
i. Dennis J. O'Bryant, State of Califomia, Department of Conservation, May 24, 1990 

N-l. As described in response to comment C-12, a supplemental study of the potential 
geotechnical hazards at the project site was conducted by Woodward-Clyde 
Consultants, and is included herein as Section 4 of this appendix. Please refer to that 
section. A copy of the geotechnical report prepared by Woodward-Clyde Consultants 
(1988) for Hirsch and Company has been provided to the commentator. 

N-2. Please see the 1990 Woodward-Clyde report in Section 4 of this appendix for a 
response to this comment, particularly 3.2 and 3.2.1 thereof 

N-3. Please see the 1990 Woodward-Clyde report in Section 4 of this appendix for a 
respcnse to this comment, particularly 3.3 and 3.3.1 thereof. 

N-4. Please see the 1990 Woodward-Clyde report in Section 4 of this appendix for a 
response to this comment, particularly 3.4 and 3.4.1 thereof 

3-37 
J3/06640001.RTC 



O. Peter M. Douglas, California Coastal Commission, June 8, 1990 

O-l. The commentator indicates that Commission staff is generally pleased with the concept 
of development of the site for Navy uses provided that provisions for public use of the 
area are made. The Commission staff supports Aitematives A- and F which include 
"large open space areas". These comments are noted and no response is needed 

0-2. Please see topical response TR-5. 

0-3. Tnis comment addresses the California Coastal Commission's review of the Coastal 
Consistency Determination (CCD), a document with a review process that is separate 
from the EIS, Although the Navy disagrees that the Navy Broadway Complex is 
"oceanfront land," discussion about the consistency of the project with Section 30221 
has been elaborated in the CCD (Section 4.1.2). The discussion indicates that present 
and future recreational needs are fulfilled in the Central Bayfront area around the 
Navy Broadway Complex and that the project contributes important additional public 
and commercial recreation opportunity which is specifically designed to complement 
its Central Bayfront setting. As a result, the Navy has determined that the project is 
consistent with this coastal policy. Please refer to Response 0-4. 

0-4. This comment addresses the California Coastal Commission's review of the Coastal 
Consistency Determination (CCD), a document with a review process that is separate 
from the EIS. Although the comment is not directed to the EIS, a response is 
provided to explain how present and future recreation demand is accommodated in the 
Central Bayfront vicinity of the project and how the project contributes to coastal 
recreation opportunity. 

Accomnnodatiion of Presemi and Fsaturs Demand For Recreation 

Tne Central Bayfront area of Centre City San Diego contains a very substantial 
concentration of existing and planned public and ccmmercial recreational opportunities. 
These opportunities are extremely varied and emphasize the role of the bayfront as 
a primary visitor destination and recreation area for both visitors and city residents. 
Existing recreational opportunities within the vicinity of the Navy Broadway Complex 
(from north to south within approximately 0.5 mile) include the following: 

Recreation Opportunity Type of Use 

Embarcadero (North of Broadway) Pedestrian Promenade 
County Administrative Center West Lawn Public Open Space 
Maritime Museum Public Museum 
Holiday Inn/Restaurants Commercial Recreation 
B Street Pier Recreational Cruis'es, Pedestrian Areas 
Broadway Pier Plaza, Viewing Areas 
Flarbor Excursion Boats Bay Cruising and Dining 
Harbor Promenade (South of Navy Pier) Landscaped Promenade 
G Street Mole Park, Viewing Area, Restaurant 
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Seaport Village 

Embassy Suites 
Marina Linear Park 
Embarcadero Marina Park 
Embarcadero Marina 
Marriott Hotel 
Convention Center 

Commercial Recreation, Specialty 
Shopping, Street Entertainment, 
Promenade, Viewing Areas 
Commercial Recreation 
Park, Trail, Fishing Pier 
Park, Picnic Area 
Commercial Recreational Marina 
Commercial Recreation 
Major Visitor Destination 

Local coastal planning has fulfilled the demand for commercial and public recreational 
activity in the allocation cf substantial land resources to restaurants, hotels, shopping, 
attractions, promenades, plaza areas, and open space. Table 1 (page 3-40) describes 
the allocation of land use in the Centre City Embarcadero Precise Plan of the Port 
Master Plan. The majority (54 percent) of the land area is devoted to either 
commercial or public recreation area. (Additionally, a number of developments 
adjacent to the coastal zone also provide commercial recreation opportunities that 
support visitation to the Central Bayfront.) Excluding streets, which account for 21 
percent of the land, non-recreation land uses constitute 25 percent of the plan area. 

Tne Port Master Plan is an approved local coastal plan, so its allocation of land to 
recreation opportunity has been approved by the California Coastal Commission, 
recognizing the presence of the Navy Broadway Complex as non-recreational, Federal 
land proximate to the waterfront. In consideration of the variety of recreation 
opportunities, the amount of land area devoted to recreation in the Centre City 
Embarcadero Precise Plan around the project site, and the prior Commission approval 
of the Fort Master Plan containing the precise plan, it is evident that present and 
foreseeable demand for public and commercial recreation have been accommodated 
in the area of the waterfront near the Navy Broadway Ccmplex. 

Project Contribution to Public and Commercial! Recreation 

The project, as defined by the Navy's preferred Aitemative A contributes important 
additional public and commercial recreation resources that have been specifically 
designed to complement its Central Bayfront setting. Commercial recreation 
opportunity would be provided in the hotels, specialty retail, and attendant uses on 
the southern blocks (3 and 4) where they can best support visitation to the nearby 
Seapon Village. Wide pedestrian facilities along E, F, and G Streets provide public 
recreation opportunity and connection to important waterfront open space areas along 
the promenade and G Street Mole. The maritime museum would establish a 
recreation destination in the project that complements the character of the waterfront. 
The 1.9-acre open soace at the foot of Broadway wouid serve as a prominent 
recreation use area with excellent association with and vistas to the bay./ 
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TABLE! 

ALLOCATION OF LAND FOR RECREATION OPPORTUNITy 

Type of Use 

Commercial Recreation 

Public Recreation 

Total Recreation Area 

Streets 

Other Non-Recreation 
Land Uses 
Total Non-Recreation 
Land Area 

. Centre City/ 
Embarcadero 
Precise 

Acres 

85.7a 

40.4C 

126.1 

47.6 

58.1 

105.7 

Plan 

% 

37% 

17% 

54% 

21% 

25% 

46% 

Navy 
Broadway 

Complex Project 

Acres % 

6.56b 42% 

4.97d 32% 

11.53 74% 

1.89 12% 

2.19 14% 

4.08 26% 

TOTAL LAND AREA 231.S 100% I5.62e 100% 

a Includes Commercial Recreation and Specialty Shopping (page 82, Port Master Plan, 
San Diego Unified Port District, 1980). 

Includes hotel, restaurant, retail, and museum uses (with service, parking, and support areas). 

Includes Park/Plaza, Promenade, and Open Space (page 82, Port Master Plan, San Diego 
Unified Port District, 1980). 

Includes pedestrian facilities, gallerias, and open space-

This area constitutes the land held in fee and leased by the Navy (15.62 acres). Acreage of 
uses for the project is based cn ground-level use. 
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Tne original concept fcr the project was to develop sufficient square footage of 
commercial space to support the Navy office space with no financial assistance and.to 
accommodate the demand for open space and recreation opportunity generated by the 
project As a result, a concept that included 3,500,000 SF of mixed-use development 
(including commercial recreation) and 0.5 acre of open space at the foot of Broadway 
was formulated. Local officials requested that a larger area of the site be devoted to 
open space, instead of commercial development, to serve the needs of a broader area 
of the waterfront The current project was designed to address this request by 
increasing the size of the open space at the foot of Broadway to 1.9 acres and 
diminishing the commercial development by 250,000 SF. 

Tne proportion cf land area, based on ground-level uses, devoted to recreation by the 
Navy Broadway Complex Project exceeds that allocated in the Centre City/ 
Embarcadero Precise Plan area of the Port Master Plan, as shown in Table 1. Total 
recreation area constitutes 74 percent of the project's ground-level uses compared to 
54 percent of the Port's precise plan land area. The proportion of commercial 
recreation land and public recreation land in the Navy Broadway Complex Project both 
exceed that allocated in the Port's precise plan area. This demonstrates that not only 
is the project meeting the demand for its own recreation needs, but it also is enhancing 
the opportunities for public and commercial recreation for the greater Central 
Bayfront In addition, the table also demonstrates that the ground-level use area 
designated for non-recreation, commercial use in the project represents a very small 
proportion of land along the waterfront (less than one percent), considering the total 
area of the Centre City/Embarcadero Precise Plan area and Navy Broadway Complex. 

Open space and recreation area objectives cf the Centre City San Diego Community 
Plan focus on providing a ceremonial open space as a "grand public place" at the foot 
of Broadway and a system of small open spaces, such as vest pocket paries, in the 
downtown area. The specific need for the latter is identified as six new, vest pocket 
parks in the Centre City (on page 77 of the plan). This identified need is limited and 
reflects, among other things, that the open space and recreation area in parts of the 
Centre City, including the waterfront, already accommodates the needs of the area. 
Tne design of the project is tailored to contribute to the major objective of the 
ceremonial open space at the foot of Broadway, so it is consistent with the latest 
community planning for open space and recreation areas in Centre City. 

In conclusion, the project provides substantial public ,and commercial recreational 
facilities on the majority of the site (i.e., part of Block 1, pedestrian ways along new 
streets, and Blocks 3 and 4), and present and foreseeable demand fcr coastal recreation 
use is accommodated in the immediate vicinity. With the accommodation of recreation 
demand by current and future development, the small ground-level use area proposed 
for non-recreation uses (office) on the Navy Broadway Complex can be provided in 
a manner that is consistent with coastal policy. 

0-5. The commentator is correct in that the proposed office and hotel uses would increase 
the employee and visitor population of the area, creating additional demand for use 
of recreation facilities along the waterfront. The preliminary Centre-City Community 
Plan (page 77) indicates the need for 0.7 to 8.4 acres of additional, open space 
improvements in six vest pocket parks to satisfy the requirements for the buildout of 
the Centre City. Tne Navy Broadway Complex Project alone, in Alternative A would 
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provide an open space of 1.9 acres at the foot of Broadway (as well as other pedestrian 
facilities). The demand for recreation use of the waterfront would involve activities, 
such as strolling, jogging, bay viewing,. and use of open space or plaza areas. As 
indicated in Response 0^4, the project would provide substantial additional recreation 
opportunity in a greater proportion (based on ground-level uses) than allocated in land 
area within the Centre City/Embarcadero Precise Plan of the Port Master Plan, the 
approved coastal land use plan for the surrounding waterfront The proposed 
recreational facilities (i.e., pedestrianways, open space on Block 1, waterfront museum, 
restaurants, and other commercial recreation) would accommodate the waterfront 
recreation use from the project's employees and visitors, and wouid contribute 
recreational resources over and above the project's requirements. 

0-6. This comment addresses the Califomia Coastal Commission's review of the Coastal 
Consistency Determination (CCD), a document with a review process that is separate 
from the EIS. The issue of priority uses in the coastal zone has been discussed in the 
CCD (Section 4.1.5) and also presented herein as a response to' this comment. 

Section 30255 is intended to direct land use planning decisions in the coastal zone to 
ensure that certain uses are given priority. It is important to emphasize that the 
project is not within the State coastal zone and that land use planning policies of the 
State coastal management program cannot override Federal land use decisions. 
Therefore, consistency with Section 30255 is not required; however, an evaluation of 
the project confirms that it would be consistent with this pohcy, as discussed below. 

Master Planned Development of HigSi Priority Coastal Uses 

The proposed project is predicated on providing a mix of coastal-related and visitor-
serving uses with a complement of other uses that support the project as a whole. Tne 
majority of the ground-level uses in Alternative A are devoted to public or commercial 
recreation uses, both visitor serving, which are high priority for a coastal location. 

The Navy pier adjacent to the project is a coastal-dependent facility that is essential 
for the Navy's supply activities in San Diego Bay. It is also essential to the national 
security as a mobilization asset for the Navy. The supply function of the Navy Pier 
is dependent on the presence of supporting administrative office space, so the Navy 
office use proposed for the project is coastal-related. Also, the mobilization function 
of the pier relies on adjacent space to;- process suppUes and personnel for 
transshipment Consequently, the hotels and restaurants, which would support 
personnel preparing for departure, and the offices, which support mobilization 
processing, are also coastal-related in the event of mobilization. These coastal-related 
functions of the project are unique because the property is adjacent to the pier and 
would remain in Navy ownership. Tnis further reinforces the fact that the project is 
an integrated development of high priority, coastal uses. 

Commercial office use is not considered a coastal-related (except to the extent that 
maritime businesses occupy it) or visitorrserving use, but it is integral to the project's 
financial feasibility (discussed below) and completes a unified master plan cf 
development that provides substantial coastal benefits. It is emphasized that if the 
project is not financially feasible, it would not proceed and the substantial open space, 
access, and recreation benefits described above wouid not be available to the public. 
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Because the mix of uses determines the project's viability, the commercial office 
component is essential to the success of the whole project. Since the large majority 
of the ground-level use area (90 percent) in Aitemative A supports high priority uses, 
the primary concept of the project involves a master planned, multi-use high priority 
coastal deveiopment. This concept for the whole development would be consistent 
with coastal pohcy accommodating coastal-related developments within reasonable 
proximity to the coastal-dependent uses they support. The presence of (non-priority) 
commercial office use would not conflict with this policy in light of the facts that it is 
financially essential for the success of the public/private venture authorized by 
Congress and will not adversely afreet this policy or land uses within the coastal zone. 

Essential! Financial Role of the Multi-Use Approach 

The five-year defense program contains no appropriations to accomplish the 
consohdation and collocation of Navy administrative facilities in the San Diego area 
with military construction funds. In view of current Federal budget reductions and the 
likelihood of even more severe constraints in the future, Congress has acknowledged 
that direct funding is not avaiiabie for this project by authorizing redevelopment of the 
Navy Broadway Complex through a pubhe/private venture in P.L. 99-661. 

Tne pubhe/private venture concept requires that development of the Navy Broadway 
Complex include compatible private land uses sufficient to offset the ccst of 
development * of the necessary Navy office space. The process of formulating 
alternatives for the type and intensity of development on the site, therefore, integrated 
consideration of compatibility with surrounding deveiopment, specific environmental 
issues, and the financial feasibility of potential alternatives. 

To evaluate the economic requirements of the public/private venture, the Navy 
engaged the firm of Williams Kuebeibeck & Associates (WK&A) to make an 
independent financial feasibility analysis. A market assessment was performed to 
determine the potential types of uses which could be developed on the site without 
adversely affecting the absorption of similar deveiopment planned in the Centre City 
San Diego. The marketable development program was refined from a City planning 
perspective, considering urban design guidelines, massing, viewsheds, access and traffic, 
and significantly reduced in total scope. Tne reduced density was further analyzed on 
a financial pro forma basis to determine the overall return from the non-Federal land 
uses and the residual cash flow and present value attributable to the long term ground 
lease provided to the developer by the Navy. The financial analysis tested these cash 
flows and values against the estimated construction cost of Navy office space and the 
value of the leased land. Tne financial tests confirmed the amount of development 
and mix of uses, including commercial office, necessary to feasibly implement the 
Navy's objectives in a manner consistent with Congressional authorization. 

The enabling federal legislation mandates the selection of the developer for the 
redevelopment through a competitive process. Tne financial analysis performed by 
WK&A forms the basis of the government estimate to be used in the evaluation of 
competitive proposals submitted for award of the redevelopment. The WK&A study 
is therefore proprietary solicitation infonnation which, in accordance with Federal 
procurement regulations, cannot be published so as to protect the integrity and 

3-43 
JB/06640001.RTC 



competitiveness of the selection process. The selected developer, the WK&A financial 
feasibility study, and the actual financial proposal from the developer are subject to 
review by the Congress, prior to award, in accordance with- the legislation. 

No Appropriale Coastal-Dependent Uses for fhe Property 

Although it is the Navy's position that the project is consistent with the policies related 
to placement of high priority uses near the waterfront, it is also important to 
understand that there are no other appropriate coastal-dependent uses for the 
property. The Port Master Plan certified by the Commission has distributed coastal-
dependent uses along the San Diego Bay waterfront portion of the coastal zone. The 
Centre City/Embarcadero Precise Plan addressing the waterfront around the Navy 
Broadway Complex focuses on coastal-related, primarily visitor-serving and recreational 
uses for the land area of the plan. No major coastal-dependent uses are designated 
for the land in the vicinity of the Navy Broadway Complex, except for the exisiing 
piers. The arrangement of land uses in the plan demonstrates that there is no unmet 
need for additional land to be allocated to coastal-dependent uses along this part of 
the waterfront, because such a large proportion is designated for other, non-ccastal-
dependent uses. The majority of coastal-dependent uses in the port's coastal zone is 
located in the maritime industry areas around the Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal and 
National City Bayfront, as would be expected. Tne character of the Central Bayfront 
from the Convention Center to the north end of the promenade is oriented to public 
and commercial recreation uses, rather than coastal-dependent development. 
Therefore, incorporating coastal-dependent uses in the Navy Broadway Complex wouid 
not be needed or appropriate. 

Coastal-Related Uses Are Fully Accoimmodated 

The emphasis for coastal-related uses in the Centre City Embarcadero area is placed 
on public and commercial recreation opportunity. It has been explained previously in 
Response 0-4 that the present and foreseeable need for public and commercial 
recreation in this part of the waterfront is accommodated, in part by the Navy 
Broadway Complex Project In addition, the market study commissioned by the Navy 
identified the mix of uses that couid be supported by the forecasted demand and found 
that commercial recreation use beyond that already planned by others and included 
in the project could not be supported during the buildout period of the project. 
Essentially, the Navy Broadway Complex Project, in an effort to meet financial 
requirements of the public/private venture arid be consistent with the policies of the 
Califomia Coastal Act maximized the amount of commercial recreation (Le. hotel, 
restaurant, and retail) space that could be feasibly developed. Therefore, the addition 
of still more coastal-related, commercial recreation area, instead of the financially 
necessary commercial office space, would not be appropriate. Recognizing this market 
reality, the commercial office space proposed for the project is an appropriate, as well 
as necessarv, use. , 

O-l. The intensity' of development and mix of uses proposed for the Navy Broadway 
Complex are necessary to achieve the Congressional mandate of providing the Navy 
office space "without compensation or at substantially below market value" (P.L.99-
661), which has been interpreted by recent Office of Management and Budget 
directives to mean obtaining the space at no ccst. The five-year defense program 
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contains no project to accomplish the collocation ofNavy administrative facilities with 
military construction funds, so additional Federal funding is not available. In view of 
the current Federal budget reductions and the likelihood of even more severe 
constraints, the prospect of future appropriations is extremely remote. Therefore, 
generation of sufficient revenue stream and equity from the public/private venture 
concept is necessary for the feasibility of the project. Please see Response 0-6 for a 
discussion of the financial analysis conducted for the project 

The density cf the Navy Broadway Complex Project was considered in the development 
of the preliminary Centre City San Diego Community Plan recently adopted by the 
City Council. The Navy's preferred aitemative is consistent with the overall floor area 
ratios designated by the plan for the project site and with the step-down design 
approach described in the plan. Tnerefore, the density of the proposed action appears 
to be appropriate for the city's concept of development along the Central Bayfront. 
(Please also see Response 0-4 fcr a discussion of consistency with coastal land use 
planning in the Central Bayfront area). 

O-S. The reduced density aitemative suggested by the commentator wouid not yield 
sufficient residual cash flow to support the objectives of the Congressional mandate. 
The financial analyses performed by the Navy have confirmed that the amount and mix 
of development necessary for financial feasibility is represented in Aitemative B, 
assuming no local government financial support. (Altematrve A s reduced density 
relies on local government financial assistance for certain infrastructure improvements.) 
Consequently, a substantially reduced density aitemative would not be feasible. See 
Responses 0-4 and O-o for discussions of the relationship of local coastal plans and 
the financial feasibility requirements of the project 

The proportion cf ground-level use area in the Navy's preferred Aitemative A devoted 
.to commercial and public recreational use already exceeds the proportion of land area 
so designated in the approved Port Master Plan for the surrounding waterfront, so a 
reduced density alternative emphasizing recreation use would not be needed to 
maintain the planned allocations of land to these uses. Tnis issue is discussed in detail 
in Response 0-4. 

0-9. Tne commentators explanation of support for Alternative F is noted. Please refer tc 
Responses 0-4 and 0-7 for discussion of how Alternative A meets the needs for 
public and recreation opportunity in the Central Bayfront and proposes the mix of uses 
necessary to meet the objectives of the proiect 

O-10. Please see topical response TR-2. 

O-l l . Please see topical respcnse TR-2 concerning project economics and market demand. 
Note that the propcsed project was determined after review of a variety of land use 
combinations, including combinations that included no commercial office development. 
Concerning Navy funding contributions, topical response TR-1 addresses the prospect 
of providing Military Construction funding for this project. 

~ "•2. Tne statement identified by the commentator is an explanation of the existing setting 
of the project site. The site is currently, and for many years has been, fully covered 
with impervious surfaces. The development of the alternatives reduce the extent of 
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impervious surface, and attendant runoff, with the implementation of landscaped open 
space. Therefore, no increase in urban runoff would occur with any of the alternatives 
and a decrease would occur with aitematives that include open space (Alternatives A 
B, D, and F.) 

0-13. This comment addresses the Califomia Coastal Commission's review of the Coastal 
Consistency Determination (CCD), a document with a review process that is separate 
from the EIS. The issue of relationship between local coastal plans and the project 
has been discussed in the CCD (Section 4.2.2) and in Response 0-4. Consistency of 
the project with local plans for transportation and parking is discussed in Section 4 2 
of the EIS. 
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Max Schmidt, Centre City Development Corporation, June 13, 1990 

P-l. Section 4.5 of the DEIS identifies the potential impact cf cumulative and project traffic 
and suggests improvement programs to mitigate those impacts. The DEIS suggests a 
combination of traffic reduction measures (e.g., TDM program) and physical roadway 
improvements that would mitigate the long-term traffic conditions. The northbound 
right turn lane and second westbound left turn lane are needed to mitigate the impacts 
of project and cumulative traffic at the Broadway/Pacific intersection. It should be 
noted that the open space plan and streetscape requirements established in the draft 

' urban design guidelines for the Navy Broadway Complex provide a substantial increase 
in landscaping and amenities for pedestrians in the study area. 

P-2. The suggested improvements at study area intersections along the Pacific Highway 
corridor are necessary to mitigate the impacts of project and cumulative traffic. In all 
cases, the mitigation measures that are suggested in the EIS are at intersections that 
are the junction of major intersections based on traffic projects and do not necessarily 
establish a precedent for the widening of crossings of Pacific Highway by minor streets 
located between these junctions. As such, it would appear that many of the 
landscaping improvements suggested for the corridor between major intersections could 
be accommodated. . 

P-3. Please see response to comments N-l and N-2. Note that the proposed Urban Design 
Guidelines, in conjunction with a major 1.9-acre open space plaza at the foot of 
Broadway, were developed to meet a longstanding City goal of making Broadway the 
waterfront entrance to the City of San Diego. 
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Q. Deanna M. Wieman, United States Envlronmecta! Protection Agency, June 15, 1990 

Q-1. Comment Q-1 is a summary of agency concerns that are presented elsewhere in more 
detail and the determination of the rating of the EIS as "Adequate". Responses to 
the environmental concerns are provided below where the more detailed comments 
are discussed. The rating of the EIS as.adequate is noted. r ~ 

Q-2. Incorporation of appropriate water conservation measures into the project is a valid 
suggestion. The requirement to include water conservation features will be stated in 
the request for deveiopment proposals. The specific list of measures will be presented 
in the development bids and will include the water-saving devices mentioned in the 
comment for showers, toilets, plumbing maintenance, landscaping, and irrigation. 

Q-3. The Navy will commit to the implementation of the air quality mitigation measures 
recommended by the EPA and discussed in the EIS Section 4.8.3 as part of the Record 
of Decision. 

Q-4. The Navy will adopt the hazardous materials mitigation measures discussed in the EIS 
Section 4.11.3 as part of the Record of Decision. 

Q-5. The hazardous materials investigation conducted for the project, including soil borings, 
identified the potential for contamination. This information is presented in the Draft 
EIS. Estimates of specific types and quantities of hazardous substances to be 
remediated would be made as part of remedial investigations prior to site development 
As described in the mitigation discussion in Section 4.11.3 of the EIS, all applicable 
requirements of the Comprehensive Emergency Response Compensation and Liability 
Act (CERCLA) will be implemented if hazardous materials regulated by it are found. 
Commitment is also made to follow the process required by CERCLA and the 
National Contingency Plan, if remediation of hazardous waste is determined to be 
needed. 

Q-6. Tne measures recommended by the EPA are consistent with the mitigation presented 
in the EIS, Section 4.11.3. These measures will be adopted as part of the Record of 
Decision. 

Q-7. As a commercial office, hotel, and retail development, the Navy Brcadway Complex 
Project would not be expected to use or generate substantial amounts of hazardous 
materials or wastes. As an example, a dry cleaning operation is not anticipated as part 
of the retail or hotel uses within the project. Landscape maintenance could use 
pesticides, so storage of small quantities on site may occur. Other activities normally 
found in office buildings, retail shops, and hotels that may use hazardous substances 
have not been conceived at this time. Consequently, although it is possible to 
conceptualize that limited use and generation of hazardous substances would occur, 
it is premature tc estimate the specific potential types and quantities. Specific uses 
will be defined when the deveiopment bids are received following completion of the 
EIS. All tenants of the project will follow regulations regarding the generation, use, 
handling, disposal, and disclosure of hazardous materials in full compliance with the 
iaw. 
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J. The comment suggests an appropriate mitigation measure to incorporate into the 
project The following measure is added to Section 4.113 of the EIS: 

• Waste minimization practices, as required by the 1984 RCRA amendments, will 
be incorporated into the project construction and operation. 

Q-9, Tae Navy accepts the E? As recommendation to include the implementation of a solid 
waste recycling program in the Record of Decision. Please also refer to Response K-
23. 

Q-IO. Based on the investigation of potential hazardous waste on the Navy Broadway 
Complex conducted by the Navy for the EIS, there are no SWMU's on the site. 
Consequently, RCRA corrective actions are not anticipated. 

Q-ll. Tne comment stating that the removal of PCB's is governed by the Toxic Substance 
Controi Act (TSCA) is noted. The Navy has an ongoing PCB removal program for 
the site, and other facihties in the San Diego naval complex, which is conducted in 
full compliance with Federal regulations. 
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HA. Colleen Cronin, National Safety Associates, May 15, 1990 (Public Hearing) 

HA-1. This comment does not address the contents of the DEIS. No response is necessary. 
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ni5. Don Wood, C-3 and the Bayfront Coalition, May 16, 1990 (Public Hearing) 

HB-1. Tne commentator's support for certain features of the project arid for open space 
included in Alternative F is noted. The comments are not specific to the 
environmental impacts of the project, so no other response is provided. 

HB-2. Tne commentator's concern that this project may set a development intensity 
precedent for the area between Pacific Highway and Harbor Drive is noted. The 
proposed project was designed to be consistent with the Central Bayfront Design 
Principles, which provide standards for other development in a broader area to the 
north and south. The propcsed project fits within the context of development 
intended to be provided along the project area. Whether the San Diego Unified Port 
District comphes in its developments with these same guidelines is beyond the control 
of the Navy. 

HB-3. The Mission Bay fault is considered a strand of the Rose Canyon Fault Zone. Like 
several faults is this zone, the Mission Bay Fault is often projected southwards towards 
San Diego Bay and downtown San Diego (please see the 1990 Woodward-Clyde report 
in Secticn 4 of this appendix, particularly 2.3). The faults suspected to extend into the 
downtown area (Kennedy 1975) are typically mapped as "inferred or concealed," hence 
their specific location is not known. Based on previous fault investigations in the west 
part of downtown San Diego by Woodward-Clyde Consultants (Schug 1989) and 
others, it appears unlikely that a significant fault like the Mission Bay fault extends 
under or near this site. 

HB-4. In response to this comment, Figures 3-8b and 3-8c have been developed to show the 
relationship between existing/proposed deveiopment on the east side of Pacific 
Highway and the proposed project on the west side of Pacific Highway. As shown, the 
project is visually consistent with the proposed or existing adjacent development, 
stepping down from the east at Blocks 1, 2, and 4, and rising before stepping down to 
the waterfront at Block 3. Future development at Block 2 reflects FARs for that area. 

HB-5. Figure 3-6 of the DEIS (page 3-10) depicts design guidelines for the project As 
shown, buildings would be set back along Pacific Highway to provide a minimum 
17-foot-wide sidewalk. 
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SECHON 4 

SEISMIC STUDY 

In response to comments on the geologic analysis in the draft EIS, Woodward-Clyde Consultants 
prepared "Additional Geologic, Seismic, and Geotechnical Studies. Navy Broadway Coraples, San 
Diego, California." This report is presented in its entirety as Section 4 of this appendix. 
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the results of our geotechnical investigation for the project. This study was performed in 
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ADDITIONAL GEOLOGIC, SEISMIC AND GEOTECHNICAL STUDIES 
NAVY BROADWAY COMPLEX 

SAN DIEGO. CALIFORNIA 

i.v INTRODUCTION AND FURPOS3 

This report presents the results of Woodward-Clyde Consultants' (WCC) additional 

geologic/geotechnical studies for the Navy Broadway Complex. The purpose of this study 

is to provide additional geologic and seismic hazards information to supplement the project 

DEIS/DEIR as well as to address review comments that concern geological issues and 

dewatering. We have also been asked to provide an updated discussion of site dewatering 

for use of a hydrostatic resistant mat-type foundation for subsurface construction. 

Background 

The project area encompasses four blocks in west downtown San Diego between North 

Harbor, Broadway and Pacific Highway (Figure 1). Current plans for the Navy Broadway 

Complex are generally as described in "Aitemative A" in the DEIS/DEIR prepared by 

Michael Brandman Associates. Woodward-Clyde Consultants conducted a preliminary 

geotechnical investigation for the site; a copy of our report entitled "Geotechnical 

Investigation for the Proposed Navy Broadway Complex, San Diego, Caiifomia," 

prepared for Hirsch Company, dated February 4, 1988 is on file at the Navy Broadway 

Complex Detachment. 

We have been provided wim and have reviewed the memorandum dated,May 24, 1990 

prepared by California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG). We have also addressed 

specific comments from other agencies and individuals. Responses to comments are being 

provided in a separate document. 

1.2 Scope of Studv 

r studies have been based upon review of published geologic infonnation and review of 

our previous geotechnical investigations for the site and other sites in the vicinity of the 
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Navy Broadway Complex. Additional geotechnical analyses were performed utilizing 

infonnation from our previous test borings and geotechnical laboratory analyses. No new 

subsurface ejcplorations were performed for this study. 

We have organized the following sections of this report as follows: 

Section 2 & 3; Responses to CDMG Comments 

• Section 4: Geotechnical Considerations 

2.0 SEISMICITY 

Tne following paragraphs present an overview of site seismicity and local/regional faults. 

2.1 Tectonic Setting 

The tectonic setting of the San Diego area is influenced by plate boundary interaction 

between the Pacific and North American lithospheric plates. This crustal interaction occurs 

along a broad zone cf northwest-trending predominantly right-slip faults that span the 

width of the'Peninsular Ranges and extend offshore into the California Continental 

Borderland Province. At the latitude of San Diego, this zone extends from the San 

Clemeate Fault Zone, located approximately 60 miles west of San Diego to the San 

Andreas fault, located about 90 miles east of San Diego. 

Geologic, geodetic and seismic data indicate that the faults along the eastern margin of the 

plate boundary, including the San Andreas, San Jacinto and Imperial Faults along with 

their associated branches, are currently the most active and appear to be dominant in 

accommodating the motion between the two adjacent plates. A smaller portion of the 

relative plate motion is being accommodated by northwest-trending faults to the west 

including the Elsinore Fault, Rose Canyon fault, San Miguel fault, Agua Blanca/ault, and 

offshore faults including the Coronado Bank, San Diego Trough, and San Clements fault 

zones. Major regional faults of tectonic significance are shown on Figure 2. 
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2.2 Historical Seismicitv 

The locations of earthquakes in the vicinity of .San Diego are shown on Figure 3. The 

historical pattern of seismicity in coastal San Diego (since about the 1930s) has generally 

been characterized as a broad scattering of small earthquakes; whereas the surrounding 

regions of Southern Califomia, northern Baja Califomia and the nearby offshore regions 

are characterized by a high rate of seismicity, where many moderate to large earthquakes 

(magnitudes up to 6.5) have occurred during the past 50 years or so (Simons, 1977; 

Anderson and others, 1989). The record of historical earthquakes (magnitude 6 or larger 

earthquakes) available for San Diego is probably as complete as any other region in 

California dating back to the early mission days in the late 170Gs (Anderson and others, 

1989). San Diego has not had a local damaging earthquake since becoming a major 

population center. 

_ ..n Diego has experienced strong shaking and minor damage from several local and distant 

earthquakes, but none have been very destructive (Agnew, 1979; Toppozada and others, 

1981). Most of these earthquakes apparently originated at long distances from San Diego, 

generally from locations in the Imperial Valley cr northern Baja California. Earthquakes in 

1800, 1862 and 1892 are believed to have produced the strongest felt intensities in the 

downtown area. The location of the 1800 earthquake (which is estimated to have Modified 

Mercalli intensity VII1 in San Diego) is thought to have been somewhere between San Juan 

Capistrano and San Diego because of the damage it caused at both missions (Toppozada 

and others, 1981). Anderson and others (1989) suggest that the 1862 earthquake seems to 

have produced the strongest shaking and to have been located ^closer to the San Diego 

metropolitan area than other earthquakes (see Figure 4). During the 1862 earthquake, 

shaking of an estimated intensity of VI to VII on the Modified Mercalli scale was felt in San 

Diego based on reported damage that included cracking of adobe buildings and upsetting of 

small objects (breaking of dishes, etc.). The epicenter for the 1862 earthquake is net 

known; based on an evaluation of felt reports by Toppozada and others (1981> it is 

1 Prior to the insLallaiion of seismographs in California in ihe early 1900's and the development of the 
hter magnitude scale, earthquakes were described based apon their ground shaking etlccEs on man-made 

_^actures and natural features and felt reports. Tnese descriplions were incorporated into an intensity scale 
of which the present version mcst commonly used is ihe Modified Mercalli (MM) (Table I). 
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suggested the event could have been in or near San Diego Bay. Toppozada and others 

estimated the magnitude of the 1862 earthquake at M 5.9. The 1892 earthquake is believed 

to have been located in northern Baja California, Mexico, about 100 to 150 km east from 

San Diego (Strand, 1980). This earthquake caused widespread minor damage in San 

Diego; shaking intensity VI to VU is estimated for downtown San Diego (Anderson and 

others, 1989). 

Seismographs were established in San Diego in the early 1930s. Since then, San Diego 

Bay has been the Iccation of repeated "swarms" of small to moderate magnitude 

earthquakes. A 1985 series of earthquakes (largest event M4.7) was centered generally 

within about 0.6 miles (1.0 km) south of the San Diego - Coronado Bay Bridge. A similar 

series of small earthquakes in 1964 was also generally located beneath southern San Diego 

Bay. In July, 1986 a M = 5.3 earthquake ("Oceanside Earthquake") occurred about 40 

miles (70 km) offshore and northwest of San Diego; the area offshore from Oceanside has 

experienced an abundance of small aftershocks since 1986. Although the 1986 Oceanside 

earthquake was felt strongly in many areas of San Diego, it did not cause significant 

damage in downtown San Diego. The recent increase in seismicity offshore from 

Oceanside and in San Diego Bay is considered signincant by some researchers compared to 

the relative seismic quiescence over the past several decades. Keaton (1989) compares the 

increase in earthquake activity in San Diego to other areas of Califomia, where increases in 

seismic activity has preceded large earthquakes; although Heaton also points out there are 

also many examples of large earthquakes for which seismicity increases did not occur. 

There are differences of opinion regarding the lack of damaging earthquakes in the San 

Diego area. Despite the fact that the historical record (at least for large earthquakes) dates 

back some two hundred years, it is important to note that the historical record is typically 

very short compared to the average interval, or return period between large, potentially 

damaging earthquakes. Therefore, based only on the historical record of earthquake 

activity, seismic hazard in San Diego is, in our opinion, difficult to quantify. , , 
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2.3 Significant Faults 

The Rose Canyon fault zone is the closest major fault zone to the downtown San Diego 

area and the project site; it extends on land from La Jolla generally through parts of the 

downtown area, to San Diego Bay, and beyond to the south (see Figure 5). The zone is 

ccmplex and is comprised of many related fault segments and associated folds. In the 

offshore areas near San Diego Bay, Holocene age sediments are displaced by faults 

associated with the Rose Canyon fault zone (Kennedy, 1975, 1980); whereas onshore, 

localized evidence also exists for Holocene faulting (Patterson and others, 1986; Rockwell, 

1989). The locations of significant strands of the Rose Canyon fault zone are not well 

documented in many areas cf downtown San Diego, largely because of the extensive early 

urban development. 

' the vicinity of San Diego Bay and the project site, the Rose Canyon fault zone has been 

^pped (Kennedy, 1975) as being comprised of several fault strands which include: the 

Old Town fault, Spanish Bight fault, Coronado fault and Silver Strand fault. The Mission 

Say fault is also considered a strand of the Rose Canyon fault zone and, like several faults 

in the zone, the Mission Bay fault is often projected southwards towards San Diego Bay 

and the downtown San Diego area. The faults suspected to extend into the downtown area 

(e.g., Kennedy,. 1975) are typically mapped as "inferred" or "concealed" hence their 

specific location is not known. Because of the uncertainty in regard to fault locations, the 

project site is considered to be located about 0.5 to 1.0 miles from significant strands of the 

Rose Canyon fault zone. Collectively, the main faults comprising the Rose Canyon fault 

zone are considered capable of a maximum M7 earthquake (Woodward-Gyde Consultants, 

19S6). 

The eastern-most branch of the Rose Canyon fault zone is considered to be the Old Town 

fault. The Old Town fault displaces late Pleistocene sedimentary depcsits near Mission 

Valley, Southeast of the Old Town area, the location and characteristics of the Old Town 

fault diz not known with confidence; however, it is suspected by Kennedy and others 

(1975) to extend into the downtown area. The Old Town fault is located about 2 miles 

rth-northwest cf the project site. 
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The Spanish Bight fault is another important strand of the Rose Canyon fault zone that is 

mapped about 1 mile (1.6 km) west of the site in San Diego Bay (Figure 6). • Based on 

marine geophysical studies in and around the Bay, the Spanish Bight fault is believed to 

displace Holocene sediments (Kennedy and Welday, 1980). Prior to dredging and the 

hydraulic filling operations, the Spanish Bight fault had prominent expression across North 

Island and may have partly created the channel (Spanish Bight) that formerly separated 

North Island and Coronado, 

Tne Coronado fault is mapped as extending northerly across the Bay where it appears to 

project on land about 0.5 mile to the east of the project area (see Figure 6). Although the 

fault is suspected to extend beyond the Bay onland (Treiman, 1984) its location in the 

downtown area (east of the site) is not known. 

The Silver Strand fault extends from Coronado south to the offshore area west of the 

U.S./Mexico International Border (Kennedy and Welday, 1980). Based on marine 

geophysical profiling, the Silver Strand fault is located about 2 miles south of the project 

area where it appears to die out in San Diego Bay. 

2.4 Distant Seismic Sources 

The La Nacion fault is mapped about five miles to the east of the downtown area; it extends 

from Mission Valley south to Otay Mesa (Figure 2). The Coronado Bank fault zone 

extends roughly parallel to the coastline about 14 miles offshore from downtown. The 

Elsinore fault zone is about 42 miles northeast of downtown. Each of the above mentioned 

fault zones, as well as more distant fault zones further to the east, offshore and in Baja 

Califomia, are considered capable of producing large (M>6 1/2) earthquakes (Woodward-

Clyde Consultants, 1986) 
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3.0 GEOLOGIC AND SEISMIC HAZARDS 

3.1 Fault Surface Rupture 

The project site, like all of the downtown area, is considered to generally lie within the 

Rose Canyon fault zone. Some fault strands within this zone are considered active (WCC, 

1985, 1986; Rockwell, 1989), and therefore present surface rupture hazards. Although 

portions of the Rose Canyon fault zone are being evaluated by the State Geologist and are 

to be included in an Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone2, the west downtown San Diego 

area (and the project site) is not currentiy being considered for zonation. The City of San 

Diego Municipal Code includes a geologic hazards ordinance which requires geologic 

hazards investigations for new buildings over two stories in height in ail of downtown San-

Diego. 

i southern' reach of the Rose Canyon fault zone appears to widen and become more 

complex in the vicinity of San Diego Bay. Within the Bay, and in the immediate offshore 

areas, the Rose Canyon fault zone has been interpreted to be comprised of several 

subparallel strands which include the Spanish Bight, Coronado, and Silver Strand faults 

(Kennedy and Welday, 1980). However, the eastern extent of the Rose Canyon Fault 

Zone on land through the downtown area is not well-defined. Reconnaissance geologic 

logging during the excavation ofan east-west, mile-long sewer interceptor (WCC, 1981) 

that extended west on Broadway to the intersection of Kettner and "E" Streets encountered 

a single fault in the vicinity of Front and First Streets about 0.5 mile east of the site. This 

fault is not considered active. Most often, interpretations of possible locations of faults 

within downtown areas have either projected the Old Town fault to the southeast (e.g., 

Kennedy, 1975), cr have been landward projections of offshore faults. 

The faults shown on Figure 6 that are located in San Diego Bay were mapped (Kennedy 

and Welday, 1980) by marine geophysical surveys that included traverses located generally 

parallel to the bay margins. These marine geophysical surveys conducted to date have not 

identified significant faults in the bay that appear to project through the Broadway Complex 

Alquist-Priolo Zones are established by the State Geologist along active faults and regulates certain 
development within the zone (CDMG Special Publication 42). 
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area. Kennedy and Welday (1980) mapped a short, apparently discontinuous fault 

extending generally between Coronado and the Broadway Pier (location "A" on Figure 6). 

This feature was not considered to be prominent on their subbcttom reflection profiles and 

it apparently dies out in the bay and does not extend on land into the Broadway Complex 

area. 

Other portions of the Rose Canyon fault zone are suspected to extend into the downtown 

area on land (Kennedy, 1975). In addition to the geologic logging of the sewer interceptor 

excavation along Broadway (ending at Kettner and "E" streets), WCC conducted site-

specific fault investigation for several downtown blocks east of the Broadway Complex 

along Pacific Highway and several blocks to the east. Previous geologic investigations by 

Woodward-Clyde Consultants and others at these nearby sites immediately east of the 

Brcadway Complex did not encounter significant faults. Therefore, it is believed that 

previously unrecognized, major active faults do not appear to extend through the west 

downtown area (Schug, 1989). 

Based on previous geologic investigation conducted in San Diego Bay (Kennedy and 

Welday, 1980 and others) and land areas near the Broadway Complex, it appears unlikely 

that the site is traversed by a fault that would present a significant fault rupture hazard. 

Although it is our opinion that it is unlikely the site is traversed by a significant fault, the 

possibility of on-site faulting cannot be precluded based on the available geologic 

infonnation. 

3.1.1 Remedial Measures *' 

The project site area is underlain by hydraulic fill soils placed over natural bay deposits. 

The geologically recent bay deposits extend down to elevations below Mean Sea Level 

(MSL), whereas groundwater typically occurs within several feet above MSL in the project 

area. Therefore, site subsurface and groundwater conditions generally preclude using 

typical geologic exploration methods such as trench excavations to evaluate possible faults. 

Other geologic investigative techniques are possible (such as geophysical profiling and/or 

deep, closely spaced test borings) which have been used to evaluate suspected faults at 

nearby project sites and adjacent areas of the bay. However, these methods are somewhat 
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indirect and can be inconclusive. Also, at other nearby sites it has been possible to make 

confirmational geologic observations in the several story deep basement excavations (which 

extended into Pleistocene materials). 

As indicated in our previous geotechnical investigation for the Navy Broadway Complex, 

the floor level for a two-story basement will be in bay depcsits. Without being able to 

directly observe Pleistocene (Bay Point Formation) materials in below ground excavations, 

it is unlikely that a fault will be discovered on the site during construction. If a fault were 

observed in construction excavations or discovered during future investigations, it will be 

necessary to evaluate its recency of past displacements and .surface rapture potential. If 

evaluation of the fault indicates a signincant likelihood for renewed movement within the 

expected project lifetime, and in particular, if the fault was considered "active3 it would be 

inconsistent with current engineering and geologic practice to site structures directly across 

'•l-- fault. Therefore, development options would likely include relocating strucmres so that 

are not sited across the fault. 

3.2 Seismic Ground Shaking 

Southern Califomia is a seismically active region and the potential that local strong ground 

shaking could occur in the San Diego area as a result of an earthquake on the Rose Canyon 

or other nearby fault system has been recognized for many years. Thus, significant ground 

shaking in response to nearby or distant earthquakes should be anticipated during the 

typicai design life of structures. Earthquake ground motions are possible from a number of 

active fault zones, including the Rose Canyon, fault zones in northern Baja Caiifomia, 

areas offshore from San Diego, and the Imperial Valley. Table 2 includes a summary of 

3 An "active fault", as defined by the Califomia Division of Mines and Geology, is a fault thai has "had 
surfacs displacement within Holocene time (about the last 11,000 years)" (Caiifomia Division of Mines.and 
Geology Special Publication 42). "PotcntiaUy active" faults are defined as those that have evidence of 
activity during ihe Pleistocene (last 2 to 3 million years but not wilhin ihe last 11,000 years). 

For planning and siting purposes, the potential for surface fault rupture is generally considered to exist 
I "active" and, to a lesser degree, along "potentially active" faults. These faults that have been most 
iitly active, and particularly those faults that have been rpcatcdly aclive during the Holocene, are 

considered to have the greatest ootcniial for future disolacements. 
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significant local and regional seismic sources, their estimated maximum magnitudes and 

distance from the site. 

Because of its proximity, and recognized potential to produce a large earthquake, the Rose 

Canyon fault zone is considered a significant seismic hazard to downtown San Diego. 

Estimates of the maximum earthquake for the Rose Canyon fault zone range from M 6 1/2 

to 7 1/4 (Woodward-Clyde Consultants, 1986) with a maximum M 7 earthquake typically 

considered in local seismic hazard evaluations. A maximum M7 earthquake on the Rose 

Canyon fault zone is also generally consistent with studies by others including Wesnousky, 

1986. The maximum earthquake (or "maximum credible earthquake") is generally 

considered to be the largest earthquake which may ever be expected at the site within the 

known geologic framework. An earthquake of M7 on the Rose Canyon fault occurring at 

an approximate distance on the order of 0.5 to 1.0 miles from the study area can be 

considered the maximum earthquake for this site. Based on attenuation relationships such 

as Joyner and Boore, 1988, this maximum earthquake could result in peak ground 

accelerations in the Navy Broadway Complex area ranging from 0.45 g to 0.60 g. This 

estimate is in general agreement with peak ground accelerations reported by Mualchin and 

Jones (1987). 

It is important to note that the estimated maximum earthquake generally represents a rare 

seismic event with a very low probability of occurrence. Because the site is close to an 

active fault, it is generally considered unrealistic to design for seismic events considered to 

have a very low probability of occurrence (such as the maximum earthquake occurring on 

the closest reach of the fault). For a local seismic source such as the Rose Canyon or La 

Nacion fault zones, there is an approximate probability of occurrence of the maximum 

earthquake of 1 to 2 percent within a 50-year period (WCC, 1986 and on-going in-house 

studies). 

Regional studies have included probabilistic evaluation of seismic hazards in San Diego. 

For example, Anderson and others (1989) report that peak accelerations of 0.10 to 0.20 g 

are "expected about once every 100 years". Earthquake resistant design of imponant or 

critical structures in settings such as downtown San Diego more commonly considers 

results of site-specific probabilistic seismic hazard analysis. For sites near downtown San 
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Diego (and within about 1 mile from the P.ose Canyon fault zone) current studies for sites 

near the Broadway Complex indicate that there is about a 10% probability that an 

earthquake will occur in a 50-year period that will generate peak ground accslerations that 

exceed about 0.35 g. This estimate includes the combined contributions of the Rose 

Canyon, La Nacion, Coronado Bank and Elsinore faults and for all earthquakes of M5 and 

greater. In our opinion, this estimate can generally be considered the "maximum probable 

earthquake" for this site. 

Tne estimates of seismic ground shaking discussed above are intended to provide a general 

assessment of the site seismic hazard and are not intended for design purposes. 

3.2.1 Remedial Measures 

^ e coastal zone of San Diego, including the downtown area, is currently assigned to UBC 

.smic Zone 3. Based cn our recent conversations with the Structural Engineers 

A.ssociation of San Diego, strong consideration is being given to changing coastal San 

Diego from Zone 3 to Zone 4. Tne U.S. Navy has historically considered San Diego to be 

Zone 4. 

The maximum earthouake on the Rose Can von or other nearby fault, if it were to occur, 

would likely result in strong ground shaking, in excess of local building codes, over much 

of coastal-San Diego. However, buildings designed and built in accordance with modem 

building codes typically have greater earthquake resistance than indicated by the code 

design and typically have fared well under relatively strong ground shaking conditions 

(Housner and Jennings, 1982). 

Like any other important structure in downtown San Disgo, design studies for future 

projects should consider the likelihood of strong seismic shaking within the design life of 

structures. Earthquake resistant design, utilizing results of site-specific seismic hazard 

analyses (typically including seismic ground motion information, seismic response spectra, 

and characteristic site period), would reduce potential damage from earthquakes. Even so, 

",5 generally considered economically unfeasible to build a totally earthquake-resistant 

project; therefore it is possible that a large or nearby earthquake could cause damage at the 
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site. In this regard, the seismic hazard associated with the Navy Broadway Complex 

project is not considered appreciably different than nearby areas of downtown San Diego 

and most of coastal San Diego County. 

3.3 Liquefaction 

Seismically induced liquefaction is a phenomenon in which loose, saturated granular 

materials develop high porewater pressure and lose strength due to ground vibrations 

induced by earthquakes. Soil liquefaction can result in ground settlements and increased 

lateral and uplift pressures on underground structures. Buildings supported on soils that 

have liquefied often settle and tilt; light-weight structures may float upwards to the ground 

suiface and foundations may displace laterally causing structural failure. 

The City of San Diego Municipal Code requires an evaluation of liquefaction potential for 

building sites that He within areas identified on the City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study 

as being susceptible to liquefaction. The City of San Diego Building Code (Section 

91.02.2905) includes the criteria for a liquefaction evaluation. The Broadway Complex 

site lies within Geologic Hazard Category No. 31 (as identified on the City Seismic Safety 

Study) in which potential ground failure associated with liquefaction is considered 

"relatively high", and therefore a liquefaction evaluation is required by the Code. 

Using information from our previous geotechnical investigation, we have made a 

preliminary evaluation of liquefaction susceptibility based on penetration resistance blow 

counts of the sampler on the technique outlined by Seed and Idriss (1982), and Section 

91.02.2905 of the City of San Diego Building Code. We have converted the blow counts 

obtained by a Modified California Sampler to corrected blow count values (NOgo by using 

the appropriate correction factors for the type of sampler used, the influence of overburden 

pressure, drill rod length, and grain size. The Seed and Idriss analysis method evaluates 

susceptibility to liquefaction using empirical relationships between the corrected b)ow count 

values and the stress conditions for a design peak ground acceleration and earthquake 

magnitude. Section 91.02.2905 (g) in the Building Code specifies that liquefaction 

susceptibility analyses be performed using a minimum Magnitude 6 earthquake with a peak 

ground acceleration of approximately 0.19- g and 0.23 g for structures with occupancy 
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importance factors4 of 1.0 and 1.25, respectively. For this evaluation, it was assumed that 

either occupancy importance factor may apply to the site. 

The results of our analysis are presented in Figure 7. Blow counts for the hydraulic rill 

soils above the water table at the time of drilling are not presented. Critical blow count 

values (Ni)60 falling to the left of lines of calculated critical values (Ni)c for peak ground 

accelerations cf G.19 g and 0.23 g indicate soils that are potentially liquefiable under the 

assumed conditions. Figure 7 indicates that approximately 45 percent of the granular 

hydraulic fill, bay depcsits and Bay Point formation between elevations of approximately 

+3 feet and -30 feet MSL are equal to or smaller than the (Nx)c values fcr a peak ground 

acceleration of 0.19 g. It is our opinion that the relatively denser and/or more cohesive 

soils cf the Bay Point Formation below -15 feet have a low potential for liquefaction, so as 

not to constitute a potential liquefaction hazard. 

.e potentially liquefiable bay deposits underlie the entire site with a general thickening of 

the layer to the south. The consequences of liquefaction, should it occur at this site, 

probably would be manifested in the form of localizeid sand boils, differential ground 

settlements and increased lateral earth pressures cn retaining structures. Based on the 

analyses by Tokimatsu and Seed (1987), we estimate that the total and differential 

settlements on the order of perhaps 2 to 7 inches could occur during the seismic ground 

shaking associated with the San Diego Building Code. A more' severe earthquake could 

produce more extensive liquefaction. 

3.3.1 Remedial Measures 

Because of the potential for liquefaction at the site, we recommend that deep pile 

foundations, or structural mats designed for the anticipated settlements, be used to mitigate 

or reduce potential structural damages to buildings. 

Occupancy importance factors are defined in the Uniform Building Code. Any building where the 
imary occupancy in for assembly use for more than 300 persons (in one room) has an importance factor 

of 1.25; all olhcrs arc 1.0 except for essential facilities which are 1.5. 
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Quay wall failure in the event cf liquefaction is possible. The effects of a failure would be 

lateral spreading and settlement of the soil contained behind the existing quay wall which 

would result in disruption of local street and rail traffic and damage to below ground 

utilities. Tne zone of impact could extend for several hundred feet behind the quay wall. 

To mitigate the potential damages due to quay wall failure, the quay wall design should-be 

reviewed and modified or reconstructed as necessary to withstand effects of liquefaction 

and ground motion associated with a design earthquake. 

3.4 Tsunamis/Seiches 

A. tsunami is a sea wave generated by a submarine earthquake, landslide or volcanic action 

which travels over the ocean. Earthquakes generated either locally or at great distances are 

considered to be the primary mechanisms capable of generating a tsunami. A seiche is an 

earthquake-induced wave in a confined body of water such as San Diego Bay. Hazards 

from tsunami and seiche inundation in the San Diego Bay area are difficult to assess 

because cf die relatively short historical record and the lack of detailed studies in the subject 

area. 

Tsunamis travel across the ocean as a powerful wave up to 50 miles long, 1 to 2 feet high, 

and at speeds up to 500 mile per hour. As the tsunami waves approach the coastline, the 

shallow bottom topography and configuration of the coastline can transform the waves into 

very high and potentially damaging waves and strong currents. Most damaging tsunamis 

are associated with vertical tectonic displacements and earthquakes with a magnitude of 6.4 

or greater (lida, 1963). The threat to San Diego of tsunamis generated from remote 

earthquakes appears to be minor since the offshore topography of Southern Califomia 

would act as a diffuser and reflector (Joy, 1968). The primary horizontal movement of the 

local offshore faults minimizes the potential for a locally generated tsunami. Houston and 

Garcia (1978) predicted that the inner San Diego Bay would be protected by che shoaling 

effect of the local coastline. The San Diego Coast Regional Commission (1974) presented 

an opposing view by stating that the offshore area is insufficiently studied to make 

statements on the confisuration of the bay. 
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Historical data from the past 170 years indicates that wave heights and run-up elevations 

experienced along the Southern Califomia coast as a result of distant tsunamis have fallen 

within the normal range of the tides (Joy, 1968). Five cf the greatest tsunamis representing 

all of the major generating zones of the Pacific produced minimal or no damage along the 

San Disgo coastline. Only two or three tsunamis generated off of Southern Califomia have 

been recorded and all were barely noticeable in San Diego. Tne largest recorded tsunami to 

reach San Diego was caused by the 1960 earthquake in Southern Chile and measured at 4.6 

feet in height. Recorded tsunamis that produced waves at San Diego greater than one foot 

is presented in Table 3. Houston and Garcia (1974) estimate the lOG-year and 500-year 

runup from tsunamis as being 7.4 feet and 14.5 feet (above Mean Sea Level), respectively, 

for the San Diego Bay area near the Broadway Complex. 

There has been no reported occurrence of significant seiches within the San Diego area. 

Strong, local earthquakes on the Rose Canyon fault or Coronado Bank faulfzone could 

duce a seiche with significant run-up and unusually high water levels. 

3.4.1 Remedial Measures 

The hazard from tsunamis and seiches in San Diego Bay is considered low. To our 

knowledge, coastal structures in and around San Diego Bay do not include design 

considerations for tsunamis nor seiches. An extreme tsunami or seiche resulting from a 

strong local earthquake could damage existing coastal facilities and also result in strong 

currents and/or waves overtopping quay walls with some associated flooding. However, 

these possible events are not likely to produce substantial damage to facilities located 

several hundred feet back from the shoreline. Therefore, special design considerations for 

tsunamis or seiches do not appear warranted for the Navy Broadway Complex. 

4.0 GEOTECHNICAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Preliminary foundation alternatives were evaluated in our previous geotechnical 

investigation for the Broadway Complex. In the following paragraphs we present an 

lated discussion of possible foundation types and dewatering. 
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4.1 Soil Conditions and Subsurface Construction Qntipns 

The existing ground surface at the site is relatively flat with surface elevations +9 to +12 

feet (MSL). The groundwater levels at the site are tidally influenced, but typically are in the 

elevation range of 1/2 to 2 1/2 feet above MSL Datum. The soil profile typically consists 

of fill over bay deposits over Pleistocene marine terrace materials. The Pleistocene 

materials are competent bearing material for deep foundations or shallow footings. Tnis 

bearing strata is typically encountered at elevation of-10 to -15 feet MSL. The overlying 

materials are potentially liquefiable and moderately compressible, but have and are 

supporting one- and two-story structures. 

Construction of a single level below grade can probably be accomplished with little or no 

dewatering, with support of the buildings on pilings and use of a structural floor system. 

Construction of two levels below grade will require construction dewatering, pile 

foundations and structural floor system to support building loads and to resist uplift water 

forces on the order of 7 to 10 feet. Waterproofing of floors and walls will be required. It 

will probably take a 3 level below grade structure to completely penetrate all loose 

compressible and liquefiable soil. At this depth and at greater depths, dewatering will be 

needed during construction and a very strong mat or structural fioor system will be required 

to resist 16 to 20 feet of uplift force. Waterproofing of walls and floor will be required. 

We have prepared an order-of-magnitude estimate relative to cost differences for various 

foundation treatments. At depths of one and two levels below grade, the pile foundations 

and structural floor slab costs are probably roughly equivalent to a hydrostatic mat 

(assuming a five or six level structure and basement floor slab good for 500 psf loading). 

At a depth of three levels below grade (where bearing capacity of the soils is sufficient to 

support the structure on spread footings and could permit use of a 6-inch thick, 

unreinforced floor slab) the hydrostatic mat is cn the order of 6 to 7 times more expensive 

than the cost of spread footings, a fioor slab, and the capital cost of installing a permanent 

dewatering system. 
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4.2 Dewaterine 

As discussed above, construction of two levels below grade will require dewatering for 

construction purposes. However, permanent dewatering systems with discharges to San 

Diego Bay are no longer allowable. Temporary dewatering for construction purposes 

could also potentially impact adjacent off-site areas. Therefore the effects of construction 

dewatering should be limited to on-site areas as closely as possible. Based on our 

experience on previous projects along and near the bay, the following are general 

considerations and possible options for construction dewatering: 

• Deep wells have been used on similar sites to do construction dewatering 

and appear feasible for the Broadway Complex site. 

It may be possible to use well points and ground sumps and/or pumps for 

localized areas which could reduce potential off-site impacts. 

» Some groundwater contamination is known at nearby areas. Any 

encountered contaminated groundwater would require treatment of water 

removed. 

A perimeter cutoff with slurry wall would significantly reduce inflow to 

dewatering system. It appears possible to use sheetpile to shore excavations 

and to provide perimeter cutoff of groundwater on a temporary basis (i.e. 

during construction). The sheetpiles need to be driven deep and the 

interlocks grouted 

* iS.einjection wells to put groundwater oactc into grouua anu maintain 

groundwater levels around che outside of the constriction area was only 

marginally successful at other sites along the bayfront. If this method is 

proposed to mitigate potential consolidation settlement at nearby sites, the 

design, construction and generation of reinjection wells needs carsfui 

attention and special expertise. 
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4.3 Permitting 

4.3.1 Dewatering Discharge During Construction 

On April 23, 1990 the Regional Water Quality Control Board - San Diego Section 

(RWQCB) adopted Order Number 90-31 (Order). This Order defines the general 

requirements for groundwater dewatering discharges to San Diego Bay (and its tributaries). 

This Order also establishes a ban on all new permanent dewatering systems which wouid 

discharge to San Diego Bay. However, the Order does not prohibit construction 

dewatering provided specific guidehnes and requirements of the Order are complied with. 

New construction projects which require dewatering will be required to submit an 

application to the RWQCB requesting authorization for discharge under authority of the 

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit No. CA0108707. Tne 

application is to be prepared-in the form of a letter, specifically addressing each item 

presented in RWQCB Order No. 90-31. In brief, the Order requires the applicant to 

comply with the following: 

Acknowledgement that the specific discharge prohibitions will be complied 

with; 

Development of a treatment system, or adequately demonstrate compliance 

with specific discharge effluent limitations; 

Adequate justification supporting compliance with limitations (water quality 

objectives) on impact and affect to receiving waters; 

• Acknowledgment of specific provisions in the Order with a statement of 

compliance to achieve those provisions (i.e., by-pass conditions, upset 

conditions, documentation, etc.); 

A program to fulfill specified monitoring and reporting requirements; and 
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A letter signed by a licensed engineer certifying the adequacy of the 

treatment system to achieve compliance with the Order, including required 

manuals, contingency plans, and monitoring programs. 

Subsequent to submittal of the above described applications, RWQCB staff will review the 

information for its completeness relative to the Order and if satisfactory, staff will issue a 

letter authorizing discharge of groundwater for a specific construction period. Factors 

important to receipt of the authorization letter include the following: 

Maximum groundwater discharge flowrate; 

Accurate estimate cf dewatering period (length of time); 

Certification that contaminant mass loads5 will comply with the Ocean Plan 

and the San Diego Basin-Plan; and 

• ' Reasonable, practicable contingency plans. 

Based on Woodward-Clyde Consultant's experience (San Diego Convention Center), a 

project cf this size (approximately 16 acres) and proximity to the bayfront may require at or 

near 250 gallons per minute of groundwater discharge for each of the 4 city blocks to 

adequately dewater the area during construction. 

4.3.2 Soil Removal 

Excavation and removal of soil could be addressed by the excavation contractor in two 

pnases. A.s necessary, i base i wouiCi address tuose areas contaminateu witu nazarQcus 

and/or petroleum hydrocarbon waste material. If soil is found at this site contaminated with 

hazardous materials (i.e., RCRA listed or characteristic waste material as denned in the 

Code of Federal Regulations, Chapter 40, Subpart C & D and/or California Waste 

identified in the California Code of Regulations, Title 22), che soil must be treated to meet 

A contaminant mass load is equivalent tc the actual cumulative mass of contaminant being discharged 
per unit time (i.e., pounds cf petroleum hydrocarbons per 24 hours). 
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current Federal and State and disposal requirements and disposed of at an appropriately 

licensed landfill. If the soil is contaminated with petroleum hydrocarbons, the excavation 

contractor may select one of several aitematives, including the following: 

Bioremediate the petroleum hydrocarbon contamination under approval 

from the County Department of Health Services (CDOHS) and dispose off-

site at a landfill whose operator has been informed of the nature of the 

contamination and the resultant characteristics of the treated soil; 

Arrange for other suitable CDOHS approved on-site treatment and off-site 

disposal; 

Contract for off-site treatment and disposal with a licensed treatment facility. 

Phase H soil removal would address non-contaminated soil. Tne excavation contractor 

would be required to identify off-site users of excavated soils and arrange for processing 

(spreading out the material for sun-drying, mechanical discing and/or other appropriate soil 

processing techniques) prior to alternative use. Phase II may not require CDPHS approval, 

rather it is dependant on the requirements of those parties purchasing and/or accepting the 

nil material. 
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TABLE 1 

ABRIDGED MODIFIED MERCALLI INTENSnY SCALE 
INTENSITY VALUE AND DESCRIPTION* 

I) Not felt except by a few under especially favorable circumstances. (I Rossi-Forel 
Scale). 

II) Felt only by a few persons at rest, especially on upper floors of buildings. 
Delicately suspended objects may swing. (I to II Rossi-Forel Scale). 

UT) Felt quite noticeably indoors, especially on upper floors of buildings, but many 
people do not recognize it as an earthquake. Standing motorcars may rock slightly. 
Vibration like passing of truck. Duration estimated. (HI Rossi-Forel Scale). 

IV) During the day felt indoors by many, outdoors by few. At night some awakened. 
Dishes, windows, doors disturbed; walls make creaking sound. Sensation like 
heavy track striking building. Standing motorcars rocked noticeably. (IV to V 
Rossi-Forel Scale). 

V) Felt by nearly everyone, many awakened. Some dishes, windows, anti so on 
broken; cracked plaster in a few places; unstable objects overturned. Disturbances 
of trees, poles, and other tall objects sometimes noticed. Pendulum clocks may 
stop. (I Rossi-Forel Scale). 

VI) Felt by all, many frightened and run outdoors. Some heavy furniture moved; a few 
instances of fallen plaster and damaged chimneys. Damage slight. (VI to VII 
Rossi-Forel Scale). 

VU) Everybody runs outdoors. Damage negligible in buildings of good design and 
construction; slight to moderate in well built ordinary structures; considerable in 
poorly built or badly designed structures; some chimneys broken. Noticed by 
persons driving cars. (VIII Rossi-Forel Scale). 

VIH) Damage slight in specially designed structures; considerable in ordinary substantial 
buildings with partial collapse; great in poorly built structures. Panel walls thrown 
out of frame structures. Fall of chimneys, factory stacks, columns, monuments, 
walls. Heavy furniture overturned. Sand and mud ejected in small amounts. 
Changes in well water. Persons driving cars disturbed. (VIII+ to IX Rossi-Forel 
Scale). 

IX) Damage considerable in specially designed structures; well designed frame 
structures thrown out of plumb; damage great in substantial buildings, with partial 
collapse. Buildings shifted off foundations. Ground cracked conspicuously. 
Underground pipes broken. (IX+ Rossi-Forel Scale). 

Wood and Neumann, 1931. 
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X) Some well built wooden structures destroyed; most masonry and frame structures 
destroyed with foundations; ground badly cracked. Rails bent. Landslides 
considerable from river banks and steep slopes. Shifted sand and mud. Water 
splashed, slopped over banks. (X Rossi-Forel Scale). 

XI) Few, if any, (masonry) structures remain standing. Bridges destroyed. Broad 
fissures in ground. Underground pipelines completely out of service. Earth 
slumps and land slips in soft ground. Rails bent greatly. 

XII) Damage total. Waves seen on ground surface. Lines of sight and level distorted. 
Objects thrown into the air. 
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TABLE 2 

SEISMIC SOURCES SUMMARY 

Closest Distance 
Source Primary Estimated From Site, 
Name Displacement Length, miles miles 

Estimated 
Slip Rate Maximum 
mm/yr Magnitude 

Rose 
Canyon 

Strike-Slip 
and Oblique 

La Nacion Normal 

Coronado 
Bank 

San Diego 
Trough 

SCOZD 

Elsinore 

San Jacinto 

San Andreas 
(South 
Segment) 

Agua Blanca 

San Miguel 

Strike-Slip 

Strike-Slip 

Strike-Slip 

Strike-Slip 

Stike-Siip 

Strike-Slip 

Strike-Slip 

Strike-Slip 

50 

16 

156 

156 

43 

194 

160 

>200 

90 

60 

0.5 - L0 

7 

13 

24 

41 

60 

90 

60 

90 

1.2-1.9 

0.05 

3.0 

1.0 

7 

6 1/2 

7 3/4 

7 1/2 

0.5 

5,0 

8.0 

25.0 

4.0-6.0 

0.5-2.0 

7 

7 1/2 

7 1/2 

8 

7 1/2 

7, 

• 
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TABLE 3 

TSUNAMIS RECORDED A_T SAN DIEGO 

Earthquake 
Masnitude 

(?) 

8.3 

8.3 

7.4 

8.25 

8.0-8.5 

8.25-8.5 .. 

8.4 

Date 

Aug. 13, 1868 

Nov. 10, 1922 

Feb. 4, 1923 

Apr. 1, 1945 

Nov. 5, 1952 

Mar. 9, 1957 

May 22, 1960 

Mar. 27, 1964 

Epicenter 

N. Chile; So. Peru 

Atacama, No. Chile 

Kamchatka 

Aleutian Islands 

Kamchatka 

Aleutian Islands 

So. Chile 

AJaska 

Approximate Height 
at San Diego 

1.0 ft. 

1.3 ft 

1.3 ft. 

1.3 ft 

2.3 ft. 

1.5 ft. 

4.6 ft. 

3.7 ft. 

Source: Joy, 1968 
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SECTION 6 

ADDITIONAL REFERENCES 

Section 4 of the appendix provides references used to prepare the additional geologic, seismic, and 
ueotechnical studies for the project. In addition to those references, the following references were 
used in preparation of this appendix: 

San Dieoo, City of. 1990. Interim Centre Citv San Diego Deveiopment and Design Ordinance. 

San Dieao, City of, 1990. Preliminary Centre City San Diego Community Plan. 
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PREFACE TO THE DRAFT EIR 

Tne legislation authorizing the Navy Brcadway Complex project is the National Defense 
Authorization Act for fiscal year 1987, Public Law 99-661. The Navy and City of San Diego 
executed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) agreeing to enter into a development 
agreement, which will include a development plan and urban design guidelines for the project. 

Because both the Navy and the City cf San Diego must approve the development agreement, both 
an environmental impact statement (EIS) in accordance with the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) and an environmental impact report (EIR) in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) are being prepared to address the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed project. 

This document is the EIR, for which the City of San Diego is the lead agency. In accordance with 
Section 21083.5 of CEQA, an EIS may be submitted in lieu cf an EIR, to.the extent that the 
EIS complies with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. According to Section 21083.7 of 
CEQA-, when a project requires preparation of both an EIS (in accordance with NEPA) and an 
EIR (in accordance with CEQA), "the lead agency shall, whenever possible, use the EIS as such 
EIR as provided in Secticn 21083.5." 

Tne EIS was prepared to cully comply with the provisions of both NEPA and CEQA, and contains 
all discussions required by each act As provided by Section 15150 of the State CEQA Guidelines, 
an SIR "mav incoroorate bv reference all or portions of another decument which is a matter of 
public record or is generally avaiiabie to the public/ Tnis EIR incorporates by reference the EIS 
for the Mavy Brcadway Complex project. The EIS fully complies with CEQA and the State 
CEQA Guidelines, so the EIS shall also serve as the EIR for this project Tae EIS is being 
circulated concurrently with and to the same agencies and members of the public as the SIR. 
Tnerefore, a summary of the contents of the EIS is not necessary within this EIR. The address 
to submit comments and request additional infonnation is provided below. 

CONTACT FOR INFORMATION AND SEND COMMENTS TO: 

Officer in Charge 
Western Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command Detachment 
Brcadway Ccmplex 
555 West Beech Street, Suite 101 
San Diego, Caiifomia 92101-2937 
(619) 532-3291 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SIR 

written comments muss oe r-sceived ac cne aoove aearsss ov: » 4 Ourl IOJU 
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CONCLUSIONS TO EIR: 

An Environmental Impact Statsment (EIS) vas praparad to addrass 
the snvironmental impacts of aach of the proposed alternatives. 
This EIR incorporates the EIS by reference. The EIS addressed 
land use and applicable plans, transportation and circulation, 
aesthetics and viewshed, public services and utilities, ,r-
socioeconomics, the physical environment, biological resourcas,' 
air quality, noise, cultural resources, public health and safety, 
and energy and conservation. 

Tha preferred alternative, Alternative A, would include a 1.9-
acre open space area, a museum, and specific design guidelines 
consistent with existing plans. Beneficial impacts to land use, 
viewsheds, recreational facilities, and socioeconomics would 
result from this alternative.' 

The proposed alternatives would include transportation demand 
management measures that would reduce the potential air quality 
impacts of the project. According to the Califcrnia Air 
Resources Board, incorporation of these measures would 
demonstrate consistency with the State Implementation Plan. 

The Regional Air Quality Strategy establishes a goal of 
maintaining a Level of Service (LOS) C or better to reduce idling 
of times and vehicular emissions. Cumulative development in the 
project vicinity would create congestion (Level of Service D of 
below) at six intersections. The propcsed project would 
contribute a substantial increment to this congestion at one to 
two of these intersections. City of San Diego standards provide 
that this incremental contribution to the region's non-attainment 
of ozone and carbon monoxide standards is a cumulatively 
significant unmitigated impact. 

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION OR ALTERNATIVES FOR SIGNIFXCANT 
UNMITIGATED IMPACTS: 

The No Project alternative, which would retain the site in its 
current condition, would eliminate impacts to air quality and 
traffic circulation. Other alternative's' considered in the £13 
would have similar impacts to the proposed project. These 
alternatives would have a cumulatively significant air quality 
impact. 

MITIGATION MEASURES INCORPORATED INTO THE PROJECT; 

In order tc mitigate adverse circulation impacts; iaftarsecticn 
improvamants vould ba sade in phases timed to construction or, tha 
various blocks of the projact sita. The imprcvamants includa tha 
addition ex turn lanes at tha Broadway/Pacific Highway 
intersection and the signalization of Harbor Drive north of 
Broadway and tha Pacific Highway/Harbcr Drive intersection. 
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NOTICE OF PSEPAMTION (NO?) FOR A 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

LEAD AGENCY: 

Tne City of Saa Diago, California 

PRCPCSSD ACTION: 

The Department of the Navy, in coordination with the City of San Diego, is 
proposing to redevelop ita land known as the Navy Sroadway Complex, The 
project sita is located on approximately sixteen acres in downtown San Diego 
adjacent to the San Diego Say waterfront and consists of eight city blocks 
that are bounded by Harbor Drive oa the west. Market Straet oa the south. 
Pacific Highway oa the east, and Sroadway on the north (see Exhibits 1 and 
2), The sita is currently improved with a series of sixteen miscellaneous 
offica and warehouse buildings containing ia excess of one million square feet 
of gross floor area. The buildings were constructed between 1922 and 1945. 

The Navy is proposing to consolidate in modern facilities the general 
regional administrative activities of the naval shore establishment in the San 
Diego area. These facilities are to be central to the Saa Diago naval 
commandsj the population of the San Diego area aad regional transportation 
systems. Tlie Navy's objective ia to redevelop this site through a public/ 
private partnership designed to meet tha Navy's regional administrative office 
space needs in a manner that will compliment San Diego's bayfront 
redevelopment * Approximately one million square feet of Navy office space is 
contemplated to be developed on the site by a private developerCs) for use by 
tha Navy, Additional mixed—ase (e.g. office, hotel, specialty retail) private 
development on the site will be allowed which is intended to offset the cost 
of the Navy-occupied space thereby reducing cost to the taxpayer, 

A conceptual master plan and urban design guidelines will be prepared in 
coordination with the San Diego ccmmunity through tha City of San Diego to 
guide tha development of the site. It is proposed that the Navy and the City 
will enter into a devslopment agreement as the mechanism for approval and 
control of the site's development, 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Prior to entering into such a development agreement, the City of San Diego 
is required to prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in icmpliance vith 
the CEQA* The Navy vill also be preparing an Enviro-^mentai Impact Statement 
(EIS) for its propcsed actions in compliance- with tha National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA), Secause of issues common to both ar?d to facilitate 
administration, joint h-aar.lngs and nestings '.d.11 be conducted for the HE?A and 
CEQA processes. 

The EIR v/ill be a f~.il 1 soo^e document that viii -iov-ar .all na iters cf 
potential environmental concern (an initial study is not aiiached to this 
NC?) , Tha environmental analysis will address, but not be limited to, traffic 
and circulation, land use and olznning, vatarfrent access, aesthetics and view 
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corridors, public services and utilities, socioeconomics, geology and 
salsmlcity, extractable rascurcesj hydrology and drainage, biology, endangered 
species and critical habitat, air quality, noise, cultural resources, coastal 
zone management, public health and safety, and energy conservation. 

Aitematives that ara being considered include variations of private;—and 
Navy development on the Brcadway Ccmplex site. Navy-only development of the 
sita, development of an alternative site in downtown San Diego, and no action. 

COMMENTS CN THE SCOPE OF THE EIR: 

Tne City of Saa Diego is requesting any comments you may have regarding 
the scope of the environmental analysis in the SIR. Because of issues common 
to both tha Navy's environmental review and this process aad to facilitate 
administration, tha Navy is designated to collect and disseminate questions 
and comments regarding this process to the City of San Diego for response, 
Pleasa submit comments, ia writing* to tha address provided below: 

Officer ia Charge 
Western Division 

Naval Facilities Sngineerlag Commaad Detachment 
Broadway Complex 

1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, California 92132-5190 

Attn: Captain Wayne Goodermote, CEC, USN 

Questions should ba addressed to the same address or telephone inquiries can 
be directed to Anthony Principi, General Counsel;, Srcadway Complex Project 
Office, at (519) 532-3291, Written comments must be submitted by December 16, 
1933. 

In addition, joint public scoping meetings will be held to receive written 
and oral testimony from governmental agencies and the public about issues that 
should be addressed in the SIS/SIR. A morning session has bean scheduled for 
agency reprisentatives and an evening session for members of the public* The 
evening session will adjourn at 11:30 P.M, or earlier, if all comments have 
bean received. The scoping meetings will ba conducted by Captain Wayne 
Goodermote, the Officer ia Charge of the Sroadway Ccmplex Project Office, The 
meetings will be informal, .Individual speakers will be requested to limit 
their statements to five minutes. Written statements will be accepted at the 
meetings or they may be mailed to the address given above. 

Soth aeetiaga will be open to the general public at the times and 
locations dndica'ced below: 

Morning Session Evening Session 

November 14, 1933 - 9:00 a.m. November 14, 1333 - l i00 ?,m-. 

City Administration Building City Administraiion Building 
12the Floor 12the Floor 
202 'C Street 202 7C? Steet 
San Di-agOj CA 32101 San Diego, CA 92101 

0 
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DRAFT ENVTRONMF.NTAL I M P A r j STATEMENT fRISt 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

Pursuant to Section 102 of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (42 USC 
4321 et seq.), OPNAV Instruction 5090.1, and 40 CFR 1500-1508, November 29, 1978. 

PROPOSED ACTION : 

Redevelopment of Navy Land Known as the Navy Brcadway Complex, San Diego, California 

T.F.AD AGENCY 

Department of the Navy 

ABSTRACT ; 

The Navy has identified a need to consolidate the regional administrative activities of the San 
Diego naval shore establishment in modem facilities at a site central to other Navy facilities in 
San Diego. The Navy Broadway Complex is centrally located on approximately 16 acres in 
downtown San Diego, adjacent to the San Diego waterfront. The site is proposed for 
redevelopment through a public/private partnership to meet the Navy's regional administrative 
office space needs in a manner that will complement San Diego's bayfront, while retaining support 
activities for the continued operation of the adjacent Navy Pier. Approximately 1 million square 
feet of office space is needed for use by the Navy. Additional mixed-use private development 
(e.g., office, hotel, retail) on the site will be included to offset the cost of the Navy-occupied 
space, thereby reducing the cost tc the taxpayer. It is propcsed that the Navy and the city will 
enter into a development agreement as the mechanism fcr approval and control of the site's 
deveiopment. 

The EIS addresses the issues of traffic and circulation, land use and planning, aesthetics and view 
corridors, public services and utilities, socioeconomics, geology and seismicity, hydrology and 
drainage, biology, air quality, noise, cultural resources, coastal policy consistency, public health and 
safety, and energy conservation. Alternatives assessed in the EIS include variations of combined 
private and Navy development on the Navy Broadway Complex, Navy-only construction on the 
site, development of the site in conjunction with an aitemative location in downtown San Diego, 
and no action. 

CONTACT FOR INFORMATION' AND SEND COMMENTS TO: 

Omcer in Charge 
Western Division Navai Facilities Engineering Command Detachment 
Broadway Complex 
555 West Beech Stree;, Suite 101 
San Diego, CalifDmia 92101-2937 
(615) 532-3291 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ETS 

r/Txi'.zn comment muse oe received ac tne aoove accress ov: 
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PREFACE TO THE DRAFT EIS 

Tne legislation authorizing this project is the National Defease Authorization Act for fiscal year 
1987, Public Law 99-661. Tne Navy and City of San Diego executed a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) agreeing to enter into a development agreement, which will include a 
deveiopment plan and urban design guidelines, for the project. 

Because both the Navy and the City of San Diego must approve the development agreement, both 
an environmental impact statement (EIS) in accordance with the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) and an enviromnental impact report (EIR) in accordance with the California 
Eaviromnental Quality Act (CEQA) are being prepared to address the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed project. 

This decument is the EIS, for which the Department of the Navy is the lead agency. The EIR, 
prepared in accordance with CEQA, is being circulated to the public by the City of San Diego 
simultaneously with this EIS. Tne SIR incorporates by reference the EIS. The public is invited 
to review and submit comments on either or both of these documents. 
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SECTION 1 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, 
AND MTHGATIGN MEASURES 

Ll INTRODUCTION 

Tne Navy Broadway Complex is an existing facility in downtown San Diego, California, which is 
the location of the Naval Supply Center, San Diego; the Commander, Naval Base, San Diego; and 
several other activities. Constmcted primarily between 1921 and 1944, the complex consists of 
approximately 400,000 square feet (SF) of administrative ofSce and 600,000 SF of warehouse uses 
on a 15.6-acre site near the San Diego Bay waterfront. It is bounded by Brcadway cn the north. 
Harbor Drive on the west and south3, and Pacific Highway on the east, and is centrally located 
amidst the 17 other Navy instaliations in the metropolitan San Diego area. The location of the 
Navy Broadway Complex and other Navy installations is depicted in Figure 1-1. 

In 1982, the Navy reviewed a plan to provide an efficient, upgraded, and centralized administrative 
facility for numerous Navy installations in the San Diego area. The Navy Broadway Complex was 
selected as this facility because of its central location, appropriate size, land constraints on area 
Navy operational bases, and adjacency to the Navy Pier which will continue to operate as a key 
military asset. The Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) approved this centralized administrative 
office complex concept (called co-location) at the Navy Broadway Complex in 1983. Subsequently, 
it was determined that approximately 1 million SF of Navy office space would be needed to 
ccommcdate the regional administrative office program, and redevelopment of the site wouid be 
ecessary. 

Construction of Navy offices, or other military uses, is typically funded through Military 
Construction (MILCON) appropriations, which are taxpayer funded and Congressionally approved. 
However, the Navy began considering a public-private deveiopment venture whereby a private 
developer would finance the construction of the new central naval facility in exchange for a 
ground lease for a portion of the site. In this way, the Navy offices could be provided at a 
reduced ccst to taxpayers. An advisory group—the Brcadway Complex Coordinating Group 
(BCCG)--was formed in August 1985 under the auspices of the San Diego Association of 
Governments (SAiNDAG) to serve as community advisors fcr the planning of the Navy Broadway 
Complex and to initiate consultation with local government authorities. 

A co-location program was introduced, which provided for the Federal Government to retain title 
to the property and to lease portions of the property for private revenue-generating uses that 
could offset the ccst of Navy facilities. A key objective cf the co-location program was to 
encourage private land uses that are compatible with Navy administrative uses and surrounding 
land uses. Federal legislation was passed in 1987 (P.L. 99-661) that authorized the pursuit of a 
public-private venture to implement the co-location concept on the site (see Appendix A). Tnis 
legislation specified that detailed plans and terms of the development should be fcrm'Jiated by the 
Navy and the San Diego community through coordination with the B 

a Harbor Drive until recently was known as Market Street along the southern boundary 
of the site, and is occasionally referred lo as such in the EIS. 
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he Navy and City of San Diego signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) in June 1987 
to help implement P.L 99-661. The MOU specifies that the Navy and City will enter into an 
agreement for the future development of the Navy Broadway Complex site. According to the 
MOU, the development agreement will include a development plan, urban design guidelines, and 
phasing for the project (see Appendix B). 

1.2 PROPOSED ACTION AND .ALTERNATIVES 

The Department of the Navy proposes to redevelop the Navy Brcadway Complex with up to 1 
million square feet of Navy offices and up to 2.5 million square feet of mixed commercial office, 
hotel, and retail uses. To implement the project, the Navy is proposing lo enter into a long-
term ground lease of property on the Navy Broadway Complex to a private party(ies). In 
consideration of the lease, the Navy wouid obtain its administrative offices without compensation, 
or at substantially below market value, thereby developing needed Navy facilities at a reduced ccst 
to taxpayers. The ground lease would be with a private party, and would allow for the 
deveiopment and operation of a mix of private office, hotel, and/or retail uses on a portion of the 
Navy Broadway Complex, along with the Navy offices. Tne existing Navy Pier and rail lines 
serving the pier would be retained for use by the Navy. 

The deveiopment agreement between the Navy and the City of San Diego would guide the 
redevelopment of the complex. Separate from this project, the Navy has already started a 
modernization plan to relocate existing warehousing functions on the Navy Broadway Complex 
to other, more modem storage facilities in the San Diego region. 

M PROCESS FOR ALTERNATIVES PLANNING 

Propcsed aitematives to the redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex-have been formulated 
through an extensive planning process. Through the BCCG, as well as through general public 
responses to the potential redevelopment of the site, the Navy has prepared and refined 
alternative plans to provide a preferred development plan that meets the objectives of the 
community while also satisfying the needs of the Navy for 1 miliion SF of office space at a 
reduced cost to taxpayers. 

Tne expressed community objectives for redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex include 
v,-1=, foiiowing: 

• Provision of a significant open space area at the foot of Broadway. 

• Opening of access through the site to provide a link between the downtown 
core, residential areas, and the waterfront. 

» Creation/protection of view corridors along Broadway, E Street, F Street, and 
G Street." 

» Provision of public uses, such as a museum. 

.Tne Navy had to balance these community objectives with consideration of coastal development 
policies and financial objectives for the project In addition, the Navy needed to consider a 
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transition of land uses from the high-intensity commercial office, hotel, and residential uses to 
the east and the waterfront to the west. 

Tne Navy first examined a concept developed in 1986 as part of an overall study of Navy options 
for the site. The concept included nearly 5 million SF of development on the site, which would 
have been accommodated with several high-rise structures, approximately 400 feet high, 
throughout the site. The Navy rejected this aitemative because it seemed too dense for the 
waterfront. 

Several other aitematives were considered during the planning process, each with up to 
1 million SF of Navy offices. A relatively large amount of specialty retail was considered (over 
100,000 SF) within a mixed-use development that also included offices and hotels with 
approximately 3 million SF of overall development This aitemative was rejected because of 
insufficient market demand for this amount cf specialty retail, given expansion of the nearby 
Seaport Village specialty shopping center and proximity to a regional shopping mall (Horton 
Plaza). 

Residential use (860 dwelling units) was considered within an approximately 3 million SF 
development that also included Navy office and hotel uses. This alternative was rejected because 
it did not provide sufficient revenues on a per-square-foot basis to offset the cost of Navy offices 
and would result in a more intense development to provide a financial return equal to other 
aitematives. 

123. SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES 

The potential aitematives were narrowed to seven, five cf which are consistent with the objectives 
of providing up to approximately 1 million SF cf Navy offices at a reduced ccst to the taxpayer. 
Table 1.2-1 presents a statistical summary of each alternative. The Navy's preferred aitemative 
(Aitemative A) is described here in more detail than the other six. A detailed description of each 
aitemative is presented in Secticn 3, beginning on page 3-1. 

Alternative A 

Aitemative A (Figure 1-2), the Navy's preferred aitemative, would be developed with 
3,250,000 SF of mixed uses (including 300,000 SF of above-grade parking). This aitemative is 
intended to provide a balance between developed and open space uses on the site, while meeting 
the Navy's office space objective. This aitemative would be designed to maximize community 
objectives and provide for a number of beneficial uses. Such uses are described below. 

• A 1.9-acre public open space area wouid be provided for community use at the 
foot of Broadway, adjacent to the waterfront (see Figure 1-3). This area could 
potentially be combined with adjacent properties to create an even larger open 
space -that couid be considered a new waterfront gateway io downtown San 
Diego (Figure 1-4). 

i 
7 

» Space for a museum up to 55,000 SF in size oriented to the maritime history and 
influence cn San Diego would be provided (see Figure 1-3). 
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LAND USE SUMMARY OF l ^ » O S E D ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative! 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

N; 
s Office" 

1,000.000 

1,000,000 

1,000,0(K) 

20,000/ 
980,000 . 

(1,000,000)' 

1,000,000 

1,000,000 

ElW 

JtiidustrinI Office 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

405,753 601,276 

650.000 

900,000 

0 

1,430,000 

0 

650,000 

0 

Private 
Hotel 

1,220,000 

1,220,000 

1,220,000 

1,440,000 

0 

1,220,000 

0 

( 

Retaif 

25,000 

25,000 

25,000 

25,000 

0 

25,000 

0 

Land Uses 
[in Square Feet) 

Public 
Open Space 

85,000. 
(1.9 acres)" 

21,000. 
(0.5 acre)11 

0 

21,000. 
(0.5 acre)" 

0 

152,000. 
(3.5 acres)h 

0 

Uses c 

Museum 

55,000 

55,000 

0 

0 

0 

55,000 

0 

Parking 
Above-G round 
Floor Area 

300,000 
(800 spaces) 

300,000 
(800 spaces) 

225,000 
(600 spaces) 

0 

0 

365,000 
(1,040 spaces) 

0 

Total 
Spaces6 

3,105 

3,355 

2,455 

2,905/1,205 
(4,116)' 

1,230 

3,105 

425 

Total 
Square 
Feetf 

3,250,000 

3,500,000 

2,470.000 

2,915,000/ 
980,000 . 

(3,995,000)' 

1,000,000 

3,315,000 

1,007,029 

FAR9 

5.45 

5.88 

4.15 

5.40j 

1.68 

5.70 

1.69 

a Tlie requested Navy office square footage would be 1,000,000 SF. If not filled by the Navy, the remaining square footage could transfer to commercial 
oflice uses, 

b Retail square footage exclmles ground-level support relail that would be integrated into private office and hotel uses, 
c Square Ibotage and acreage are approximate. 
d Includes only the square foot age in above-grade parking structures. 
e Includes botli above- and below-grade paiking spaces. 
f Total square footage devoted to above-grade, enclosed structures. The square footage of open space areas is not included. 
g FAR (floor-to-area ratio) is the ratio of gross square Ibotage to the land held in fee by the Navy (13,67 acres). Above-grade structured narkine is 

included. Square footage devoted to suiface and below-grade parking and open space is not included ih the FAR. 
h Includes only the open space located on Ihe Navy Broadway Complex site. 
i Figures shown are: Navy Broadway Complex/Allei native Sile and the total, which is shown in parentheses, 
j FAR is for Navy Broadway Complex only. 
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• Pedestrian corridors would be developed along E, F, and G Streets and would 
be upgraded cn aij streets surrounding the site so that access between the 
downtown cere and the waterfront would be improved (see Figure 1-5). Access 
along the waterfront would also be improved by providing a midbicck pedestrian 
passage parallel to the bayfront. 

• View corridors along E, F, and G streets would be opened to the waterfront. 

• Ground-level retail would be provided to encourage pedestrian use of the area. 

Tne anticipated mix of uses for Aitemative A is shown below. Depending cn market conditions, 
the square footage may be modified, with the overall square footage not exceeding 3,250,00 SF. 

• Navy office: 1 million SF 
• Museum: 55,000 SF 
• Commercial office: 650,000 SF 
• Hotel: 1,220,000 SF (1,500 rooms) 
• Retail: 25,000 SF 
• Above-grade parking: 300,000 SF (800 spaces) 
» Total parking spaces: 3,105 

Tnis alternative would be designed so that the tallest buildings are on the northeastern area of 
the site closest to downtown San Diego, while shorter structures step down to the waterfront to 
midwest and south. Tne tallest building would be up to 400 feet in height, with the ether 
'buildings ranging from 100 to 350 feet. Buildings would have a slender design to provide open 
View corridors. 

Tnis aitemative meets the basic project objectives of providing one million SF cf Navy office space 
at a reduced cost to taxpayers. Because a substantial portion of the site is devoted to public open 
space instead c£ buildings, off-setting local government financial contributions wouid be needed 
lor certain public infrastructure improvements (e.g., roadway and streetscape improvements). 

Altemativg R 

Alternative B (Figure 1-6) would be developed with 3,500,000 SF of mixed uses (including 
300,000 SF of above-grade parking). The intent on this aitemative is to provide sufficient private 
development to meet the Navy's ofnee objectives without financiai contribution from local 
government for infrastructure improvements. Proposed uses are similar to Aitemative A. 
However, 300,000 SF more commercial office and 1.4 acres less open space would be developed, 
as shown in Table 1.2-1 (page 1-5). Tne G.5-acre open space in this aitemative would be a public 
plaza at the corner of Broadway and Harbor Drive. 

Tnis alternative meets the basic project objectives. 

Alteraatj-vg •£ 

Alternative C (Figure 1-6) would be developed with 2,470,000 S? of mixed uses (including 
225,000 SF of above-grade parking). Tne intent of this aitemative is to emphasize rehabilitation 
of the existing buildings as the means for achieving the Navy's office objectives. Existing Navy 
buildings would be rehabilitated on the northern half of the site for Navy uses only, with hotels 
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on the southern hal£ This alternative wouid require the least amount of private development 
lo support Navy offices without any local ficancial assistance. Unlike Aitemative A, no 
commercial office would be developed, and, due to space constraints and the configuration of 
existing buildings that would be rehabilitated, open space and a museum would not be provided. 
Propcsed uses are listed in Table 1.2-1 (page 1-5). 

Tais alternative meets the basic project objectives. 

Alternative D 

Aitemative D is intended to evaluate how an alternative site for the Navy's c-fnce objectives could 
be developed. It would require private development on the Navy Brcadway Complex sits to 
generate sufficient revenue for acquisition and use of a second site. Aitemative D would be 
developed with 2,915,000 SF of mixed uses, including approximately 20,000 SF of Navy offices, 
at the Navy Broadway Complex, and approximately 980,000 SF cf Navy offices on a site in the 
eastern area of downtown San Diego (Figure 1-7). A minimal Navy presence (20,000 SF) wouid 
remain at the Navy Broadway Complex tc support the Navy Pier. Proposed uses on the Navy 
Broadway Complex would be similar to Alternative B in intensity and layout—with 0.5 acre ct open 
space—but additional commercial office and hotel uses would be developed in place of Navy 
offices to meet project financial objectives. No museum would be provided. Propcsed 
deveiopment is listed in Tabie 1.2-1 (page 1-5). 

Tnis alternative meets the basic project objectives. 

Alternative E 

Alternative E (Figure 1-7) wouid include construction of 1 miliion SF of Navy offices on the Navy 
Broadway Complex site and no private develocment This aitemative evaluates traditicnai 
taxpayer-financed congressional funding for construction. Construction would primarily invoive 
the rehabilitation of the two largest buildings cn the property, and construction of one new 
building. Due to the configuration of buildings that would be rehabilitated and the need to 
minim ine expenditure of public funds, no open space cr museum would be provided. Table 1.2-1 
(page 1-5) lists the uses that would be developed. 

Aithough this aitemative provides one million SF of Navy offices, it does not meet the basic 
project objectives of providing the Navy offices at a reduced cost to taxpayers, because it relies 
on direct Federal appropriation of tax dollars to totally finance the project. 

Alternative F 

Alternative F (Figure 1-8) would be similar to Aitemative A, and would be developed with 
3315,000 SF of mixed uses (including 365,000 SF cf above-grade parking), but includes nc 
development on the mcst northern of the four blocks on the site. Tne intent of this aitemative 
is tc msxirrnze open space onsite, particularly at the foot of Broadway. Approximately 3.5 acres 
of open space would be provided, 1.4 acres more than with Aitemative A. In order to provide 
this additional open soace, development on the other three blccks of ihe site would be intensined 
(compared with Aitemative A), and up to 500-foot-taU buildings would be built, propcsed uses 
are listed in Table 1.2-1 fsase 1-5). 
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This aitemative meets the basic objectives of the project; however, local govenuneat financial 
'assistance would be needed for certain infrastructure improvements. 

ASteraative G 

AJtemative G (Figure 1-8) is the no-action aitemative, so there would be no new development 
on the Navy Brcadway Complex. Existing uses that would be retained are listed in Tabie 1.2-1 
(page 1-5). 

Tnis aitemative does not meet the objectives of the project. 

13 DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS 

Deveiopment cf any cf the alternatives would require a number of discretionary actions. Provided 
below is a list cf actions that may be required and fcr which this environmental document may 
be used: 

• Final project approval by Secretary cf the Navy and the United States Congress. 

• Development Agreement {City of San Diego/Navy). In addition to allowing 
development of the project, the deveiopment agreement would bind subsequent 
developers to specific conditions and wiii provide mechanisms for periodic 
review. 

• National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit (Califomia 
Regicna! Water Quality Control Board). 

• Federal Aviation Administration Construction Notification (Federal Aviation 
Administration). 

• Coastal Consistency Detennination (Caiifomia Coastal Commission). 

1.4 ENVIRONMENTAL SCOPING 

On October 18, 1988, a Notice Of Intent (NOI) for the propcsed Navy Broadway Complex 
Project Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was published in the Federal Register in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) as implemented by the 
Department of Navy. A Notice Of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
in accordance with the Caiifomia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was released concurrently. 
Tne NOI and NCP briefly described the propcsed action, possible aitematives, and the seeping 
process, and provided the name and address of a contact person. The comment period ended on 
December 16, 1988. Copies of the NOI and NO? are presented in Appendix C. A copy or the 
NO? is presented in the EIR. 

'The purpose of the NOI and NO? was to (1) notify responsible agencies and the'general public 
aoout the propcsed project, (2) solicit comments on issues that should be addressed in the 
environmental document, and (3) foster cGcrdinatlcn and cooperation. 

In addition to the NOI and the NOP, two scoping meetings were held on November 14, 1988, to 
solicit additional public and agency comments. 
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The following agencies submitted responses to the NOI and NOP: 

United States Department of Health and Human Services 
United States Department of the Interior-Fish and Wildlife Services 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
California Office of Historic Preservation-Department of Parks and Recreation 
California Department of Transportation-District 11 
California Coastal Commission 
Califomia State Land Commission 
Califcrnia Department of Fish and Game 
City of San Diego—Transportation Planning Section 
County cf San Diego, Chief Administrative Office 
San Diego Unified Port District 
San Diego Metropolitan Transit Deveiopment Board 
Centre City Development Corporation 

Copies of the specific NOI and NOP responses are avaiiabie at the address shown on the cover 

Fags-

1.4.1 SCOPING COMMENTS 

Responses to the NOI and NOP and comments at public scoping meetings requested discussions 
of the following topics in the document 

Land Use/PHarmmg 

• Address compatibility of the proposed project in scale and character with the 
adjacent planned land uses. 

• Address consistency of the project and aitematives with the redevelopment 
plans and other relevant land 'use plans and policies of the City of San Diego 
and the San Diego Unified Port District. 

• Address retention of existing and future Navy water-dependent uses on the site, 
including continued use of the rail spur that serves the site, and planned uses 
of the Navy Pier. 

• Evaluate impacts on public shoreline acebss, with respect to the Coastal Zone 
Management Act (CZMA) and the Califomia Coastal Act. Evaluate the 
opening of E and F Streets and the extension of G Street to the shoreline. 

^ Address notenriai impacts o^ T^edest '̂an act'V'ties O" t^e wa^e^xrcnt. 

Transporta'don/Cir dilation 
> 

» Evaluate the potential use of public transit as mitigation for parking and traffic 
congestion" impacts. 

• Determine the short-range traffic impacts of project development 
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^ ^ B P 

• Determine daily traffic, potential long-range impacts of the development, and 
a qualitative level of service analysis of affected roadways. 

• Include intersection capacity utilization (ICU) analysis at all pctentiaily affected 
intersections. 

• Consider parking demand that may be generated by the project, and any impact 
cn adjacent cr nearby public and/cr private cn-street and off-street parking 
resources. 

• Evaluate applicability of parking strategies currently being considered in 
downtown San Diego. 

Aesthetics snd Viewshed 

• Address the compatibility,^caie, and intensity of the aitematives with all adjacent 
uses. 

• Address consistency of the aitematives with City of San Diego adopted urban 
design standards and criteria. 

• Discuss the effect of the project on view corridors. 

• Include a shadow analysis. 

'Piablic Services and Utilities 

• Include a discussion of the open space and public amenities zor recreation to 
be provided onsite. 

• Discuss the sewage and wastewater treatment requirements of the project and 
impacts on the Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant. 

• Discuss impacts of increased Sows from the project on the existing wastewater 
treatment system, especially on the system's ability to meet National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) or state-issued permit conditions. 

• Discuss any compliance problems that the :City experiences with the current 
sewage treatment and conveyance system (enforcement actions, consent decrees, 
etc.) and the potential impacts of the proposed project on compliance problems. 

• Determine the consistency of the projecl with the Regional Water Quality 
Control Beard's (RWQCB) new nonpoint-source water management programs. 

Fh^sicaj Earrirowment (Geology/Hydrology/Water Quality) •'' 

• Discuss potential adverse impacts from any increased runoff, sedimentation, soil 
erosion, and/or urban pollutants on streams and watercourses on or near the 
oroiect site. 
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Analyze the effect of groundwater pumping at the project site and throughout 
Centre City. Address potential underground contamination on the Navy 
Broadway Complex. 

Determine the project's compliance with state and local water quality 
management plans. 

Discuss any impacts to beneficial uses that depend on the protection of water' 
quality. 

jBioIogJcal Resources 

Air Quality 

Evaluate shading effects to the marine environment that would result from 
construction of structures located over or adjacent to the San Diego Bay 
waterfront 

Evaluate direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to biological resources. 

Analyze existing air quality conditions; describe violations of Federal and state 
air quality standards. 

Determine contonnity of each aitemative with the 1982 State Impiementation 
Pian for the San Diego air basin. 

Evaluate impacts to air quality based on increases in vehicle trips and mileage 
associated with the full buildout cf the project 

Ciiltoral Resources 

• Consider Secticn 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, and its 
implementing reguiations 36 CFR Part 800. 

• Evaluate the historical significance of the existing structures onsite, some of 
which were buiit as early as 1922. 

P-nblJc Health and Safety 

• Discuss whether any hazardous substances or hazardous materials are known cr 
suspected to be on the site, and whether they pose a threat to public health, 
safety, or the environment as a result of contamination of air, soils, or surface 
water or groundwater. Reference any studies the Department of Defense has 
performed or contracted under the Defense Environmental Restoration Program 
(DER?) or the Installation Restoration Program ( IR?) / aad discuss the 
pertinent findings of such studies. 
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1.5 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL nVTP^rTS AND MmGATTON MEASURES 

Tabie 13-1 lists the environmental impacts of each aitemative and describes the impact as 

si 
environment 

Based on a comparison cf the impacts of the aitematives, Aitemative G, the p.c-action aitemative, 
is the environmentaliy superior aitemative. No environmental changes would occur with this 
aitemative, so there would be no significant impacts. However, none cf the public benefits of the 
project would occur either. Tnis aitemative, therefore, does not meet the basic objectives of the 
project 

Aitematives A, B, and D are environmentally superior alternatives that include new deveiopment 
on the Navy Broadway Complex. Each cf these aitematives has substantial public benefits to four 
environmental resources: City of San Diego and regional planning policy consistency, waterfront 
access, recreational facihties, and socioeconomics. Aitemative A has a substantially larger open 
space area (1.9 acres versus OJ acre) at the foot of Broadway than Alternatives B and D, which 
would be a beneficial effect associated with recently adopted regional plans intended tc guide 
development in the project vicinity (SANDAG Central Bayfront Design Principles! Tnerefore, 
Aitemative A is the environmentaliy preferred aitemative that meets both project and community 
open space objectives. 

1.6 ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED AND AREAS QF CONTROVERSY 

All environmental issues associated with development of any of the seven proposed aitematives 
have been addressed. There are no unresolved environmental issues. 

Tne project, because of its location between San Diego's downtown and waterfront, has generated 
substantial public interest, especially related to the intensity of deveiopment of the site and the 
provision of open space at the foot of Broadway. Tnese issues are discussed in detail in this 
document. 
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TABLE 1-5-1 

SUMMARY OF liNVIKOHMENTAL IMPACrS 

K-> 
1 

CD 

rrnvirunraentHl 
I I e. so Miree 
(Sect ion In ducuuieiiO 

La t id Vse 
Compo t lb l l i i y 
(Section 4.1) 

W a l c r l r o n i A t t t s s 

(Sect ion 4.1) 

Al lernul lva A 

Project is 
comjiaiiblc wi lh 
surroutidiug land 
uses nnd ptoviiies 
uctive pedestrian 

uses such HS open 
space area {1.9 
acres), pedesliian 
ranidors, and 
wnicr f ronl museum. 

(B) 

Pi &ject v/oujd sub-
j lunttal ly ioiprovc 

walerfront nceess by 
extending E, F, and 
G Slreels through 
the site to the 
wuieii 'roit l and 
1 nuv id ing 
pedcsuian-orienied 
i i i ipioveii ienls. (B) 

A l I c r f l i H I ^ B 

Sume tu A l l . A , 
except open space 
ares is i m slier (0.5 
acre). ( B ) 

Same as A l l . A. (B) 

Allemotlve C. 

Same as Alt. A, 
except no open 
space is provided 
and no museum is 
pro vi ded. ( K ) 

Same as Alt . A. ( 8 ) 

Alternative 1) 

Same ns Al t . B, 
except no museum 
is provided. (B) 

Same BS A l l . A. (B) 

Alternative K 

Compalible wilh 

surrounding land 
uses, but no 
pedesliian 
amenities created. 
(N) 

Would improve 
waterfrom access 
across t i le . 

at though acuss 
would be pthnarily 

across parking tots. 

(M) 

Al lernal lve F 

Same as A l l . A 
except larger open 
space area created. 

(B) 

Same as A l l . A. (B 

Allcmallvt fi 

Same as All. E. (N) 

Nu access across 

the tile to the 

walerfront would 

be provided; cur­

rent condilions 

would remain. (N) 

JB/664(IOOI1,S 

Key: Biich tinpucl is followed hy one of the following nolnlions: 

H 
N 
S/M 
SAJ 

- Substimlti.l bcncfltiiil cnvironmcninl change. 

- lint signiticjim. \M., enviionnicnliit change is not sulixlnnliiil nnd adverse. 

- Signillcniil bui initignlile, i.e., environmental change is subslaniial and adverse, and can be ruitignlt-d lo ft level below significance. 

- Unavoidable adverse imp&ci, i.e., enviionmeiil a I change is lignincnnl and enn nol be reduced to a level below Rignlficnnce. 



l^fivlinnmenlnt 
Resonnt 
(Secltim In ducnmeut) 

AHtrnaHvc A AHerimUve B 

TAULE t . M (cunllniied) 

Allcrrtnllve C Atternatlve It AltemMIvy K Alternative F AHernntlve Cr 

Coustul 
Deveiopmenl 
Policies 
(Setlioit 4.1) 

Project is consistenl 
wiih public access, 
coaslal development, 
and visual resource 
pdlici&s of Ihe 
California Ciiyslul 
Acl. (U) 

Same ns Alt. A (N) Same as All. A (N) Same as All.-A. (N) Same as Alt. A 
altliough Ihe degree 
lo wliich access 
through the site is 
provided would'be 
less than AIL A. 
(N) 

Same as All. A (N) None of the coastal 
policies for public 
access, coastal 
development, or 
visual resources 
would be 
implernenled. The 
currenl conditions 
would be retained. 
(N) 

San OU-gu Asaociu-
iiou ot Govern­
ments Cenlral 
Buyfronl Ueslgu 
Principles Com-
pntibilllj (Seciioi. 
4.1) 

Project k ixmsislenl 
v/ilh general 
piinciplci adopted 
for development of 
propei ties located in 
San Diego's Central 
Bayfronl. (B) 

The lack of a large 
open space area al 
Bioadway/I larbor 
Drive (only a 0.5-
acre plaia would be 
provided oruite) 
would nol fully 
meet the intent of 
conlribuling to a 
"signi Oca nt civic 
place" at Ihis loca­
lion. However, 
such a feature, on a 
somcwhal smaller 
scaje, could still be 
provided. All oihct 
basic guidelines 
would be followed. 
(N) 

A signincant 
elemenl of Iho 
guidelines, pro­
vision of an open 
space area al 
Broad way/1 i arbor 
Drive, would not be 
provided. This 
would subslanlially 
affect tlie ability lo 
implement a locally 
adopted plan. (S/U) 

Same as B, al­
ihough no cultural 
features (i.e., a 
iniueum) would be 
provided adjacent 
lo the opeu spnee, 
which is an element 
of Ihe design guide­
lines. Olher pedes­
trian ameniiies 
would be piovided. 
(N) 

Same as C. (S/U) Sume as A (B) Would not 
im piemen l design 
guidelines, but no 
new development 
and no change from 
existing condilions 
would occur, (N) 

JU/(i6<l(K)01 I.S 

Key: EncTi impiict is loltiiwci) hy one uf iht following notations: 

N 
S/M 
S/U 

- Sulwinnlinl bciielkial cnvironmcninl change. 
- Not signifiuint, i.e.. environnicnlul clnmge is nol subslanlinl and adverse. 
- Signilieanl but niilignblc, i.e.. environmental change is subslnnlial nnd advene, nnd enn be miligated to a level below sigmricanec. 

IJnavoidnhte udverge impnci, i.e., environmenial ctitmge is signiriennt and cannot be reduced io n level below significance. - Ur 



finvlronmenlal 

(Swlfon ID dociuuenl) 

AHcmmive A Alleinnl|»t B 

TABLE l-S I (cnnlhmed) 

AUemallve C AUemallve 1) AHei-nal)vg £ AUemallve F Allernallve G 

San nicgo Central 
Plun Cumpallblllty 
(Stttton 4.1) 

Sun Dlegu Ceuti* 
Ctty Community 
plan Cainpallblllly 
(Section 4.1) 

City of Sao Uiego 
Cclocibla aud 
Marina 
Redevelopment 
Plun Compatibility 
(Sccliun 4.1) 

Mixed -use 
develnpment of the 
site is consistent 
wiih land use 
designations fur the 
jiie. (W) 

fr oject creates a 
strong linkage: 
between downtown 
and walerfront and 
implements goals of 
providing open 
space at the fool of 
Broadway and 
wu l er fronl -or ienl ed 
land uses. (B) 

Provides a logical 
and complemenl a ry 
transition belween 
ledevelopmenl 
project areas and 
the waterfront. (B) 

Same as Alt A (N) Same as AJl. A (N) Same as All. A {Nj 

Navy ofDce sile in 
Centre Cily Easl is 
likely to be con­
sistent wilh land 
use designeiions. 
(N) 

Same as Alt. A (B) .Same as Alt. A 
with ies pec t to 
waterfront linkages 
and walerfront 
oiieritatian. (N) 

Would not provide 
open space al the 
foot of Broadway. 
(S/U) 

Same as All. A al 
the Navy Broadway 
Complex. (B) 

Navy ofDce sile iu 
Cenlre City East is 
likely lo be 
consislcnt with land 
use designations in 
that area. (N) 

Same as All. A (B) Same as Alt. A (B) Same as All. A (B) 

Office uses are 
consistent wiih land 
use designations for 
the sile. (hi) 

Same as Alt. A 
wiih respeel to 
walei from linkages 
and walcrfronl 
orientation. (N) 

Would nol provide 
open space at the 
foot of Broadway. 
(S/U) 

Would be 
compalible with 
redevelopment 
projecl areas, 
although transition 
lo the waterfront 
would nol be as 
comptcmentary. (N) 

Same as All. A (N) 

Same as All. A (B) 

Same as Alt. A (B) 

No development is 
proposed, so 
general plan 
consistency is not 
applicable. (N) 

No development is 
proposed, so 
communiiy plan 
compalibitity is uol 
applicable. (N) 

No elements of 
current uperaiions 
are incompatible 
wiih adjacent 
redevelopment 
projecl areas. (N) 
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Key: Each impnci is followed by one of the foi lowing nolalions: 

B - Subslinilinl beneficial cnvironmcninl change. 
N - Nol signifieani, i.e., environmental change is nol subslanlinl nnd advene. 
S/M - Significant but miligablc. i.e., environmental change is lubstnnlial nnd adverse, nnd can lie milignled to a level below significance. 
S/O - Unavoidable nd verse impnci, i.e., environmental change is signilieanl and enn not be reduced lo a level below significance 



finvlropnieniBl 
Kesaurn 
(Swllou lu documenl) 

Alternative A AUemallve II 

TAULE 1.5-1 (continued) 

Alternallve E AUemallve F Allfinnilve G 

Snd Otego Urbuu 
Design Pritgruui 
OinipatlbDIly 
(Sectloo 4.1) 

Sliort-'lena I 'mKk 
Impacts 
(Seclluu 4.2) 

Would implement 
pedesniun (uloug E, 
F. G Slreels, 
Broadway and 
Haibor) design, and 
o|)en space (al ihe 
fool ot Broadway) 
features provided in 
the city's progrnm. 

Same as Alt. A (B) Same as Alt, A. (B) 

Developm cm of 
Phase I of ihe 
piojecl (by 1995) 
would nol 
substantially affect 
any intersections. 
(N) 

Same as Alt. A 
with respect io 
pedestrian and 
design feaiures 
along E, F, and G 
Slieeis and Harbor 
Drive. (B) 

Woukl not provide 
pedeslrian 
a r ienl at ion along 
Broadway ss no 
open space would 
be provided. (U) 

Same as AIL A (N) Same as Alt. A (H) Same as Alt. A (N) 

Would nol 
implement the 
design features of 
the city's program. 
(U) 

Same as Alt. A (B) Would noi 
im pi erne nt city's 
program, but no 
change from 
current condilions 
would occur, (N) ' 

No new develop-
rneul would occur 
by 1993, so no 
increase in traffic 
would occur. (N) 

Same as Alt. A. (N) No new deveiop­
menl would occur, 
so no increase in 
traffic would resull. 
IN) 
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Key: Each inipm:t in lollowcd by one nf ihe following notaUons: 

li - Subsiiiniial beneficial eiivjronincnliil change. 
H - Not significant, i.e., envliunmcnlnl change is not substmitial nnd adverse. 
S/M - Signincnnt Iml liiiligrihle, i.e., cnviionmcnial change is subsiimiinl and adverse, and enn lie mitigated to a level below significance. 
Sflf - UnsvOidcble ndverse imjiacl, i.e., environmental change is signifiennt and ennnot he reduced lo a level below significance. 



pnyli-onmenlhl 

(Section in document) 

rt|>cnii3livg A Allernullve B 

TAULE 1,5-1 (omtimied) 

Alternative C Alletnfftlyc 11 Alternallve E Allemntlvc F Allernallve g 

Long-Teiim 
InlerEcclluu 
Trutllc 
Impacts 
(Seclluo 4.2) 

|x> 

' tha operation of 
several intersections 
iii the vicinity would 
be subslanlially 
affecied: 

a Giope/Pacillc 
(S/M) 

w Broadway/ 
Haibor (S/M) 

^ Broadway/ 
Pacific (S/M) . 

o Broadway/ 
Front (S/M) 

Intersection 
improve menu 
fissodated wilh Ihe 
project ur pro­
grammed by the Cily 
of San Diego would 
reduce impact ul 
tiuch intersection io 
below signidcance.' 

Same as Alt. A, 
except (ho 
inlerseclioD of 
Broad way/H arbor 
would also be 
adveiscly affecied. 
Intersection im~ 
provemeat* associ­
ated wilh Ibe pro­
jecl or pro­
grammed by Ihe 
City of San Diego 
would reduce 
impact a I each 
intersection lu 
below siguiftcance. 
(S/M) 

Same as All. B. 
(S/M) 

Same as All. A 
(S/M) 

Same as AIL B. 
(S/M) 

Same as AIL A 
(S/M) 

No new deveiop­
menl will occur so 
there will be no 
increase in traffic. 
(N) 
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Key: Enth imp net is followed by one of the following not n liom: 

D 
H 
S/M 
SAJ 

~ Subsliintiiil beneficial environ men In) change. 
- Not signincnnl, i.e., eiiviionnientnl chnnge is nol subslaniial and nd verse. 
- Signifieani bul mitigable, i.e., environmental change U subslaniial and adverse, and can be miligalcd lo a level below significance. 
- Unavoidable adverse impnci, i.e., environmenial change is signifieani nnd cnnnoi be reduced lo a level below significance. 



flrivlmnmcntul 
Rtsomce 
(Seelinn la document) 

/VHertimive A Alleniallve B 

TABLE 1-5-1 (cuiitlnueil) 

Allernallve C AHernollve t) Allernallve g AiknialiaLr Allernullve G 

Long-Term 
Roadway SegmeHl 
Impuelfi 
(Section 4.2) 

Substantial traffic 
will contribule to 
o vertu paci ly 
conditions along 
scveraf segnients of 
roadway. 

u Pacific Highway 
so nil] of 
Broadway (S/M) 

w Fiisl Avenue 
south of Mil 
(S/M) 

Planned iinprove-
ineiit£ along Firsl 
Avenue v/ould 
reduce to below 
significance 
expected impacls 
along the segment 
south of Ash. 

Same as All. A 
(S/M and S/U) 

Same as All. A 
(S/M and S/U) 

Subslaniial traffic 
will contribute to 
ovc rea paci ly condi­
tions in vicinity of 
Navy Broadway 
Cumplex along 
Pacific Highway 
south of Broadway. 
(S/M) 

Same as All. A 
(S/M and S/U) 

Same as All. A 
(S/M and S/U) 

No new 
development will 
occur so Iherc will 
be no increase in 
uafTic. (N) 
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Key: Ench impiict is full owe J by one of HH: following not nl ions; 

ft - Subslnnthil bene fi LIB I erivironrucnlnl change. 
N - Nol signincnni, i.e., enviionmcnliil chnnge is not suhMaiitinl nnd adverse, 
S/M - Significant hut milignblc, i.e., tiivironmenlBl change is subslaniial and adverse, and can be miligDlcd lo n level below signiriciincc. 
S/U - Uimvoidnble ndverse impnci, i.e., CFivironmcnl&l change is signifieani and cannol be reduced to a level below significance. 



KnvlrotimeHinl 

(Section In dncumeiil) 

(MlcrnaUv? A 

TAULE 1.5-1 (continued) 

Allernntlve B A U T f f P t l ^ C A H t r m H I ^ J ) Allernallve E Allffnt'lvc P Allemnllve Q 

Parking Impacts 
(SccHou 4.2) 

Viewshed Impacls 
(Secllon 4.3) 

to 

With iniplemen­
talion of a Travel 
Demand Manage-
mcnl program, 
sufficient pniking 
would be provided 
io fneei parking 
demands onsite. (N) 

Viewshed would be 
ullered by replacing 
or upgrading (lie 
exisiing buildings 
wiih more intensive 
develupmenl. 
Project would be 
designed to be 
visually compatible 
with Ibe sur­
rounding viewshed; 
would beneficially 
affect viewshed by 
opening up view 
corridois along 
Broadway and E, F, 
and G sheets. (B) 

Same as All. A (N) Same as Alt. A (N) Same as AIL A, 
except 5 pcrccnl of 
Ibe parking for the 
Ccnlrc City East 
site would be 
provided in oBsite 
facililics in lhal 
area. (N) 

Same as A l l . A (B) Same as Al l . A (S) Same as Al t . A (B) 

Same ss All. A (N) Same as Alt. A (N) 

The site would 
appear visually 
similar from mosl 
views, so would noi 
be a substantial 
change from 
current conditions. 
However, view 
obsimctions across 
the site from G 
Streel toward the 
walerfront would 
be removed. (N) 

Same as AlL A, 
except development 
on Block 2 may 
substantially 
contrast wilh the 
scale of 
surrounding 
development, 
introducing an up 
lo SOO-fool-higb 
building lhal would 
stand oul from 
certain streel-end 
viewpoints. May 
subslanlially 
contrast with 
surrounding 
deveiopmenl. (S/U) 

Currenl parking 
conditions would 
remain unchanged. 
(N) 

There would be no 
change from 
current conditions 
so no impact would 
occur. (N) 
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Key: Ench impnci is followed by one of the following notationST 

B - SubsKintiol beneficial environmenial change. 
M - Not signifiennt. i.e., cnvironmcninl change is not subslanlinl nnd adverse. 
S/M - Signilieanl bul rniligabte, i.e., environmental change is substantial and adverse, and can be miligated lo a level below significimcc. 
S/U - Unnvoidiiblc iidversc impnci, i.e., environmental change is significant nnd cnnnoi be reduced Io a level below significance. 



Envlrnnwenlal 

Jlssimcis 
(Setilon In dncument) 

Alteniativc A 

TABLE 1.5! (tonllnutd) 

Alternative B Allernullve C AUemallve I) Allernallve E AUemillvsLl Almrnnllvc G 

Shading Impacts 
(Section 43) 

Police ProUttiim 
(Secllon 4.4.) 

Subslnntially linger 
shadows would be 
cost from the site. 
Because the pi oject 
area climate is 
generally modcralc, 
shade is nol, itself, 
considered adverse. 
No substantial 
shadow j would be 
cast on any resi­
dential uses. (N) 

Police proleciion 
can be provided to 
ibe sile without 
substantially 
titteciing llie ability 
uf ihe San Diego 
Police Depurtiiicnt 
io piovide services 
lu Hie project 
vicinity. (M) 

Same as All. A. (N) Same as AIL A 
although shadows 
would be less than 
wiih A (N) 

Same as Alt. A (N) Shadows would not 
be subslanlially 
grcaler lhan 
current condilions 
as only 50 feel in 
height would be 
added on one 
structure. (N) 

Same as Alt. A, 
although shadows 
associuied wilh 
Block 2 deveiop­
menl would be 
longer lhan AlL A. 
(N) 

There would be no 
change from 
current conditions, 
so no impact would 
occur. (N) 

Same ns AH. A (H) Same as All. A (N) Same as All. A. (N) Same as AlL A (N) Same as Alt. A. (H) Same as Alt. A (N) 

J 8/66101)01 i.S 

Key: Ench impnci is tullowi.'d by one of ihe following notntiuns: 

ft 
N 
S/M 
S/U 

. Subsiinrtinl bcnclicial cnviromnenln! change. 
- Not signifieani. i.e., environmenial change is nol substantinl nnd adverse. 
- Signifieani but rniiigitble, i.e., environmental change is subslaniial and adverse, nnd can Ire mitigated to a level below significance. 
- Unavoidable adverse impnci, i.e., environmenial change is significant and cannot be reduced lo a level helow significance. 



privlrnnntcntrtl 
Htsonrte 
(Secllon tu document) 

AherniiUvL'4 Allei native B 

TAULE l.S-l (continued) 

AUlEBaUvE-C A» tni"t |vt P Alternative E AUemallve f Alternative G 

Fire Protectlou 
(Secllon 4.4) 

t j o 

Fire protectiao 
devices (e.g., roof 
sprinklers) lhat will 
be required will 
provide sufficient 
protection under 
current water (low 
pressures io ihe sile 
(2.500 gallons/ 
minute). Sufficient 
lite proteciion 
personnel are 
available in the area 
lo provide 
emergency services 
lo the site without 
affeciing ihe ability 
to provide services 
lo Ihe project 
vicinity. (N) 

Same as AlL A • 
(N) 

Same ss All. A. 
(N) 

Same as Alt. A. 

(N) 

Same as AlL A-
(H) 

Same as All. A 
(N) 

No changes in ihe 
existing condittoos 
would occur, so no 
affect an fire 
protection would 
occur. (N) 

JB/664000n.S 

Key: Each impnet is followed by one of Die following notations: 

ft 
N 
S/M 
S/U 

- Substmitial beneficial environmenial change. 
- Noi signifieani, i.e., enviioninenl nl change is nol subslanlinl and adverse. 
- Signifieant bul mitigable, i.e.. environmental change is subslnnlial nnd adverse, and enn be milignled lo a level below significance, 
- Unuvoidnbtc adverse tinpucl, i.e., environmenial change is significant and cnnnoi he reduced lo a level below signifiennce. 



TABLE l.S-l (continued) 

Fnvt rnnn ien ln l 

Resiint'ee 
(Section in ducumenl) 

Schools 
(Section 4.4) 

Recredtluiiul 
Eucfl l l les 
(Sucllou 4,4) 

Alteinallve A 

The number of Navy 
jwrsound in Ihe 
region would remain 
unchanged. A n 
inllux of new non-
mililaiy persuunel 
could cause 
secondary impacls 
Hint cont i ibu l f 
cumulatively lo 
suliools in the San 
Diego area that are 
near 01 over ca­
pacity. School fees 
for private develup-
u i t i i l would ba 
implemented. (S/M) 

Wo existing 
recreation laciiilies 

wuuld be adversely 
uffectcd. A 
significant opeu 

space urea (1.9 
acres) would be 
piiwided al the foot 
uf Bioadway. (IJ) 

Al lernntlve H 

Same as A l l . A 
(S/M) 

Same as A l l . A 
except the open 
space area al the 
foot o f Broadway 
would be smaller 
(O.Sacie). (B) 

Alleiriatlve C 

Same as Alt. A 
(S/M) 

No existing 
• ecteaiion facilities 
would be adversely 

affecied. (N) 

Alternative 1) 

Same as A l l . A 
(S/M) 

Same es Al t . B. 

(B) 

Allernallve E 

MiUtmy personnel 
in the region would 
rc locate lo the site. 
No increase in re­
gional employmenl 
would icsult, so uo 
increase in students 
would be expected. 
(H) 

Same as AlL C 
(N) 

Alfernptlvc f 

Same us A l t . A 
(S/M) 

Same as A l t . A, 
exccpl a larger 

open space area 
(3.5 acres) would 

be placed at the 
foal of Broadway. 

(B) 

At lemnUvc (', 

No changes in the 
ensl ing condilions 
would occur, so no 
affect on schools 
would occur. (N ) 

No change f iom 
existing conditions 
would rcsull, so 
Iherc would be no 
impact. (N) 

J 6/6640001 J.S 

Key: Each impiiut is loltuwcd I>y one o f the fol lowing notntioris: 

i i 

N 
S/M 
S/O 

- Subslnnlial bencficiul cnvi iomnenlnl chnnge. 
- Not significant, i t : . , ciwirnnnientnl change is not subslanlinl nnd ndversc. 
- Signilieanl but niilignble, i.e., cnvi ionmenial change is subslnnlial and adverse, nnd can Ix: milignled to a level below sigmficimcc. 
- Unuvoidnlile ndvcisc tin pnn . i.e., cnvironmcninl change Is signifieani and cnnnoi be reduced to a level below sigmfienncc. 



TABLE l.S-l (continued) 

Environ nmituP 
kesoiirj.e 

(Seetiun In doeumeut) 

Water (Section 4.4) 

Wastewoler 

(Section 4.4) 

AI'?n(n*K A 

Exisiing water 
supplies and 
conveyance faciiilies 
are sufficient to 
provide water 
services lo (he sile. 

(N) 

Existing suntlary 
scwci lines are not 
sull lcicnt to trans-
poi t the increased 

amounts of waste-
waler f rom (he sile, 

so would need lo be 
upgraded. (S/M) 

Alternative B 

Same as AlL A 
(N) 

Same as A l l . A 
(S/M) 

AlfcrnMW C 

Same ss AlL A 
(N) 

Same as Al t . A 
(S/M) 

Allernntlve 1) 

Same as Al t . A 
(N) 

Same as AlL A 
(S/M) 

Al lernal lve K 

Same as AlL A 
(N) 

A reduced amount 
of wastewater lhan 
currentiy generated 
would rcsull from 

this alternative, and 
it could be handled 

by existing couvey-
fincc facililics. (N) 

Al lemotlve F 

Same as A l t . A 
(N) 

Same as A l l . A 
(S/M) 

Al lernunvc G 

There would be no 
change from 
existing conditions, 
so no impact would 
occur. (N) 

There would be no 
change f iom exist­
ing conditions, so 
no impact would 
occur. (N) 

O 

The Point Loma 
Wastewater Treai­
menl Planl has 
sufficient capacity lo 
accomntodale 
piojecl (lows 
wilhoul adversely 
affecting the phmt's 
ability to provide 
services o. ils ability 
lo evenlually meet 
clean water 
slandards. (N) 

Same as All. A 
(N) 

Sume as Alt. A 
(N) 

Same as All. A 
(N) 

Same as AH. A, * 
except the nel flow 
fiom the sile would 
be less than current 
conditions. (N) 

Same as All. A 
(N) 

There would be no 
change fiom 
existing conditions, 
so no impact would 
occur. (N) 

JB/664(UK)Ii.S 

Key: Ench impnc< is followed by one of the following noiattans: 

B - Snbsunithil 1>cncficial environmental change. 
N - Noi signineniii. i.e., environmenial change is not subslnniinl nnd adveise. 
S/M - Signilieanl but inilignblc, i.e., environmental change is subslnnlial and adverse, and can be miligated to a level below signifienncc. 
S/U •• Uiiuvoidnl.le adverse impuct, i.e., environmenial change Is signilieanl and cannot be reduced to a level below signi ficn nee. 



TAULE LS-1 ( tonl ln i iwl) 

Ivnviroinncnial 
Kesoun-e 
(Seclion In document) 

Sol id Waste 
Disposal 

(Section 4.4) 

SoL'loecononilca 
(Secdon AS) 

JdtsxmiMA 

Existing and 
planned landfills 

would be able t o 
oeeommodale solid 
wasic generated by 
the projcel wi lhoul 
siibstanlially nlfect-
ing (be ability to 
handle solid waste in 
the region. (N ) 

A n cslimaied 8.700 
new employment 
op| ior l unit ies would 
ba created al the 

Navy Broadway 
Complex, a positive 
cfTccl on job 
formaliou in 
downtown San 
Diego. (B) 

Alternative B 

Same es AlL A 
(N) 

Same as AlL A, 
exccpl 11,900 new 
employment 
opportunities would 

be erenled. (B ) 

Altemsi lve C 

Same as A l l . A 
(N) 

Same as Al t . A, 
except 5,800 new 
employment 
opportunities would 
be created. (B ) 

Allernallve D 

Same as A lL A. 
(N) 

Same as A l l . A, 
exccpl 14,500 new 

employment 
opportunities would 

be crealcd. (B ) 

A l tc imt lve F 

Same as A l l . A 
(N) 

Same as Ai t . A, 
exccpl 6,700 new 
employment 
opportunilies would 
be created on l l i c 
Navy Broadway 
Complex. 
However, ihese 
personnel would be 
relocated from 

AII«rnollve P 

Same as Al t . A 
(N) 

Same as /d t , A 

(B) 

At lcrnut lve G 

There would be no 
change from 

existing conditions, 
so no impact to 
landfills would 
occur. ( N ) 

No changes in 
employmenl would 
occur. (N ) 

olher bases in Ihe 
region. (N) 

JO/664000 I LS 

Key: Each itnpiict is followed by one o f the fu I lowing nolnlions: 

B 

M 
S/M 
S/U 

- Subslnnlial beneficial environmentnl change. 

- No t signifiennt. i.e., cnvironmcninl chnnge is nol tubslantinl and ndversc. 

- Signifieani bul miligablc, i.e., environmenial change is subslanlinl and adverse, and can IMS miligated (o a level below tigmfimncc. 
- Unavoidnble advaxc impael, i.e., environmenial change is significant and cnnnoi he reduced lo n level below significance. 



Emkmumiai 
Hesuiiree 
(Section In doeurueut) 

A|leinntlvf A AHmmHvt 11 

TABLE: L5-[ (continued) 

AHemnllve Cr AHemPllvg I) Allernalive E Allcrnulivc F Altemnllve C. 

Erosion 
(Section 4.6) 

Seism Id iy 
(Sectfnu 4.6) 

to 

During conslruclion 
onsite soils would be 
exposed lo rain and 
other hydraulic 
forces lhal could 
eventually convey 
sediments to the 
ocean, polenlially 
significantly 
affecting mm ine life. 
An erosion control 
plan would be 
implemented. (S/M) 

There is the 
potential that a 
branch of Ihe active 
Rose Canyon fault 
may bisect the siie. 
Tlie project could 
bd subjected lo 
severe seismic 
ahaking, with a 
polenlial onsite 
liquefaction hazard. 
Compliance wiih 
building codes 
would be necessary. 
(S/M) 

Same as Alt. A 
(S/M) 

Same ss All. A 
(SM) 

Same as AIL A 
(S/M) 

Same as AJL A 
(S/M) 

Same as All. A. 
(S/M) 

Same as All. A 
(S/M) 

Same as AIL A 
(S/M) 

Same as All. A 
(S/M) 

Same as AH. A 
(S/M) 

Same as AIL A. 
{S/M) 

No new construc-
lion would occur, 
so no impacts lo 
erosion would 
result. (N) 

No new construc­
tion would occur, 
so (here would be 
no change from 
euiTcnt conditions. 
(N) 

JB/66'(0(HH1.S 

Key: Eoch impnel is followed by oue of Ihe following notations: 

B 
N 
S/M 
S/U 

- Substantial beneficial environmenial change. 
- Nut significant, i.e., cnviionmcnial change is nol subslnniinl and adverse. 
.. Significnm bul mitigable. i.e., environmental change is Biibsinnlinl nnd adverse, and tun be miligated to a level below signincancc. 
- Unavoidnble ndversc impact, i.e., environmenial chnnge is signifiennt nnd cannol bt; reduced lo a level below significance. 



TAULE 1.5-1 (continued) 

tvnvlro. imenlul 
Kesniircc 
(Section in duenmenl) 

Extructabl i i 
Ketonrcea 

(KecHou 4.6) 

l l ydn i l ngy 
(Section 4.6) 

Runor f Wuter 
Qun l i t y 
(t ieetlun 4.6) 

A l tc t tu i i ve A 

Wo known 
cxliactable icsouiccs 
are located on or 

beneath the sile. 

(N ) 

Because the piojecl 
sile is already 
covered whl i 
impervious 
malerials, no 
jncrcuse in ni f iof l ' 
from the site would 
result, (N ) 

Accidental fuel tpi l ls 
during eunstruclicm 
could conlaniinale 
water qualily. 
Nol i t icai ion of 
public officials nnd 
immedime cleanup 
would be necessary 
in ihis unlikely 
insiuncfc. (U ) 

Alternative H 

Same as AlL A. 
(N ) 

Same as Al t . A 
(N) 

Same us A l l . A 
(N) 

A t ' t l nit(ve C 

Same as AlL A. 
(N) 

Sume as Al t . A 
(N) 

Same as AlL A 

(N) 

A lKnml fv* 0 

Same es A l l . A 
(N) 

Same as A l l . A 
(N) 

Same as A l l . A 

(N) 

AllciTtallve f; 

Same as A l l . A 
(H) 

Same as A l l . A 
(N) 

Same u AIL A 
(N) 

AllcrnnlivB F 

Same as A l l . A 
(N) 

Same as AlL A 
(N) 

Same as A lL A 
(N) 

A l l c rM i l v c_ f i 

Same as A l l . A in 
addition, no new 
development would 
occur. (N) 

No change in 

current conditions 
would occur so 
Ihcrc would be no 
increase in runoff. 
(N) 

No new conslruc­
l ion would occur, 
so there would he 
no potential impact. 
(N) 

JB/664O0tHI.S 

Key: Each hnpnel h follovffd by one of llie following notations: 

U 
N 
S/M 
S/U 

- Substiniliul beneficial cuviromncniat change. 
- Nol signiriennt, i.e., cnvironmcninl chnnge is not subslanlinl mid atfvcvsc. 
~ Significant hut miligiible. i.e., environmental chnnge is subsliintiiil and adverse, and can he miligated to u level below signifienncc. 
- Unavoidnbte adverse impntl, i.e.. cnviionmcnial change is signifieani nnd ennnut be icduced lo n level below significance. 



TABLE 1.5-1 (continued) 

£ 

Rnvirunn^n'11' 
Kesonrce 
(Seetfun In document) 

Consl ruct lou A i r 
Enilsslous 
(Seclion 4.6) 

ConslrucHon Oaat 
Ceneioii ion 
(Section 4.6) 

AfUfnfalive A 

Dur ing construction, 
equipment emissions 
f rom Ihe sile would 
be substantial. 
Because Hiis is a 
lemporury efleet 
and would not 
contr ibule 
subslanlially lo Ihe 
violal ion of air 
tjualily standards, 
the impact is not 
significant. (N ) 

Fugitive dust 
created during 
construction could 
create short term 
nuisance impacls. 
Dust uonl iu l 
measures would be 
required. (S/M) 

Al lernal lve H 

Same s i AIL A 
(N) 

Same us Al t . A 
(S/M) 

AlimiBli«! C 

Same as Alt. A 

(N) 

Same as Alt . A 
(S/M) 

AlttrndvF P 

Same as AlL A 
(N) 

Same as AIL A 
(S/M) 

Al lernnl lvr R 

Same as Alt. A 
(N) 

Same as AlL A 
(S/M) 

Allernalive F 

Same as AlL A 
(N) 

Same as AlL A 
(S/M) 

Al lernal lve G 

No new conslruc­
l ion would occur 
wi lh Ihis allerna­
live, so there would 
be no impact. (N ) 

No new conslruc­
l ion would occur 
wi ib Ibis alterna­
tive, so (here would 
be no impact 
related lo dust. 
(N ) 

JB/6640001LS 

Key: Each Jmpncl h followed by one of the following nolnlions: 

B - Subsinnltn) beneficial environmentnl change. 

N - Not signilieunl, i.e., environmcnlnl change is nol substantinl nnd adverse. 

S/M - Signifieani bul rnitigublc, i.e., cnvironmcninl change Is subslnniinl nnd adverse, and enn be milignled to a level below significance. 

S/U - Unavoidable adverse hiipuct, i.e., environmental change is significant and cnnnoi he reduced lo a level below signi fica nte. 



(Section in doeunient) 

AH«:niti|lye ft AllerHiil|v^ B 

TAULIi 15-1 ( e i i l W d ) 

Allernnllve <; AKemallvi? 1) Allemnllve g Allepinllve F Allernal lve C. 

Biological 
Res nu rces 
(Seelion 4.7) 

Terrestrial biological 
resources arc nol 
present because the 
site is already 
developed, so no 
impneIs would 
occur. No 
subslunliul shadows 
would he cast over 
the buyfronl dining 
Ibe lime of ihe day 
when the sun is 
di.eel (after 9:30 
B.m., even during 
ilie winter season), 
ihus avoiding any 
puteminl signifieani 
effects to marine 
life. Reflective glass 
would be prohibiled 
in lall buildings 
reducing Hie 
possibility for bird 
strikes. (N) 

Same ss All. A 
(N) 

Same as AlL A, 
(N) 

Same as Alt. A 
(11) 

Same as Alt. A 
(N) 

Same as All. A 
(N) 

No change in 
existing condilions 
would occur, so 
there would be no 
impael to biological 
resources. (N) 

JB/664IK1UII.S 

Key: Each inipiiet h followed by nne of the fulluwing nolnlions: 

B - Subslnniinl beneficial cnvhonmenlal change. 
N - Nol signifiennt. i.e.. enviionnietilnl clinngc b nol subslnniinl nnd adverse. 
S/M - Significant but mitigable, i.e., cnviionmenial change is subslnniinl and adverse, nnd can be milignled to a level below signillcnncc. 
S/V •• Uiiavtiidnble ndverse impnci. i.e., environmenial chnnge is Kignifiennt and cnnnoi lie reduced to » level below signifienncc. 



pwvlHin mental 
ResiMirce 
(Seclion In doeuint inl) 

Al lernul lve A Altsumlbx-B 

TABLE 1.5-1 (cuullnued) 

Allernallve C AllernBtlve D Altemmive E Aitemative p Al lernal lve C, 

Lone-Tenn 
Vehicular 
Emissions 
(Section 4.8) 

Subslaniial new 
vehicle trips would 
be gcoeraied. A n 
exlensive Travel 
Demand 
Management 
Program would be 
implemenied to 
subsinntiully reduce 
the use of single-
occupancy vehicles. 
The air qualily 
iiianagcmcjil plan 
and State fmple-
i i ientation Plan are 
being updaled to 
rellecl current 
growth conditions. 
Primary means lo 
reduce emissions 
wil l tie reduction in 
single occupancy 
vehicles. The 
projecl would be 
compalible. (S/M) 

Same as A l l . A 
(S/M) 

Same as A l l . A 
(S/M) 

Same as AIL A 
(S/M) 

Same as Al t . A 
(S/M) 

Same as A l t . A 
(S/M) 

No new develop­
ment would occur, 
so there would lie 
no increase in ve­
hicle emissions. (N) 

JB/664(HH)II.S 

Key: Ench impnet is foi lowed by one of the following notations: 

B - Siibsiantinl beneficial environmenial change. 
N - No l signifiennt, i.e., envimmnental chnnge is nol subslanlinl nnd ndversc. 
S/M - Significnnl bul miligablc, i.e., cnvironmcninl change is subslnniinl nnd adverse, and can be milignled lo a level below significance. 
S/U - Unavoidable ndveme hnpitet, i.e., envi ionmcnlal change b significnnl nnd cnnnoi be reduced to a level below signifienncc. 



TABLE l.S-l (conliiiuedj 

Environmental 
HeKouice 
(Section In document) 

Luug-Tei t i i 
Vehlculnr 

EinhiSlons -
Cuniulut lve 
(Seclion 5.8) 

Carbon WiuuvxMv 

Eiubsions 

(Secliou 4.8) 

ftM?i,miHv¥ A 

There would be 
su flic ic nt conges l ion 
ut an inter seclion 
ufier project trutl lc 

i i i i t igal ion lo result 
in a significant con-
n ibu l ton l o cumu-
hnivc regional uir 
quality impacts. 
(S/U) 

Curbun monoxide 
concentiations 

associated wi lh 
iratf ic v/onld be 
wi lh in fcdernl and 
state uir quality 
utmidards. ( I t ) 

Allernallve B 

Same as Al t . A 
except two 
intersections would 
have sulfieient con­
gestion afier 
mitigation to re? nil 
in a significant 
contribution to 
cumulalive regional 
air quality impacts. 
(S/U) 

Same as Al t . A 
(N) 

Allemative C 

Same as Al t . A 
(S/U) 

Same as A l l . A 

(N) 

Alternative I> 

Same as A l l . A 
(S/U) 

Same ns Al t . A 
(N) 

Al lcmal ivc E 

Same as A l l . A 
(S/U) 

Same as A l l . A 
(N) 

Altemutlve F 

Same as A l l . A , 
(S/U) 

Same as A lL A 
(N) 

A l tenrn t l veG 

N o new deveiop­

menl wouid occur, 
so Iherc would be 
no incicasc in 
cumulative 
interseclion 
congestion. ( N ) 

No increase in 
vehicle emissions 
would occur, so no 
carbon monoxide 
incicasc would 
rcsull. (N) 

JB/(i64000ll.i 

Key: Each ImpiiLl is followed by one of the following nolnlions: 

TJ .. Substnnlial beneliuinl Cnviroinnentnl change. 

H - Not signifiennt, i.e.. environmenl nl chnnge is nol subslnniinl nnd adverse. 

S/M - Signifieani but miiignble, i.e., cnviionmenial change is subslnnlial and ndversc, and can be milignled to a {cvel below significance. 

S/U - Unuvdidnblc advcirfs impnei. i.e., environmenial change U signifieani and cnnnoi be icduced to a level below signifienncc. 



TABLE l.S-l (ran l lu ned) 

Fitvlronmeirrinl 
Resource 
(Section lu do t i iment j 

Const ruct ion Noise 

(Seclion 4.9) 

T m l i l c Wulsc 

(Section 4.9) 

Al lcn ia i lve A 

Temporaty 
eoiistiucnon noise 
could create sig­
nificant nuisance 
noise impacts, 
especially on week­
ends when the 
nearby walcrfronl 
would be actively 
used. Conslruclion 
would be scheduled 
in accordance wi lh 
local noise 
ordiunncea. (S/M) 

Although long-term 
noise would increase 
over existing levels 
us a rcsull o f 
increased traffic, no 

sensitive receplon 
would be 

sigiiiilcanlly atfected. 

(H) 

Al lernal lve 11 

Same as A l t . A 
(S/M) 

Same as A l l . A 

(N) 

Allernallve C 

Same as AlL A 
(S/M) 

Same as AlL A 

(N) 

Al(ernal|vt ]} 

Same as A l l . A 
( S M ) 

Same as A l l . A 
(N) 

Al lernal fvf p 

Same as Al t . A 
(S/M) 

Same as A l l . A 

(M) 

Allernalive P 

Same ss 
(S/M) 

Same as 

(N) 

A l l . 

A l t . 

A 

A 

A l l c m m i v f r, 

t ion would occur, 
so there would be 
no impnci related 
lo construction 
noise. (N ) 

would be generated 
by thu alternative, 
although it would 
be exposed to 
increased noise 

f rom general traffic 
growth in ihe 
project area. (N ) 

J 8/664(100 I L S 

Key: Each impael is folWwed by one of (he following nolnlions: 

B 
N 
S/M 
S/U 

- Subsimitinl bencficin) environmental change. 
- N o l signifieani, i.e.. cnviionmentnl change is not subslnniinl nnd adverse. 

- Signil ieanl bul miiignble. i.e., environmenial change js subslnniinl nud advene, nnd can be mitigated to a level below significance. 
- Uiinvi i idi iblc adverse impnci, i.e.. environmenial chnnge is significnnl nnd cnnnoi be reduced lu a level below signinenncc. 



Envl f i t i i i i ienln l 
Itesnnret 
(Secllon In doenmeii l) 

flHerri^llve A AllernBtlve l l 

TA.HLE LS I (eonllnucd) 

AlKHll l t tni i C Allernntlve 1> AllSEOmJive.£ Aiteruullva f A.Uerniillve C, 

Ons i ie Nobe 
(Section 4.9) 

Hotels constructed 
on ihe sile would be 
within the 65 dB 
C N H L from iruf l lc 
noise, which could 
create subslaniial 
interior noise levels. 
Engineering design 
io reduce interior 
noise levels would 
uc necessary. (S/M) 

Same as A l l . A Same as A l l . A Same as Al t . A No hoicl uses arc Same as A l l . A-
(S/M) (S/M) (S/M) proposed so no (S/M) 

tmpect would occur. 
(N) 

No new 
deveiopmenl would 
occur, so there 
would be no 
impact. (N) 

JB/664000I1.S 

Key: Ench inipoei U folkxved by one of t l ie fol lowing nolnlions: 

B 
N 

S/M 
S/U 

- Subslnnlial beneficial envi ron men ml chnnge. 

- Not significai it. I t . , ct iv i ioninnnlnl change is not Substantial nnd adverse. 

- Significnnl but miligablc, i.e.. cnvi ionmenial change Is subslnnlial and adverse, and can be mitigated lo a level below significance 

- Unavimltible adveise impnci. i.e., environmental chnnge is significnnl nnd cnnnoi Ire reduced lo a level below significance. 



.Knvlrnnrflenlal 
Hesonrce 
(Seelion in document) 

A l t g n ' " " ^ A AlltmMUvr H 

TABLE 1.5-1 (con(lmied) 

AUemallve C Alternative 1> AllcmBllve E Allernullve F All5UmilvE_fi 

Subsurface 
Cultuiul Kesuurc«S 
(Section 4.10) 

Sile is umlerluin 
with artifacts from 
waterfront 
deveiopmenl 
between tlie 18S0s 
and 1910s. These 
materials are buried 
beneath the dredged 
fill placed onsite to 
crenic dry land for 
more deveiopmenl. 
The archaeology, 
while containing 
many artifacts, lacks 
stratigraphic 
integrity, and 
context, and is 
therefore unlikely lo 
contribute imporlanl 
informalion uboul 
San Diego's eaily 
hislory. The 
urchneologicul 
resources do nol 
appear to qualify for 
jnclusiun in the 
National Itcgister of 
Historic Pluees. 
Tl lis hus been 
confirmed ihrough 
consuttalion wilh 
ihe California Slate 

Snme as All. A 
(N) 

Smnc as All. A 
(N) 

Same as Ail, A 
(N) 

No subsurface 
excavation would 
occur, so there 
would be no impact 
to subsurface 
archaeology. (N) 

Same as AlL A. 
(N) 

Same as AIL E. 
(N) 

JB/fi64()(KII LS 

Key: Each impnci is followed by one of the following nolnlions: 

B 
IJ 
S/M 
S/U 

.- Subslanlinl bcucfidsl environmental change. 
- Not significnnl. i.e., environmenial change is nol subslnnlial and adverse. 
- Signifieani but miligablc, i.e., environmental change is subslanlinl snd adverse, and enn lie milignled lo a level below signinenncc. 
- Unavoidable adverse impnet. i.e., cnviionmenial change is significnnl and ennnot be icduced lo a level below significance. 



EuyimtmiMiflJ 

(Seclion in dfieiiknein) 

Ahernullve A Allernallve H 

TAULE l.S-l (cuntlimed) 

AHeraatlvf C Alternative 1) Allernallve E Alternntlve F Al lernal lve (} 

f l l s lo r leu l 
Arehueology 
(Section 4.10) 

iB /66400Ol l .S 

Historic Prcser-
vaiion Officer. 
Hxeavaiion fur 
footings and olher 
below-grade 
conslruclion would 
destroy any 
archaeology thai 
might exisi but this 
would nol result in 
Die loss cf a 
significnnl resource. 
Should an 
unanticipated 
signifieunt 
m ehaeu logical 
resource be 
discovered during 
piojecl ciicavulions 
i i would be 
evnlnaied and, i f 
found io be 
iniportai i l , it would 
l>c treated in 
ueeordnnce wi ih 36 
CFR 800.11. ( N ) 

Navy Uroadwuy 
Cumplex Buildings I 
und 12, combined 
wi ih ihe Navy pier 
(locnlcd outside the 

Same as A l l . A 
(S/M) 

Same as Alt. A 
(S/M) 

Same as A l l . A 
(S/M) 

Same as Alt. A 
(S/M) 

Same as A l l . A 
(S/M) 

No building 
modification would 
occur, so I here 
would be no 
impiict, (N) 

Key. Each hupnei is followed by one u f it ie following nolnlions: 

i i - Subsimitinl bcnelicVhl environuientnl chnnge. 
N - No l significnnl, i.e., cnv i iunmcnln l chnnge js nol substnulinl nnd ndversc. 

S/M - Significant I " " miiignble, i.e., cnvironmcninl change is subslnnlial and adverse, and enn he miligalcd lo n level below Kignificnncc. 
S/U • Unavnidnble ndveisu impnci, i.e., enviioninenl nl chnnge rs significnnl nnd cnnnoi be reduced to a level below signifienncc. 



finvlronmemal 
Herein ree 
(Seclion fu ducunieul) 

Alieimllvc A AHcrnHlive B 

7AULE 1.5-1 (conlinucd) 

ftlleinaUve <; Allernallve I) Allemative E AUetnatijtJf Allernntlve G 

to 

projecl boundaries) 
form a unil thai 
represenls every 
major period of 
Navy development 
at Ihis lucnlion. 
These slruciuies for 
nearly 50 years have 
beam nn 

archiieetural anchor 
lo the Sun Diego 
Harbor and skyline. 
As a unil they 
appear lo qualify for 
Ihe Huiional 
Kegisler of Historic 
Places. Demolilion 
or any subslaniial 
ruoditlcaliun of 
(hese structures 
would constitute a 
significant impact. 
Specific mitigation 
will be developed in 
consultniiun wilh 
Culifoinia SHPO 
puisuanl to ihe 
rcgulutions (36 CFR 
(WO) for 
implcmcnling 
Seclion 1(16 o f lhc 
Nalionul Historic 

JB/664O0011.S 

Key: End] impnci is lollowcd by uuc of I he following nolnlions: 

B - Substnnlinl beneficial environment nI change. 
N - Not signifieani, i.e., cnviiontncnlnl change is nol substnnliat and adverse. 
S/M - Significnnl but miligablc, I.e., envi ron mcnl a I change is subslnnlial and adverse, and can be milignled lo a level below siguifiennce. 
S/U •• Unavoidable adverse impact, i.e., environmental change is significant and cnnnoi be reduced lo a level below significance. 



JSialrawmemal 
Msssmss 
(Seclion In doeuriient) 

Allenintlva A AlleumUisJe 

TABLE 1.5-1 (coniiuaed) 

AligliUUkg-C Al ig i i a t l^H Allernally; E AltemiHK F AHemmivg G 

Hlsturieut Dlstrtci 
Eligibility 
(Seelloil 4.10) 

Prcscivution Act (16 
U.S.C. 4700. ' l ^ 
Navy proposes to 
record Buildings 1 
and 12 in 
accordance wilh Ihe 
Hisiuiie Aineiiean 
Buildings Survey 
Slandards prior lo 
demolition or 
inodilicaiion. (S/M) 

Several buildings 
within a three-block 
nrea of the prnjeui 
are eilher listed, 
eligible for listing, or 
appear to qualify for 
listing on llie 
National Register of 
Historic Places. The 
project will not 
ailcct the use or 
iniegrity of (hese 
structures. (N) 

Same as All. A 
(N) 

Seme as All. A 
(N) 

Same as All. A 
(N) 

Same as Alt. A 
(N) 

Same as AlL A 
(N) 

No change in 
existing uses would 
occur, so there 
would be no effect 
on neaiby historic 
resources. (N) 

JB/6640(KI11,S 

Key: Ench impnet is followed by one of Ihe following not nt ions: 

B - Sulwdnithil benefichd envhonmental change. 
N - Noi significant, i.e., enviioninenial change is not substantinl and adverse. 
S/M - Signineanl but iiiiiigabJc, i.e., ciivironmetital change js subslnnlial and adverse, and can be miligated to a level below significance. 
S/U - Unavoidnble ndversc impnci, i.e., environmenial change Is significnnl nnd cnimul be reduced to a level below signi fie anee. 



KBvlronmenUil 

(Section in document) 

Alleyii i i t tve A Al lernal lve B 

TABLE l.S-l (cunflnued) 

Alleiiqallve C Al lernni |vf p A l lwna l i v ; 15 AUsmalivsJf AKgrottlivE-fi 

Soi l Coutunii i iuiiukf 
(Section 4.11) 

Minor hazardous 
wasie spills were 
located or may be 
loeuied on the sile. 
In uddition, trans-
formers l l iat conlain 
PCBs are localcd on 
the sile although 
none are known to 
be leaking. Because 
the presence o f 
hazardous waste can 
affect public heallh, 
ihis would be 
considered a 
significant impael 
wi lh any of Ihe 
i i ! let natives. There 
are no known major 
hazardous waste 
spills or- leaking 
underground stor­
age tanks on the 
site. Keniedia] 
aclion l o remove 
and properly dispose 
of any haztndous 
waste found un the 
sile will occur. 
(S/M) 

Same as Al t . A 
(S/M) 

Same as All. A 
(S/M) 

Same as All. A 
(S/M) 

Same us Alt. A 
(S/M) 

Same as Al t . A 
(S/M) 

There would be no 
change in the cur­
rent onsiie condi­
tions, so no impact . 

would occur. (N) 

JB/664000n.3 

Key: Ench impnet is fol lowed by one of the following notnl ioai : 

ft - Subslanlinl beneficial environment n I chnnge. 
I f - Nol significant, i.e., environmenial change is not subsiarniat nnd adverse. 

S/M - Significant but mitigable, i.e., environmental change Is subslnniinl and ndversc, nnd enn be milignled to n level below significance 
S/U - Unavoidable ndveree irnpnet, i.e., environmental change is stgiiiricnnl and ennnot he reduced lo a level below signifiennce. 



Envl ron i i ie i i tu l 
t<esiinrc<j 
( ^e t t iuu In dociiniei i l ) 

Alterrtullv; rt ^Uernnl lve 8 

TABLE 1,3-1 (coiilluued) 

AHei native C AUsiimUyaJ) iVHennHlvq E AlternuHv^ F Altcr i ial lve G 

Aabcslos 
(Secdon 4.11) 

Most of the existing 
buildings on the sile 
eonlnin asbestos. A 
potential public 
heallh hazard would 
lesutt during 
demoli l ion, when 
asbestos fibers could 
become air-borne. 
Ihe project would 
be required to 
comply wi lh Ihe 
Federal Clean Ai r 
Ac t l o protect the 
public f iom cx[»o-
suie to asbestos. 
(S/M) 

Same as All. A 
(S/M) 

Same as AlL A 
(S/M) 

Same as Alt. A 
(S/M) 

Same as AlL A 
(3/M) 

Same as A l t . A 
(S/M) 

There would be no 
change in current 
site eondilions. 
Asbestos in onsite 
buildings does nol 
present an 
imminent health 
risk. (N) 

JB/664001MI.S 

Key: Ench impnet h lol loJ/eii by one of the following not nt [ons: 

Ii 
N 
S/M 
S/U 

- SUIJSI ant inl beneficial environmcnlnl chnnge. 
~ Not significnnl, i.e., environmcnlnl change is nol subslanlinl nnd adverse. 

- Siguincinit but miiignble. i.e., cnvironmenlnl change is lubstnnlial and ndvcise, nnd Cnn be milignled to a level below signifienncc. 
- Unavnidnble ndversc; impnci. i.e., environmcnlnl chnnge is signifiennt nnd eniinoi be reduced lo n level below significance.' 



pnvlmnmeHlnl 
Kesnnrcc 
(Sectiun In dueumenl) 

Alternntlve A Allernallve fl 

TABLE 1.5-1 (cunliniiLd) 

Allerrmllve C Alleinnllve D A|lFrnn||vg B AHmilHlvt V Allsmaliw.G 

Groundwster 
(Seeflou 4.11) 

i—• 

•fc. 

A gioundwalcr 
piume that has been 
contaminaicd wilh 
hydrocaibons is 
loealed an cslimaied 
1/3 mile nnd down-
gradient of Ihe Navy 
Broadway Complex. 
Groundwaler qualily 
lesiing at the site 
found no evidence 
of conlaininaiton. 
Although unlikely, 
giound water 
dewatering during 
subsurface con­
struction could draw 
the plume toward 
the site. A Nulional 
Pollution Discharge 
Eliminalion System 
(NPDES) peimil 
appliculiou will be 
filed with the 
Regional Water 
Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB). 
l l i c project would 
comply with any 
condilions specified 
in a NPDI3S permil, 
(S/M) 

Same us Alt. A 
(S/M) 

Same as AlL A 
(S/M) 

Same as AlL A 
(S/M) 

No groundwater 
dewatering would 
be necessary, so no 
impact would occur. 
(N) 

Same as All. A 
(S/M) 

Same as AlL E. 
(N) 

JB/B6400011.S 

Key: Each impnel U followed by one of ihe following nolnlions: 

B •• Subslnniinl beneficial environmentn) chnnge. 
N - Nol .stgnificnnl. i.e., environmeninl change is nol subsiimiinl nnd adverse. 
S/M - Signifieani but miiignble. i.e.. environmenial change is subslnnlial and adverse, and can be milignled to a level below significance. 
S/U - Unavoidable adverse impnci, i.e., environmental change [s significant nnd cannol bt reduced io a level below signifiennce. 



TABLE 1.5-1 (continued) 

.EnrinmtimiWil 
fUsoiH-t* 
(SetHon lu dnenweKt) 

A l r c ra t l Helgbis 
(Sectlou 4.11) 

Notu ru l i iu \ i 
(Seellun 4.12) 

AHsmiMK A 

' l l i e 4(KI-fix)i-liigh 
building on Block 1 
would exceed non-
opeiaiiunal 

inmginflry height 
sulfates, bul bnsed 
ui i a Federal 

Aviui iun Adminis-
Iration ( F A A ) 
determii iation, 
ivunkl nol result in a 
linzard lu air 
naviguiiun. 
Buildings on l l ie 
e us ic i ly a reus of 
Blocks l,"A and 3 
would be obstiue-
t ion lighted, per 
F A A slmulnrds. (N ) 

Nuiu ia l gas could be 
pinvided wi ihuu l 
adversely affeciing 
the ability of ihe 
Snn Diego Gas and 
Elcci i ie Company 
(SDGE) to piovide 
sci vices lo lis 
service urea, and 
wi l l iout adversely 
uffeeiiug conveynnce 
fncililies. ( I I ) 

Alitrnullve V 

Same as A l l . A, 
except the building 
on Block 1 would 
be 300 feet high. I l 
would nevertheless 
exceed imaginary 

surfaces, bul would 
not result in a 
hazard to air 
navigaiinn. The 
project would 
comply wi lh any 
FAA-imposed 
conditions. (N) 

Same ns A l l . A 
(N) 

Allernullve C 

Al l huildings would 
be below any F A A 
imaginary heighl 
surfaces, and would 
nol rcsull in a 
hazard lo air 
navigation. (N) 

Same as A l l . A. 
(N) 

Allermillve (1 

Same as Al t . B. 
(N) 

Same us Alt. A 
(H) 

Allernii l lve P. 

Same as A l l , C 

(") 

Same as A l l . A 

(N) 

AlUrni ' l fvp p 

l l i c SOO-fool-high 
building on Block 2 
would exceed 
opcriUionul 
imaginary height 
sui faces, but based 
on previous FAA 

delcrminalions, 
would uol likely 
resull in a hazard 
to uir navigaliun. 
The project would 
comply wi lh any 
FAA-imposed 
condilions. (N) 

Same as A l l . A 
(N) 

AUernative C, 

No new 

development would 
occur, so there 
would be no effect 
on air navigation. 
(N) 

No new develop­
ment would occur, 
so there would be 
no impnet on 
naiural gns. (N) 

JB/fiMOOOlLS 

Key: Each impact is fcillijwed by one uf the following notations: 

B - Subslnnlial beneficial environmenial change. 
N •• No l significnnl, j £., environmental change is nol subslanlinl and adverse. 
S/M - Signilieunl bnl miiignble, i.i:., environmental change is subsinntial and adverse, nnd can be miligated to a level below sigmiicancc. 
S/U - Un avoidable udvevse hnpDcl. i.e., enviionmcnial change is significnnl nnd cnnnoi be reduced to u level belotv significance. 



TAULE l.S-l (eonlfimetl) 

ftl(v)ioiiiTit;ulfll 

Resource 
(Section In document) 

Eleetkicily 
(KecllUii 4.12) 

Allsioulive A 

ConvcyBiice facililics 
are nol sulticienl lo 
piovide adequate 
eleclrical service lo 
4be sile. A new 12 
kV looped system 
vvould be required. 
(S) 

Allernallve II 

Same as Alt. A 
(S) 

Allernallve C 

Same as All. A 

(S) 

Mta-nMta l> 

Same as AlL A 
(S) 

Mfminiln E 

Same as AlL A 

(S) 

Allernalive F 

Same as Alt. A 
(S) 

Allernalive G 

No new deveiop­
menl would occur, 
so Ihcrc would be 
no impact on 
electrical service. 
(N) 

tJO 

JB/664000IL 

Kcy: (inch impnci is followed hy one of the following nolnlioas: 

B - Sututiinlial beneficial environmenial change. 
N - Nol signifiennt, i,e„ environmcnlnl change is not inbslnniinl nnd adverse, 
S/M - Significnnl bul miiignble. i.e., cnviionmcnial change is substnnlinl and adverse, nnd cnn be milignled lo a level below signifiennce. 
S/U - Unnvoididile ndversc impact. I.e., environmental change is significnnl and ennnot be reduced lo a level below signifiennce. 



SECTION 2 

PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION 

This section addresses the purpose of and need for the propcsed action, as required by the 
National Enviromnental Policy Act (NEPA), as well as the project objectives, in accordance with 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

Tae United States Department of the Navy is the owner and/or operator of IS administrative, 
support, and operational installations throughout the City of San Diego area. One such facility 
is known as the Navy Broadway Complex, which primarily contains administrative and warehouse 
facilities, and is the location of the Commander, Naval Base, San Diego; the Naval Supply Center, 
San Diego; and several other Department of Navy activities. As previously shown in Figure 1-1, 
the Navy Broadway Complex is centrally located to the other Navy installations. 

Tae Navy Broadway Complex is located on approximately 15.6 acres in downtown San Diego near 
the waterfront. Onsite structures were built primarily between 1922 and 1944, with a small 
gatehouse added in 1956. Tae site currently houses 405,753 square feet (SF) of office, 179,616 SF 
of industrial/warehouse buildings, and 421,660 SF of industrial uses for the Navy with a total 
1,007,029 SF of development. Although outside of the boundaries of the proposed project, the 
adjacent Navy Pier is supported by personnel at the Navy Broadway Complex and is part of the 
complex. 

Tae Navai Supply Center initiated long range plans in 1979 to move much of ihe warehousing 
from the Navy Broadway Complex site to new, modem facihties iccated at existing navai 
operational bases in the San Diego region. Subsequent to this, a regional study of Navy 
administrative and facility requirements was conducted. Tne study reaffirmed that the Navy 
Broadway Complex with the Navy Pier was essential for national security purposes and also found 
that consolidation of administrative personnel at one location would free valuable operational 
space at the other installations. Tne Navy Broadway Complex was determined to be the most 
suitable facility fcr co-iccation because of its: 

• Central location in relation to other Navy installations; 

• Proximity to several major regional transportation facilities, including light rail 
transit lines, a railroad, several bus lines, and aa extensive freeway complex; 

» Ideal size lo support necessary office space. 

This cc-lccation concept at the Navy Broadway Complex, with continued operation of the adjacent 
Navy Pier, was approved by the Chief of Navai Operations in 1983. A need for aaprcxfmate^y 
1 million SF of upgraded office space has since been identified io accommodate Navy 
administrative personnel. 

T ie typical means by which construction of Wavy ofScss, or ciher - îlUary iscilicies. is funded is 
•through Military Construction (MILCON) appropriations, which ars taxpayer-funded asd 
Congressicnally approved. However, Congress endorsed, through Public Law (P.L.) 99-661, a 
concept propcsed by Navy planners and community groups by which the site would be developed 
at reduced cost co the taxpayers through a public/private venture. P i . 99-661 was a component 
of ^ e National Defense Authorization Act of 1987. 

2-1 
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The legislation allows the Secretary of the Navy to enter into long-term leases of property on the 
Navy Broadway Complex, providing that in consideration of the lease, the Navy obtains without 
compensation, or at substantially below market value, administrative office facilities for the use 
by the Navy, thereby providing needed Navy facilities at little or no cost to the taxpayer. The 
lease would be to a private party(ies), who would develop private uses on a portion of the site, 
with the Navy offices on other portions of the site. 

Pursuant to P . i 99-661, the Navy is proposing to redevelop the Kavy Broadway Ccmplex with 
the following uses: 

• Up to 1,000,000 square feet (SF) of Navy administrative offices, 
• A mix of private office, commercial, and/or retail uses ap to 2,145,GG0 SF in size. 

Tne propcsed development and aitematives are described in detail in Section 3. A copy of 
P.I- 99-661 is provided in Appendix A. 

Tne Navy and the City of San Diego entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) on 
June 1,1987 to guide the planning and approval process for redevelopment of the Navy Broadway 
Compiex. The MOU specifies that the Navy, in consultation with the City of San Diego, will 
prepare a development plan and urban design guidelines that will define the nature of 
development that will occur on the Navy Broadway Comple::. The development plan and urban 
design guidelines would become part of a development agreement between the Navy and the City 
of San Diego. A copy of the MOU is provided in Appendix B. 

1-1 
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SECTION 3 

ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSES) ACTION 

3.1 PROJECT LOCATION 

Tne site of the propcsed project, known as the Navy Broadway Complex, is located in the City 
cf San Diego, Califomia, within the downtown area known as Centre City. Tne regional location 
of the site is depicted in Figure 3-1. Tae Navy Broadway Complex is located in the western area 
of the City near the San Diego Bay waterfront, as depicted in Figure 3-2. It is bounded by 
Brcadway cn the north, Pacific Highway on the east, and Harbcr Drive on the south and west. 
The Navy Broadway Complex, which consists of approximately 15.6 acres, is located on eight city 
blocks. As shown in Figure 3-3, the eight city blocks are consolidated into four larger blocks, 
noted in this document as Eiccks 1, 2, 3, and 4 from north to south, with each bounded by Pacific 
Highway cn the east and Harbor Drive on the west, and separated by the extensions of E, F, and 
G streets. 

j . z ALTERNATIVES 

The planning process for the co-location of administrative offices at the Navy Broadway Complex 
was initiated in 1979 when relocation of warehouses cn the site was first considered, followed in 
1983 by approval of the co-location concept by Chief of Naval Operations. Tne formation of the 
advisory Broadway Complex Coordinating Group (BCCG) served as the next step in the planning 
process. It was not until passage of P.L. 99-661 in 1987 that the process to generate detailed 
development concepts for the Navy Broadway Complex was initiated. Since that time, and 

particuiariy sines i98S~after a project deveiopment team was assembled-a number of aitematives 
to redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex have been systematically examined. 

Tne following criteria were considered in developing aitemative concepts: 

• Provide up to 1 miliion square feet (SF) of administrative offices for the co-
location onsite of Navy administrative personnel in the San Diego Region. 

• Maintain a Navy presence at the Navy Broadway Complex. Tais is required 
by the need to provide support personnel for the adjacent Navy Pier, which must 
continue in operation for national security purposes. Tne Navy Pier is used for 
ship berthing, storage, and load-outs. In order to support the Navy Pier, a rail 
line that bisects the site and is used periodically would be retained. 

• Allow for private deveiopment opportunities through a ground lease such that 
sufficient lease revenues are generated to sisnificantlv or fully offset the cost of 
Navy offices. 

• Develop a high-suality project that provides open space at the fooj'of Broadway, 
opens view corridors between the downtown core and the waterfront, maximizes 
pedestrian access and public uses, and results in an aesthetically pleasing project. 
Tnis responds tc community desires as expressed in local nolicy plans and 
throush the BCCG. 
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• 
geveral aitemative concept plans were considered but rejected in the planning process. Each 

Iteraative included a mb: of land uses that included 1 million SF of Navy offices. Each 
aitemative was evaluated for its consistency with the criteria expressed above, and its compatibility 
with planning policies. 

m 

Several aitematives with variations in overall square footage were considered, but were found to 
either be insufficient in size to offset the costs cf the Navy offices or were too intense to meet 
ccmmunity objectives. Tnese aitematives were rejected from further consideration. 

An aitemative that included over 100,000 SF of specialty retail, along with a mix of other uses, 
was considered. Although this aitemative would have met with criteria that were being considered 
fcr redevelopment cf the site, it was rejected because of insufficient market demand for this much 
specialty retail, given the expansion cf the nearby Seaport Village specialty retail shopping center 
and the Horton Plaza regional shopping mall. 

A mixed-use development that would have included 860 residential units in mid- and high-rise 
structures on a portion of the site was also considered. This aitemative was rejected because it 
would not have provided sufficient revenues per square foot to offset the costs of Navy offices. 

A final aitemative that was considered was similar to the Navy's preferred aitemative, 
Aitemative A, and was announced to the public in March, 1989. This aitemative included a 
mixed-use development of Navy and commercial offices, a museum, hotels, and a small amount 
of retail. It also included 1.3 acres of open space at the northwest area of the site, at the foot cf 

roadway. Tne tallest building would have been 350 feet in height. Subsequent to the 
nnouncement, there was community discussion calling for additional open space at the foot of 
roadway. In response to this community input, this aitemative was revised and replaced by an 

aitemative that provided 1.9 acres of open space at the foot of Broadway and a 4G0-foot-high 
building. 

Tne Navy narrowed the potential development concepts tc seven aitematives after consideraticn 
of potential aitematives and after receiving community input on a preferred aitemative. The 
seven aitematives are considered in the environmental impact analysis, and are listed below and 
described in detail in the following sections. Table 1.2-1 (page 1-5) summarizes each aitemative. 
Aitematives include: 

• The proposed action (i.e., the preferred aitemative) and, three mixed-use 
develonment aitematives on the Navy Broadway Complex. 

• • Construction of only military uses on the Navy Broadway Complex using 
traditional congressionaliy funded Military Ccnstpjction (MILCON). 

* An aitemative with development of primarily private commercial and office uses 
on the Naw Broadway Complex and develoument of Naw offices cn a second 
site in the eastern area of downtown San Diego. ,j 

* • The no action aitemative, whereby existing Naw uses on the site remain 
unchanged. 

3-5 
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Tae rationale for selecting each cf these aitematives for further consideration is discussed in 
the following sections. 

Tae Navy Broadway Complex would be developed according to design guidelines to be adopted 
by the Navy aad the City of San Diego. Draft design guidelines have been prepared for the 
project and are presented in Appendix D. Tne guidelines would become part of the development 
agreement to be adopted by the City and Navy. The guidelines describe allowable land uses, land 
use intensities, maximum heights (by block), and parking standards. With the exception of the' 
AJtemative E, which includes military construction only, and Altematrve G (no action), each of 
the alternatives is generally consistent with the design guidelines. Aitematives E and G are net 
consistent with the guidelines because they retain the site for exclusive Navy use. 

Tne mix of land uses shown for each cf the proposed mixed-use aitematives (le., Aitematives A, 
B, C, D, and F) is based on anticipated market. conditions. Depending on actual market 
conditions at the time of development, modifications in the square footage of each proposed land 
use may occur. However, in no event would the overall square footage of development exceed 
the total square footage shown for each aitemative. 

3.2.1 ALTERNATIVE A 

Aitemative A implements all the criteria that were established in developing the aitematives, 
and is conceptually illustrated on Figure 3-4. Aitemative A is the Navy's preferred aitemative, 
and it includes the following public benefits: 

• A 1.9-acre open space would be provided at the foot of Broadway (see 
Figure 1-2, page 1-6). This open space area wouid help implement a long­
standing desire by the City of San Diego to provide a gateway to the City from 
the waterfront The City of San Diego and the San Diego Unified Port District 
may contribute adjacent property to create an even larger open space at the foot 
of Broadway. (Coordination with the City aad the Port District would be 
needed to reserve the adjacent area as open space. If reserved, an 
approximately 10-acre open space area at the foot cf Broadway couid be 
provided. (See Figure 1-3, page 1-7). Tne provision of open space outside of 
the project boundaries is not a part of this project. 

• Tae project would provide up to 55,000 square feet of unimproved space for 
a community-sponsored group to have a museum, which wouid be oriented 
towards showcasing the maritime heritage of the City, and the historical 
significance of this section of the waterfront. Together with the open space on 
Block 1, the museum will help to create a pedestrian environment oriented to 
the waterfront (see Figure 1-2, page 1-6). 

• E, F, and G Streets, which currentiy terminate at the eastern boundary of the 
sits (at Pacific Highway), would be extended and developed with broad sidewalks 
through the site to provide vehicular and pedestrian access between downtown 
and the waterfront (see Figure 1-4, page 1-3). G Street would provide sidewalks 
up to 30 feet wide that would be landscaped to enhance pedestrian and visual 
access between -the Marina neighborhood to the east and the G Street Mole at 
the "waterfront. 
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• Taller buildings would include slender towers rising from broad bases and would 
be constmcted on the inland side of the site nearest Broadway, stepping down 
to the waterfront aad to the south to provide a visual transition between the 
higher density downtown core to the north aad east and the lower density 
waterfront and specialty retail to the west aad south. View corridors along E, 
F, aad G streets would be enhanced tc maximize public views of the waterfront 
from ccrridcrs. 

Tae basic project objectives of providing Navy offices at reduced ccst to the 
taxpayers would be met, although some local financial assistance by the City of 
San Diego for infrastmcture improvements (e.g., roadway and streetscape 
improvements) would be required. 

Aitemative A includes development of 3,250,000 SF of mixed uses cn the Navy Broadway 
Complex. Tne conceptual illustrative for this aitemative shows the tallest buildings on the 
northeasterly area of the site, peaking on Block 1 with other structures stepping down in height 
towards the Seapcrt Village shopping center to the south, and to the waterfront oa the west, as 
shown in Figure 3-4. Figure 3-5 depicts aa illustrative site plan for Aitemative A. (It should be 
noted that all figures showing the aitematives are conceptual and intended only to represent an 
illustrative example of the scale and possible general appearance of development.) Figure 3-6 
depicts massing guidelines for this aitemative. 

BescriiptJois ni Alterraatjve A 

j^temative A would include a mix of open space, Navy office, museum, hotel, commercial office., 
nd retail land uses ia up to 3,250,000 SF of devslopment Tae gross Soor area ratio (FAB.) fcr 

this aitemative would be 5.45. Tae precise mix and location (by block) of land uses would be 
determined by market conditions. For purposes of this analysis, the foilowing land uses by bicck 
are assumed. 

Block 1 

A 650,000 SF commercial office building and approximately 1.9 acres of open space are proposed. 
If a contiguous segment of Broadway is abandoned and the Port District dedicates an adjacent 
similarly sized area of opea space, an approximately 10-acre opea space area at the foot of 
Broadway could be created, as depicted in Figure 3-4. Broadivay could be re-routed around the 
open space to its terminus at Harbor Drive. 

The commercial office building would include a street-level podium, upon which a stepped tower 
would be developed. The office podium would have a 75-fcot setback from Broadway to create 
a visual link to the waterfront and would be 4G0 feet hkh. Its tallest component wculd be next 
to Pacific Highway at the easterly end of the site, and it would step down towards the open space 
snd the waterfront. Ground-level support retail and restaurant uses would be included. Aa 
illustrative cross section of this plan is depicted in Figures 3-7 and 3-S. 

Below-grade parking would be provided for 650 vehicles, which is 1 space per 1,000 SF. 
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• 

Block 2 

• 

Up to 1,000,000 SF of Navy office uses wculd be developed on Block 2. A 25-fIoor tower with 
a maximum height of 350 feet and 569,000 SF wouid be located on the eastern half ot the block 
along Pacific Highway. On the western half of the block, an existing Navy building (Building 12) 
wculd be rehabilitated or a new building of 486,000 SF would be developed. Approxiniately 
100,000 SF within Building 12 wouid be new construction added above the roof of the existing 
building, if that building were rehabilitated. Within the Block 2 square footage, a museum cf up 
to 55,000 SF in size would be provided, with its principal entry on the ground floor oriented to 
the open space on Block 1 at the foot of Broadway. Figure 3-7 also depicts an illustrative cross 
secticn cf this block. 

A total of 1,230 parking spaces would be provided, 430 below grade and SCO in a five- to six-
floor, 300,000 SF encapsulated above-grade structure. Fleet vehicle parking and storage would 
be provided for 230 vehicles within this total. Tnis is equal to about 1.23 spaces per. 1,000 SF, of 
which 0.23 space per 1,000 SF would be fcr storage of those vehicles and one space per 1,000 S? 
would be for patrons/employees of the Navy offices. 

Block 3 

Tnis block would be developed with a 1,000-rooni, 745,000-SF hotel. As conceptually shown in 
Figure 3-4, two midrise towers would be constructed on a single base. A tower up to 250 feet 
high would be constructed on the easterly area of the site adjacent to Pacific Highway, stepping 
down to-a -ISO-fcct-high building on the westerly area of the site toward Harbcr Drive. Tne hotel 

ould include ground- and second-level support retail and restaurants, and conference and 
ailroom facilities. An illustrative cross section of the proposed Block 3 deveiopment is depicted 

in Figure 3-8. 

Below-grade parking would be provided for 750 vehicles, which is apprcximateiy 1 space per 
1,000 SF or 0.75 spaces per room. 

Block 4 

Block 4 would be developed with a SOO-room, 475,GO0-SF hotel that includes an additional 
25,000 SF of retail and/or restaurant uses. Unlike the support retail lhat would be provided in 
the mis of land uses on Blocks 1 and 3, the retail on Block 4 would be independent of, but 
ancillary to, the hotel uses proposed on this block. As shown in Figure 3-4, ihe developments on 
Blocks 1, 2, and 3 step down towards this block, which wouid have a maximum structural height 
of 150 feet. As with the other development on the site, the taller structures on Block 4 wouid 
be cn the easterly area of the block, stepping down to lower structures as the site approaches the 
waterfront to the west. Tne hotel would provide retail uses on the ground floor. Figure 3-8 
decicts an illustrative cross section of Slock 4 development. 

Below-grade parking would be provided for 475 vehicles at a ratio Q.75 spaces per hotei room and 
4 spaces per 1,000 SF of retail. 

3-13 
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Phasing Pfon for ASternative A 

The phasing for this and all other alternatives would be dictated by market conditions. A possible 
phasing program is depicted in Figure 3-9. For purposes of analysis, it is assumed that the project 
would be developed over an approsimateiy 11-year period. Based on market conditions, the 
timing and onsite location of development may differ from the phasing shown herein. Open space 
would be provided in the last phase. This is because Navy offices wouid not be constructed until^ 
the third phase of the project, after sufficient private development has occurred to offset the cost 
cf the Navy offices. Building 1, which currently has 319,000 SF of Navy offices and is located on 
the site of the future open space, would need to be retained on the site until new Navy offices 
are completed. 

Tne phases and associated construction activity are as follows: 

• Phase 1-1992-1994: Tae hotel on Block 4 would be developed. 

• Phase 2-1995-1997: Building 12, located on the westerly area" of Block 2, would 
be rehabilitated and expanded. At the same time, the buildings on the easterly 
half of Block 2 and all buildings on Block 3 wouid be demolished and the site 
used for temporary surface parking. 

• Phase 3-1998-2000: The commercial office would be constructed on the easterly 
area of Block 1. The new Navy office would be constructed on the easterly area 
of Block 2. 

• Phase 4—2001-2003: Building 1 would be demolished for the construction of the 
open space and the hotel on Block 3 wouid be constracted. 

3.2.2 ALTERNATIVE B 

Aitemative B is similar to Alternative A, but includes more commercial office space and less open 
space. This alternative is intended to meet the project objectives with no financial assistance from 
the City of San Diego. Aitemative B includes an additional 250,000 SF of commercial office 
space for a total onsite development of 3,500,00 SF. Tnis would be sufficient to fully onset the 
ccst of the new Navy offices. 

Less open space would be avaiiabie on Block 1, where the additional commercial office is 
propcsed- Alternative B includes a 90O,0CO-SF commercial office development in a 300-foot-
high building on Block 1. As shown in Figure 3-10, the 1.9-acre open space in Aitemative A 
would be reduced to a 0.5-acre pedestrian plaza located at the foot of Brcadway. Consolidation 
of adjacent City and Port District land is not considered in this alternative, and the circulation and 
configuration of Broadway would not be altered. 

All other land uses on Blocks 2, 3: and 4 would be the same as Aitemative A, including a 
maritime museum and nubile and visual access tc the waterfront. 
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• 

Alternative 3 is similar to Alternative A in terms of building massing and layout, with the tallest 
uiidings cn the northeasterly area of the site—in this case pealdng on Block 2 at 350.feet-

stepping down toward Broadway on the north, Seapcrt Village on the south, and the waterfront 
to the west, as shown in Figure 3-10. 

Bescription of AJtemativq 3 

Aitemative 3 wculd include a mix cf Navy office, museum, commercial office, hotel, -open space, 
and retail uses in up to 3,500,000 SF of develooment. Tne overall FAR for this aitemative would 
be 5.SS. As with Aitemative A, the location and mix of land uses wculd be determined by market 
conditions. Propcsed uses, by block and apprcxiinate heights, are described below. 

Block 1 

A 900,000-SF commercial office building wouid be developed. The commercial office building 
would be siiniiar in design to the building proposed in Aitemative A, but would extend 
development to cover more area of the block (see Figure 3-4 and Figure 3-10). As conceptually 
shown, the office building wouid include a stepped tower up to. 300 feet high with an adjacent 
150-foot-tail wing to the north. Tnese structares wculd step down to lower-lying bases located 
to the west, adjacent tc a 0.5-acre pedestrian plaza. Ground-level retail uses would be provided 
adjacent to the pedestrian plaza. 

• 

Below-grade parking for 900 vehicles would be provided, which is 1 space per 1,000 SF. 

<Iocks 2, 3, and 4 

Tne development on these blocks would be 'the same as with Aitemative A Please see the 
description in Section 3.2.1 (page 3-13). 

Phasing Flags for AlteraatSve B 

Phasing for Aitemative B wouid be the same as for Aitemative A Please see Section 3.2.1 
(page 3-14). 

3.2.3 ALTERNATIVE C 

Aitemative C is intended to provide the minimum private development necessary to offset the 
costs of providing 1,000,000 SF of Navy offices. Instead of new'offices on Block 2, supported in 
part by commercial office cn Block 1, Aitemative C focuses cn rehabilitation of the two largest 
existing onsite buildings, Buildings 1 (on Block 1) and 12 (cn Block 2), supplemented by a new 
low-rise Navy office building also cn Block 2 (see Figure 3-11). Tne costs of rehabilitating the 
two existing buildings and building a new one on Block 2 would be offsei: by the same amount of 
hotel and retail on Blocks 3 and 4 as in Aitematives A and B. Total onsite development 
including Navy offices, would be 2,470,000 SF. 

Althcugh this ahemafive would reduce che total onsite development, compared with 
Aitematives A and B, its configuration would not allow for the provision of open space on 
Block 1 at the foot cf Broadway, because that is the cunent iccation ofBuilding 1. Furthermore, 
ja museum would not be financially supportable with this aitemative. Tne circulation and 
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pnfiguration of Broadway would not be altered, but £., F, and G streets would be extended 
trough the site, with G Street serving as a major pedestrian linkage. 

Aitemative C is different from Aitematives A and 3 in terms of building massing and layout Tne 
stepping down cf structures toward the waterfront, as found in Aitematives A and 3 , would not 
occur with this alternative. Instead, the massing would generally follow existing patterns found 
on Blocks 1 and 2, with the higher structures cn the westerly area of the blocks, as conceptually 
shown in Figure 3-11. 

Description cf Alternative C 

Uses propcsed for Aitemative C are described below. Tne overall FAR for this aitemative would 
be 4.15. Building heights are approximate. 

Block 1 

Tne existing building on the westerly area of the block, Building 1, would be rehabilitated to 
include 366,000 SF of Navy office uses. Tae existing building height, 100 feet, would be 
unchanged. Ground-level retail would not be included in this building. 

Surface parking for 230 vehicles would be provided on the easterly area of the block. The parking 
ratio for this block wouid be combined with additional Navy office parldng lhat wouid be provided 
on Block 2 to arrive at an overall Navy ofSce parking ratio of 1.23 spaces per 1,000 SF. Tnis is 
delineated further in the discussion of Block 2-

• •lock 2 

Tais block would include Navy office uses only. Building 12, on the westerly area of the CIOCK, 

would be rehabilitated to include 386,000 SF of rehabilitated and 100,000 SF of new office space 
within a 150-fcot-high stricture. A 130-foot-high building housing 148,000 SF of ofnce space 
would be constracted cn the easterly area of the block. 

A total cf 1,000 parking spaces wculd be provided, 400 below grade and 600 in a three- to 
Sve-Socr, 225,000^SF above-grade structure. Including Block 1, a total of 1,230 parking spaces 
(230 for fleet vehicle storage) would be provided for 1,000,000 SF of Navy office space, a ratio 
of 1.23 spaces per 1,000 SF of ofnce (of which one space per 1,000 SF wouid be for employee 
use). 

Blocks 3 and 4 

The development on these blocks would be the same as with Alternative A Please see ihe 
descriotion in Section 3.2.1 fpa^e 3-13V 

Phasing Plant tor Ateeynatjve C ' 

Aitemative C wouid be phased as follows (depending cn market conditions): 

» Phase 1-1992-1994: Tne hotel on Block 4 would be developed. 

IB/664GG01.E1 



Phase 2-1995-1997: Building 12 would be rehabilitated and expanded on 
Block 2. At the same time, existing buildings on Block 3 and the easterly area 
cf Block 1 and Block 2 would be demolished and the areas used for temporary 
surface nark: J - W " , 

• Phase 3-1998-2000: Building 1 would be rehabilitated on Block 1. 

• Phase 4—2001-2003: Tee new Navy office wculd be constructed on the easterly 
area cf Block 2, and the hotel wculd be constructed on Block 3. 

3.2.4 ' ALTERNATIVE D 

Aitemative D was developed to consider development cf most of the Navy offices at a location 
other than the Navy Broadway Complex, with the costs of the Navy offices supported primarily 
by private development on the Navy Brcadway Complex. The Centre City East area—where 
Saa Diego's new civic center is proposed—was considered the mcst likely aitemative location for 
Navy office uses due to the potential availability of parcels that could accommodate nearly 
1,000,000 SF of office space and due to its proximity to the Navy Broadway Compiex 
(approximately 1 mile). This area is shown ia Figure 3-2, page 3-3. 

The Navy would retain approximately 20,000 SF of office space at the Navy Brcadway Compiex 
to provide the minimum necessary support personnel for the continued operation of the Navy 
Pier. Approximately 980,000 SF of Navy offices would be provided in the Centre City East area. 
To offset the Navy's costs, 2,915,000 SF of mostly private, mixed-use deveiopment (except the 
20,000 SF of Navy offices) would be provided at the Naw Broadway Complex. Total development 
-with this aitemative wouid be 3,995,000 SF. 

A 0.5-acre pedestrian plaza would be provided at the northwesterly comer of Block 1 at the foot 
of Broadway, and E, F, and G streets wouid be extended through the site with G Street providing 
a major pedestrian linkage. A maritime museum would not be provided because insufficient 
revenues wouid be generated by the project. 

Aitemative D is similar to Alternative B in terms of building massing and layout on the Navy 
Broadway Complex. Tne tallest buildings would be on the northeasterly area of the site, with 
heights peaking cn Block 2 and stepping down towards Broadway on the north, Seaport Village 
oa the south, and the waterfront on the west, as shown in Figure 3-12. Blocks 1, 3, and 4 would 
be developed as propcsed in Aitemative B. Block 2 would have a 3G0-room hotel on the westerly 
area of the block. 

Tne Navy offices would be developed in a 9S0,GC0-SF building that covers two currently 
unspecified blocks in Centre City East, as conceptually shown in Figure 3-12. Tne building would 
be designed to have a steeped podium base leading to a 350-foct-high tower. 

Î sscrJioKi'Gi! 'p'̂  A3fl5!mi££jv? ID 
I -

Uses included in Aitemative D are described beicw by block. Tne overall FAR on the Navy 
Broadway Complex would be 5.4 and the offsite development wculd have an FAR of 
approximately 7.0. Building heights are approximate. 
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• 
lock 1 

Tie development cn Block 1 wculd be the same as with Alternative B. Please see the description 
in Section 3.2.2, page 3-13. 

Block! 

Tne easterly area of Block 2 would be developed with 530,000 SF of commercial office and 
20,000 SF of Navy office in a tower up to 350 feet high, rising from a broad podium base. The 
design cf this building would be similar to the building proposed in the same location in 
Aitemative A (see Figure 3-4 and Figure 3-12). Tne office on the easterly area wculd step down 
to a 2CG-foct-hieh hctei tower located on the westerly area cf the block. Tne hotel would have 
200,000 SF cf space and would include 300 suites. Total square footage on this block would be 
750,000. Ground-level retail uses would be provided in both buildings. 

Below-grade parking wculd be provided fcr 7S0 vehicles at a ratio of 1.04 spaces per 1,000 SF. 

Blocks 3 

ine development on these blocks would be the same as with Aitemative A. Please see the 
description in Section 3.2.1, page 3-13. 

jA total of 980,000 SF of Navy office uses would be developed at the offsite Centre City ^ast 
location. The maximum height of the building would be 350 feet 

Parking for 1,205 vehicles would be provided—805 spaces in a below-ground structure and 400 
spaces in a 100,000 SF above-ground parking structure. A ratio of 1.23 spaces per 1,000 SF of 
office would be provided, of which 0.23 space per 1,000 SF would be-fcr fleet vehicle storage and 
one space per 1,000 SF for employees/patrons. 

Phasing P'an for Alternative -D 

Aitemative D would be phased as follows (depending on market conditions): 

* Phase 1-1992-1994: The hotel on Block 4 would be developed. 

* Phase 2-1995-1997: Tne £rst 500,000 SF of offsite Navy offices would be 
developed. 

® P h n s P '2— 19Qfc-/'0fV> ^ - ^ •"-••fT~7~-10"-"'P1 r-.Z&r*.*. ^~A - j f H ^ - t - r s - ! ' i x - v -,v'--il-'! K= 

constructed on Block 1. The hotel wculd be developed on Block 3. 

* Phase 4-2001-2003: The commerriai office (with 20,000 SF of Navy office) and 
a suites hotel would be constructed on Block 2. In addition, the remaining 
430,000 SF of offsite Nsvy offices would be constructed. 

3-22 
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3.2.5 ALTERNATIVE E 

Aitemative E would provide 1,000,000 SF of Navy offices on the Navy Broadway Compiex with 
no private development. Traditional funding siechanisms, i.e., Congressicnally appropriated tax 
dollars, would be used to finance construction. The project would consist solely of development 
of 1,000,000 SF of Navy offices, as depicted in Figure 3-13. No open spaces cr pedestrian plazas 
would be developed on the site, nor would there be an extension of E Street, F Street, and^ 
G Street for vehicular access through the site. Pedestrian access through the site wouid not be' 
inhibited by fencing or any other physical barriers, but ii would be primarily across parking lots 
instead of along sidewalks. 

Descriptioit of ASternative S 

Uses orcDCsed in Aitemative E are described below. The overall FAR for this aitemative would 
be 1.68. Building heights are approximate. 

* 11 

Building i would be retained on the westerly area of the block and rehabilitated to include 
366,000 SF of office space. The building would be a maximum of 100 feet high. In. addition, 270 
surface parking spaces would be provided. 

Block 2 

Building 12 would be retained on the westerly area of the block and wouid be rehabilitated and 
expanded to include 486,000 SF of office space, 100,000 SF of which would be new construction 
on the rocf of the building. Tne building would be up to 150 feet high. Tne easterly area of the 
block would be used for surface parking for 360 vehicles. 

Block 3 

A aew 148,000 SF office building that wouid not exceed 100 feet in height wouid be constracted 
on the westerly area of this block. The easterly area cf the block wouid be used fcr surface 
parking for 207 vehicles. 

Block 4 

Tnis block would be used for surface parking. A total of-393 spaces would be provided. Total 
parking on the site would be 1,230 spaces (230 for fleet vehicle storage), a ratio of 1.23 spaces 
per 1,000 SF of office, of which one space per 1,000 SF would be for employees/patrons. 

Phasiggg P!ag! Tor Alttgyrsaitiys IE 

it is assumed that this aitemative would be develooed in one ohase, between 1996 arid 1998. 
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p.2.6 ALTERNATR'T: F 

As discussed in Section 3.2, page 3-5, subsequent to the public announcement cf the Navy's 
propcsed concept for redevelopment cf ihe Navy Broadway Complex, which included 
approximately 1.3 acres of open space on the 3.5-acre Block 1 site, there was, community 
discussion of providing a larger open space at the feet of Broadway. Tne proposed concept was 
modified to create 1.9 acres of open space at the foot of Broadway (Alternative A). 

A concept was also developed, Aitemative F, reserving the entire 3.5 acres on Block 1 fcr open 
space. Tne density of development cn the other three blocks would be increased equal to the full 
deveiopment program for Aitemative A, in order to provide sufficient development to offset the 
costs of providing Navy offices (see Figure 3-14). Local financial assistance from the City of San 
Diego fcr infrastmcture improvements (e.g., roadway and streetscape improvements) would be 
required. Adjacent property to the north under the control of the City of San Diego and the San 
Diego UniSed Port District wouid be added tc create aa even larger ooen snace at the foot of 
Broadway. .A significant waterfront gateway to downtown San Diego could be created at the foot 
of Brcadway. Development of this aitemative is not contingent upon the deveiopment of adjacent 
Ci^ and Port District property. 

Tne public benents offered by this aitemative wculd be the same as Alternative A except that 
more public open space would be provided. Because the same amount of deveiopment as shown 
in Aitemative A would be required to sufficiently offset the costs of Navy offices, development 
on Blocks 2, 3, and 4 would be intensined. Building heights on Blocks 2, 3, and 4 wculd be 
higher than Aitemative A with towers up to 500 feet high on Block 2 (instead of Aitemative A's 

50 feet), 350 feet high on Block 3 (instead of 250 feet high), and up to 250 feet high on Block 4 
(instead of 150 feet high). (Tne tallest building in Aitemative A is the 400-fcot-high ccmmercial 
office building proposed on Block 1.) Building massing and layout would be similar to 
Aitematives A 3, and D, with the tallest buildings on the easterly area of Block 2, stepping down 
to shorter buildings toward the waterfront to the west and a specialty shopping center to the 
south, as shown in Figure 3-14. 

Alternative r includes the development of 3,315,000 SF of mixed uses in the Navy Broadway 
Complex. A total of 650,000 SF of commercial office, 1,000,000 SF of Navy office, a 745,000 SF 
and 475,000 SF hotel, and an up to 55,000"SF museum would be developed. E, F, and G streets 
would be extended through the site, with G Street serving as a major pedestrian linkage. Tne 
overall intensity of uses differs from Aitemative A only in the amount of above-grade parking that 
wouid be provided (to offset parking that wouid have been on Block 1), with Aitemative F 
providing 365,000 SF versus Aitemative A's 300,000 SF. 

Description of Alteraativg F 

T 7,!;.'ar f*r*.r!ciHj»T^H '-T: ^ I t a i - n p t i v ^ ^ p r o 'i.«*•••—•"i~=i-J h- '̂.—.^-r '-•i,- V-1—,-'.- T'Via -•«•&•-«" "-'A'1? ~~-;- '-'rrz 
- ' S — J • - — •^"-- i1— — - — ^ - i - i • J . - W ^ i i C i . / w J, C i w .AWU^i llst*,^. Owll^Vl> i>' ' U luWA. . J- ii-W «jV'—i O i l i .T^iX iO'L -ilis 

alternative would be 5.7. Building heights are apprcximate. 

Block 1 

Tne approximately 3.5-acre block would be developed as open space. If che City abandons a 
xitiguous segment of Broadway to allow open space development and the Port District dedicates 

: an approximately 3.5- to 4-acre parcel of open space, an approximately 10-acre park could be 
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• 

through 
i terminate as a T " intersection at Pacific Highway. No pari 

would be provided on this block. 

Block 2 

An 869,000-SF office building would be developed in a 5C0-foot-high structure on the easterly 
area of Block 2. The Navy would occupy 569,000 SF, with the remaining 300,000 SF tc be used 
fcr commercial office. On the westerly half cf the block, existing Building 12 wculd be 
rehabilitated and 100,000 SF would be added to accommodate a total of 431,000 SF of Navy office 
and up to a 55.0C0-SF museum within a building 150 feet high. 

A total of 1,530 parldng spaces wculd be provided, 490 below grade and 1,040 in a 6.5-fiOcr, 
365,G00-SF above-grade structure that wouid be located in the podium cf the new office building. 
Tnis block wculd provide parldng at a ratio of 1.17 spaces per 1,000 SF, or 1 space per 1,000 SF 
of commercial office and 1.23 spaces per 1,000 SF of Navy office (of which che space per 
1,000 SF wculd be employee parking and 0.23 space would be for fleet vehicles). 

k 3 

Tnis block would be developed with a SCO-room, 35G-foot-high hotel on the easterly area of the 
block, and a 150-foot-high building supporting 350,000 SF of commercial office and 25,000 SF of 
retail and restaurant uses on the westerly area of the block. 

elow-grade parking would be provided for 825 vehicles, a ratio of approximately 4 spaces per 
1,000 SF of retail, 0.75 spaces per hotel room, and 1 space per 1,000 SF of commercial office. 

Mock 4 

A l,0CG-rocin, 745,00G-SF hotel would be developed within an up to 250-fcGt-high building, with 
its highest point on the easterly area of the block, stepping down to 75- to 100-fcot-high structures 
on the westerly area of the block. 

Below-grade parking for 750 vehicles would be provided at a ratio of approximately 1 space per 
0.75 rooms. 

Phasing Jor Altemativg F 

Aitemative F wculd be phased as follows (depending on market conditions): 

* Phase 1—1992-1994: Tne hotel on Block 4 would be developed. 

t Phase 2—"! 995-1997; Buiicin-' 12 would be Tehabilitated snd e^o-anded on the 
westerly area of Block 2. 

• Phase 3-1998-2000: Tne commercial office and Navv office on the easterly area 
of Block 2 would be deveioced. 
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• Phase 4-2001-200?! The commercial office and hotel would be developed on 
Block 3. Building 1 on Block 1 would be demolished. 

3.2.7 ALTERNATIVE G 

Aitemative G is the no action aitemative, which assumes that the site wouid continue tc operate 
with a mis of Navy office and Navy warehouse uses. No new development wculd occur on the_. 
site. The project site is currently developed with 405,753 SF of Navy office and 601,276 SF of 
industrial/warehouse uses, as depicted in Figure 3-15. 

No open spaces or pedestrian plazas would be developed on the site. Pedestrian and vehicular 
access between downtown and the waterfront through the Navy Broadway Complex would not be 
provided. 

Descrlptsoii of Alternative G 

Uses existing on the Navy Broadway Complex and included as the no action alternative, by block, 
are described below. Tne overall FAR for this aitemative is 1.69. 

Block 1 

A total of 366,452 SF of Navy office and 39,729 SF of industrial/warehouse uses are located on 
Block 1. Buuding 1, located on the westerly area of the block, is the tallest building at 100 feet 
Surface parldng is provided for 140 vehicles. 

Block 2 

A total of 37,136 SF cf Navy office and 421,660 SF of industrial uses are located on Block 2. 
Building 12, located on the westerly area of the block, is the tallest building at approximately 
100 feet Surface parking is provided tor 25 vehicles. 

Block 3 

A total of 2,115 SF of Navy office and 109,610 SF of industrial/warehouse uses are located on 
Block 3. Tne highest building on this block is 40 feet No parking is provided. 

Block 4 

A total of 30,227 SF of industrial/warehouse uses are located on Block 4. Tne highest building 
is 40 feet Surface parking is provided for 260 vehicles. 

Parking on the entire Navy Broadway Complex totals 425 spaces, which is a ratio of 0.42 spaces 
per 1,000 SF (approximately one space per 2,500 SF). 
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