resource management plan; 

b. Adding new construction which is compatible in size, scale, materials, color and workmanship 

to the historic resource (such additions, whether portions of existing buildings or additions to 

historic districts, shall be clearly distinguishable from historic fabric); 

c. Repairing damage according to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation; 

d. Screening incompatible new construction from view through the use of berms, walls, and 

landscaping in keeping with the historic period and character of the resource; 

e. Shielding historic properties from noise generators through the use of sound walls, double 

glazing, and air conditioning; and 

f. Removing industrial pollution at the source of production. 

Furthermore, if the historical resource cannot be accommodated through project redesign and 

relocation is not a feasible option, the historical resource shall be documented according to 

HABS/HAER/HALS standards prior to demolition. Such documentation, including a written report, 

photographs, and, in some cases, measured drawings and videotape, shall be prepared by a 

qualified professional to the standards determined (City of San Diego 2001). 

As mentioned above, avoidance of an historical resource through project redesign would be the preferred 

mitigation.  This mitigation option, however, is not legally feasible, as it would be inconsistent with subsection (j) of 

SDMC Section 22.0908, Sale of Real Property to SDSU, which provides that the sale of the Stadium to SDSU “shall 

result in the demolition, dismantling, and removal of the Existing Stadium and construction of a new Joint Use 

Stadium” (emphasis added).  Rehabilitation of the existing Stadium would also be inconsistent with the directives of 

SDMC Section 22.0908(j), quoted above.  For these reasons, the recommended mitigation measures (MM) for the 

proposed project are as follows: 

MM-HR-1  Documentation 

Prior to commencement of construction, the historical resource would be documented 

according to Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) standards as detailed by the National 

Park Service Heritage Documentation Programs. The documentation would include a written 

report done in the outline format; HABS-quality photography of the exterior, interior, and 

overview shots of the historical resource; measured drawings; and video documentation. The 

documentation materials would be prepared by a qualified Architectural Historian(s) and an 

experienced HABS photographer(s). Copies of the resulting documentation would be submitted 

to the Library of Congress, the California State Historic Preservation Officer, the San Diego 
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History Center, and the San Diego Public Library. Under this mitigation option, survey work must 

be conducted prior to any ground disturbance or demolition. The documentation must be 

completed within 1 year of the initial date of demolition of the structure. 

MM-HR--2 Interpretive Displays 

Interpretive displays shall be installed in a publicly visible and accessible location(s) within the 

project site that describe the history and significance of the historical resource. Documentation 

prepared under MM-HR-2 can be utilized in the interpretative displays. The content, design, and 

location of such signage may be done in consultation with the City’s Historical Resources staff. Work 

on the interpretative displays should be conducted in tandem with design and construction of the 

new facility to determine the appropriate location and size for the displays. The interpretative 

displays must be in place upon completion of the new facility located at the project site. 

MM-HR-3  Salvage of Materials 

Prior to demolition, representative architectural features may be identified by a qualified 

Architectural Historian and, if feasible, salvaged for use within the future redevelopment (i.e., new 

stadium, future buildings, or open space areas, etc.). Should use of some or all of the salvaged 

architectural features within the project site not be feasible, the remaining architectural features 

may be donated to various historical and/or archival institutions. 

Implementation of the above mitigation measures would reduce the impacts of the proposed project, but not to a level 

of less than significant.   
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6 Conclusions 

The SDSU Mission Valley Campus Master Plan Project, consistent with SDMC 22.0908, involves demolition of 

SDCCU Stadium. SDCCU Stadium, for the purposes of CEQA, is considered an historical resource  eligible under 

national, state, and local historic designation criteria for its association with important events, as an example of 

Brutalist-style architecture, and for being designed by a “master architect" as identified on the Biographies of 

Established Masters, maintained by the City of San Diego. (City of San Diego 2011). Therefore, the proposed project 

would cause an adverse change in the significance of an historical resource, as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 

15064.5, and would result in a significant impact. Mitigation measures are recommended to reduce the level of 

impact; however, demolition of an historical resource cannot be mitigated to a level that is less than significant. 

Therefore, significant, unavoidable impacts would remain should SDCCU Stadium be demolished. 
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