{. Dennis J. O0’Bryant, State of California, Department of Conservation, May 24, 1499

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 appendiz. Please refer to that
section. A copy of the geotechnical report prepared by Woodward-Clyde Consuitants
{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 fcr a
response to this comment, particularly 3.2 and 3.2.1 therecf

3%}

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

N-4. Please ses 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.
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Peter M. Douglas, California Coastal Commission, June 8, 1990

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 Alternatives A and F which include
"large open space areas". These comments are noted and no response is needed.

-

Please see topical response TR-5.

This comment addresses the California Coastal Commission’s review of the Coastal
Ccaosistency Determination (CCDY}, a document with a review process that is separate
from the EIS. Although the Navy disagress 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 prasent

and future recreational needs are fulfilled in the Central Bayfront area around the
Navy Broadway Complex and that the project contributes important additicnal 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 O-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.

Accommodation of Present and Future Demand For Recreation

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

Recreation Opportunity Ivpe of Use
Embarcadero (North of Broadway) Pedestrian Promenade
County Administrative Center West Lawn  Public Open Space
Maritime Museum Public Museum:
Holiday Ian/Restaurants Commercial Recreaticn
B Street Fier _ Recreational Cruises, Pedestrian Areas
Broadway Pier Plaza, Viewing Areas
Harbor Excursion Boats Bay Cruising and Dining
Harbor Promenade (South of Mavy Pier)  Landscaped Promenade
G Street Mole Park, Vie'mn_:, Area, Restaurant
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. Seaport Village Commercial Recreation, Specialty -
Shopping, Strest Eatertainment,
Promenade, Viewing Areas

Embassy Suites ' Commercial Recreation

Marina Linear Park Park, Trail, Fishing Pier
Embarcadero Marina Park Park, Picnic Area

Embarcadero Manna Commercial Recreational Marina
Marriott Hotel Commercial Recreation
Conventicn Center Major Visitor Destination

Local coastal planning has fuifilled the demand for commercial and public recreationat
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 allccation 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 arsa. (Additionally, a number of develcpments
adjacent to the coastal zone also provide commercial recreation opportunities that
support visitaticn to the Central Bayfront.) Excluding streets, which account for 21
percent of the land, non-recreation {and uses constitute 25 percent of the plan area.

The Port Master Plan is an approved lccal coastal plan, so its allocation of land to
recreation opporiunity has besn approved by the California Coastal Commission,
recognizing the prasence of the Navy Broadway Complex as non-recreational, Federal

. iand preximate to the wateriront. In consideration of the variety of recrzation
cpportunities, the amount of iand area devoted to recreation in the Centre City
Embarcadero Precise Plan around the project site, and the prior Coramission approvai
of the Port Mastar Plan containing the precise plaa, it is evident that present and
foresesable demand for public and commercial recreation have besn accommodated
in the area of the waterfront near the Navy Broadway Complex.

Project Contribution to Public and Commercial Recreation

The oroject, as defined by the Mavy's preferred Alternative 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 aitendant uses on
the southern blocks (3 and 4) where they can best support visitation to the nearby
Seaport Village. Wide pedestrian facilities aiong E, F, and G Streets provide public
recreaticn cpportunity and connection to important waterfront open space areas along
the promerade and G Sirsst Mole. Ths maritime museum would esiablish a
recreation destination in the project that complements the character of the waterfront.
The 1.5-acre open space 3t ihe foot of Broadway would serve as a orominent

reCreation use area with excelient association with and vistas to the bay.:
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TABLE 1
ALLOCATION OF LAND FOR RECREATION OPPORTUNITY

. Centre City/ Navy
: Embarcadero Broadway
Type of Use Precise Plan Complex Project
Acras % Acres %
Commercial Recreation ' 85.7 37% 6.56" 42%
Public Recreation’ 40.4° 17% 4.97 32%
Total Recreation Area iZs6.1 54% 11,53 T4%
Streets 476 21% 1.89 12%
Other Non-Recreation - 581 5% _ 2.19 14%
Land Uses
Total Non-Recreation : 105.7 46% 4.08 26%
Land Area
TOTAL LAND AREA 2318 100% 15627  100%

@ Includes Commercial Recreation and Specialty Shopping (page 82, Port Master Plan,
San Diego Unified Port District, 198G). ' '

b 2 - - - - 3 -+
Inciudes hotel, restaurant, retail, and museurm uses (with service, parling, and support arsas).

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

includes pedestrian facilities, gallesias, 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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The 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, 2 concept that included 3,500,060 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 tc
open space, instead of commercial development, to serve the needs of a broader ar=a
of the waterfront. The cumrent 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.

The proportior of land arsa, 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. Tctal
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 Prcject 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 recrsation 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 arsa
designated for non-recreation, commercial use in the preject represents a very smail
proportion of land along the waterfront {less than cne percent), considering the total
area of the Centre City/Embarcadero Precise Plan area and Mavy Broadway Complex.

Open space and recreation arsa objectives cof the Centre City San Diego Community
Plan focus on providing a ceramenial cpen space as a ”grand public place” at the fcot
of Broadway and a system of small open spaces, such as vest poc,c\,t parks, in the
downtown area. The specific need for the latter is identified as six new, vest packet
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 arsa in parts of the
Centre City, including the waterfront, already accommodates the needs of the area.
Toe 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 cornclusion, 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 for coastal recreation
use is accommodated in the immediate vicinity. With the accommedation 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. ,

The commentator is correct in that the proposed office and hotei uses 'N"‘“ld incress
the employes and visitor population of the area, creating additional demand for uss
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 satisy the requirements for the buildout of
the Centre City. The 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 O-4, the project would provide substantial additional recreation
opportunity in a greater proportion (based on ground-level uses) than allocated in fand
area within the Centre City/Embarcadero Precise Plan of the Port Master Plan, the
approved coastal land use plan for the surrounding waterfront. The propcsed
recreational facilities (i.2., pedestrianways, oper 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 would costribute
recreational resources gver and above the project’s requirements.

This comment addresses the California Coastal Commission’s review of the Ceastal
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
ensurs that certain uses are given pricrity. It is imporiant to emphasize that the
project is not within the State coastal zone and that land use planning policies of the
State ccastal 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 policy, as discussed below.

Master Planmed Development of High 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 whele. The
majority of the ground-level uses in Alternative A are devated 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 ithe project is coastal-related. Also, the mobilization function
of the pier relies on adjacent space to: process supplies and personnel for
transshipment. Consequently, the hotels and restaurants, which would support
perscnne! 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 unigue because the property is adjacent to the pier and
would remain in Navy ownership. This further reinforces the fact that the project is
an integrated development of high priority, coastal uses.
:‘J‘

Commercial office use is not comsidersed & coastal-related (sxcept to the extent ihat
maritime businesses occupy it) or visitor-serving use, but it is integral to the project’s
financial feasibility (discussed below) and compietss a unified master plan of
development that provides substantiai 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 would 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 Alternative A supports high priority uses,
the primary concept of the project involves a master planned, multi-use high pricrity
coastal development. This concept for the whole develepment would be consistent
with coastal policy accommodating coastal-related developraeats within reascnable
proximity to the coastal-dependent uses they suppert. The presence of {non-priority)
commercial cffice use would zot 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 affect this policy or land uses within the ccastal zone.

Essential Fimgncial Role of the Multi-Use Approach

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

The public/private venture concept requires that development of the Navy Broadway
Complex include compatible private land uses sufficient to cffset the cost of
development "of the necessary Navy office space. The process of formulating
alternatives for the iype and intensity of developmer! on the site, therefors, integrated
consideration of compatibility with surrounding development, specific environmental
issues, and the firancial feasibility of potential alternatives.

To evaluate the econcmic requirsments of the public/private venture, the MNavy
engaged the firm of Williams Kuebeibeck & Associates (WK&A).to make an
independent financial feasibility apalysis. A market assessment was performed to
determine the potential &ypes of uses which could be developed on the site without
adversely affecting the absorption of similar deveiocpment planned in the Centre City
San Diego. The marketable development program was refined from a City planning
perspective, considering urban design gnidelines, massing, viewsheds, access and traffic,
and significantly reduced in total scope. The 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 develcper by the Navy. The fipancial analysis tested these cash
flows and values against the estimated construction cost of Navy office space and the
value of the ieased land. The financial tests confirmed the amount of development
and mix of uses, including commercial office, necessary i feasibly implement the
Navy’s objectives in 2 manner consistent with Congressional authorization,

The enabling federal legisiation mandates the selection of the developer for the
r=developmert through a competitive process. The financial analysis performed by
WKZA forms the basis of the goverament estimate to be used in the evzaiuation of
competitive proposals submitied for awarg of the redevelopment. The WK&A study
is therziore proprietary solicitation information which, in accordance with Federal
procurement regulations, cannot be published so as to protect the integrity and
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O-7.

competitiveness cf the selection process. The seiected developer, the WKE& A financial
feasibility study, and the actual financial propesal from the developer are subject to
review by the Congress, prior to award, in accordance with the legislaticn.

Ne Appropriate Coastal-Dependent Uses for the 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
Ceatre City/Embarcadero Precise Plap addressing the waterfront around the Navy
Broadway Complex focuses on ccastal-related, primarily visitor-serving and recreational
uses for the land area of the plan. Mo major coastal-dependent uses are designated
for the land in the vicinity of the Navy Broadway Complex, except for the existing
piers. The arrangemert of land uses in the plan demonstrates that there is no unmet
need for additicnal land to be zllocated to coastal-dependent uses along this part of
the waterfront, because such a large proportion is designated for other, non-coastal-
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 Bayiront, as would be expected. The 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 develcpment.
Therefore, incorporating coastal-dependent uses in the Navy Broadway Complex would
a0t be needed or appropriate.

Coastal-Related Uses 4re Fully Accommodated

The emphasis for coastal-related uses in the Ceatre City Embarcaderc area is placed
on public and commercial rece=ation oprortunity. It has been explained previcusly in
Response O-4 that the present and forsseseable need for public and commercial
recreation in this part of the waterfront i5 accommodated, in part by the Navy
Broadway Complex Project. In additicn, the market study commissioned by the Navy
identified the mix of uses that could be supporied by the forecasted demand and found
that commercial recreation use bevond that alrzacdy planned by others and included
in the project could not be supporied during the buiidout period of the preject.
Essentially, the Navy Broadway Compiex Project. in an effort to meet financial
requirements of the public/private venture aid be consistent with the policies of th

California Coastal Act maximized the amount of commercial reczeation (1.2 hotel,
restaurant, and retail) space that couid te feasibly developed. Therefore, the addition
of still more coastal-related, commercial recreation area, instead of the financially
necessary commercial office space, woutld not be appropriate. Recognizing (his market
reality, the commercial office space proposed for the project is an appropriate, as weil
as Decsssary, use. p
The intensity of development svd mix of uses proposed for the MNavy Broadway
Complex are necassary {0 achieve the Congressional mandate of providing the Navy
offjce space "without compensation or at substantiaily below market value” (P.1.99-
£8%Y, which has been interpreted by recent Office of Management and Budget
directives to mean obtaining the space at no cost. The five-year defense program
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contains no project to accompiish the collocation of Navy administrative facilities with
military construction furds, so additional Federal funding is not available. Iz view of
the current Federal budget reductions and the likelihood of even more severs
constraints, the prospect of futurs appropriations is extremely remote. Therefore,
generation of sufficient revenue stream and eguity from the public/private venture
concept is necessary for the feasibility of the project. Please see Response O-6 for a
discussion of the financial analysis conducted for the project.

The density of the Navy Broadway Complex Project was considersd in the development
of the prehmmary Centre City San Diego Communits ty Plan recently adopted by the
City Council. The Navy’s yrbfe::cd aiternative is consistent with the overall flocr area
ratics designated by the plan for the project site and with the step-down design
approach described in the pian. Therefore, the density of the propesed action appears

to be appropriate for the city's concept of development along the Central Bavfront.

(Please also see Response G-4 for 3 discussion of consisiency with r'oastal land use
planning in the Central Bayfront arsa).

The reduced density alternative suggesied by the commentator weuid not yield
sufficient residual cash flow to support the objectives of the Congressional mandate.
The financiai analyses performed by the Navy have confirmed that the amount and mix
of development necessary for financial feasibility is represented in Alternative B,
assuming no lecal government fimancial support. {Alternative A’s reduced density
relies on local goverament financial assistance for certain infrastructure improvements.)
Consequently, a substantially reduced density alternative would not be feasible. Ses
Responses O-4 and G-6 for discussions of the relatsonsl.:p of local coastal plans and
the financial feasibility requirements of the project.

The proportion of ground-level use area in the Navy's p::f rred Alternative A devoted

e |
.to commercial and public recreational use already exceeds the proportion of land area

so designated in the approved Port Master Plan for the surrounding wateriront, so 2
reduced density alternative emphasizing recrzation use would not be nesded to
maintain the planned aliccations of land to these uses. This issue is discussed in detail
in Response O-4.

O

The commentator’s sxslaratxon of s uppo it for Alternative F is noted. Please refer to
Responses 04 and G-7 for discussion oz how Alternative A meets the needs for
public and recr at;o-x opportunity in the Ceatral Bay :unt and proposes the mix of uses

necessary to meet the objectives of the project.

Piease see topical response TR-2.

Please ses topical "35"C!’256 ;Z{ 2 concerning pICject sconomics and marke: demand.
Note that the propesed proiec: was detemmined after review of a variety of laad use

combinations, including combinations that inciuded oo commercial office devglopment.

Concerning Mavy funding :,onh ibutions, topmal response TR-1 addresses the prospect

of providing Military Construction funding for this project.

The statement identified by the commentator is an xplanation of the existing setting

of the project site.  The siie is currently, 2 z::i -fo many years has been, fully covered
2 al

with impesvious surfaces. The deveiopment of the iternatives teduce the extent of
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impervious surface, and attendam 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 alternatives that include open space (Alternatives A,
B, D, and F.) ' :

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. The issue of relationship between local coastal plans and the project
has been discussed in the CCD (Section 4.2.2) and in Response O-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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P-1.

pP-2.

Max Schmidt, Centre City Development Corporaticn, June 13, 1990

Section 4.5 of the DEIS identifies the potential impact of cumulative and project traffic
and suggssts improvement programs o 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 lape 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 arsa.

The suggested improvements at study area intersecticns along the Pacific Highway
corridor are pecessary 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 strests
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.

Please see response to comments N-1 and N-2. Note that the proposed Urban Desiga
Guidelines, in conjunction with a major 1.9-acre open space plazz at the foct of
Broadway, were developed to meet a fongstanding City goal of making Broadway the
waterfront entrance to the City of San Diego.
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Q.

Q4.

Q-5.

Q-7.

Deanna M. Wieman, United States Environmental Protection Agency, June 15, 1990

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 adeguate is noted. E

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 development 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.

Thae Navy will commit to the implementation of the air quality mitigation measures
recommended by the EP A and discussed ip the EIS Section 4.8.3 as part of the Racord
of Decision.

The Navy wiil adopt the hazardous materials mitigation measures discussed in the EIS
Section 4.11.3 as part of the Record of Decision.

The hazardous materials investigatioa 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 alsc made to foillow the process required by CERCLA and the
Naticna! Contingency Plan, if remediation of hazardous waste is determined to be
needed.

The 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.

As a commercial office, hotel, and retail development, the Mavy Broadway Complex
Project would not be expected to use or generate substantial amounts of hazardous
materials or wastes. As an exampie, 2 dry cleaning operation is not anticipated as part
of the retail or hdtel uses within the project. Landscape maintenance could use
pesticides, so storage of small quantities on site may occur. Other activities normaily
found in office buildings, retail shops, and hotels that may use hazardous substances
rave not been cotcsived at this time. Consequently, although &t is possible to
conceptualize that limited use and generation of hazardous substances would occur,
it is premature to estimate the specific potential types and quantities. Specific uses
will be defined when the development bids are received foilowing completion of the
EIS. All tenants of the projeci will follow regulations regarding the generation, use,
handling, dispesal, ard disclosure of hazardous materials in full compliance with the
law. '
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Q9.

Q-10.

Q-11.

The comment suggests an appropriate mitigation measure to incorporate into the
project. The following measure is added to Section 4.11.3 of the EIS:

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

The Navy accepts the EPA’s recommendation to include the implementation of a solid
waste recycling program in the Record of Decision. Please also refer to Response E-

23.

Based on the investigation of potential kazardous 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.

The comment stating that the removal of PCB’s is governed by the Toxic Substance
Control Act {TSCA) is noted. The Navy has an ongeing PCB remeval program for
the site, and other facilities 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 16, 1990 (Public Hearing) .

HA-1. This comment does pot address the contents of the DEIS. No Tesponse is necessary.
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HEB-3.

=8-4.

HB-5.

Don Wood, C-3 and the Bayfront Cealition, May 16, 1990 (Public Hearing)

The commentator’s support for certain features of the project and for open space
included in Alternative F is noted. The ccmments are not specific to the
environmental impacts of the project, so no cther response is provided.

The 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 Tiesign
Principles, which provide standards for other development in a breader area to the
north and south. The proposed project fits within the context of development
intended to be provided along the project area. Whether the San Diego Unified Port
District complies in its developments with these same guidelines is beyond the control
of the Nawy. ‘

The Mission Bay fault is considered a sirand of the Rose Canyon Fault Zone. Liks
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 1973) are typically mapped as "inferred or concealed,” hence
their specific location is not known. Based op previous fauit investigations in the west
part of dewntown San Diego by Woodward-Clyde Consultants (Schug 1589) and
others, it appears unliksly that a significant fault like the Mission Bay fault extends
under or near this site,

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

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
i7-foct-wide sidewalk.
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SECTION 4
SEISMIC STUDY
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Centlemen:

. .+ codward-Clyde Consuliants is pleased to provide the accompanying report, which presents
the results of our geotechnical investigation for the project. Tuis study was performed in
accordance with our proposal dated July 11, 1990 and the Government Scope of Work dated
July 16, 1990.

This report presents our additional geologic/geotechnical studies for the Navy Broadway
Complex. The geolegic and seismic information presented in this report is inteaded @
supplement the DEIS/DEIR as well as to address review comments that concern geological
issues and dewatering.

If you have any questions or if we can be of further service, please give us a call.

Very truly yours,

WOODWARD-CLYDE CONSULTANTS -

David L. Schug
C.E.G. 1212

Consulting Engineers, Geologists
and Environmenial Scientisis

Offices in Other Principal Cities
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ADDITIONAL GEOLOGIC, SEISMIC AND GEOTECHNICAL STUDIES
NAVY BROADWAY COMPLEX
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND FURPOSE

This report preseats the results of Woodward-Clyde Censultants' (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 concem geological issues and
dewatering. We have also been asked 10 provide an updated discussion of site dewatering
for use of a hydrostatic resistant mat-type foundation for subsurface constucticn.

. ! 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 ars generally as described in "Alternative A" in the DEIS/DEIR prepared by
Michael Erandman 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, California,”
prepared for Hirsch Company, dated February 4, 1988 is on file at the Navy Broadway
Complex Detachment.

We have been provided with 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 1o comments ars being
provided it a separate document. ' |

1

4

1.2 Scope of Stady

. r studies have been based upon review of published geologic information and review of
our previous gzotachnical 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
information from our previous test borings and geotechnical laboratory analyses. No new
subsurface explorations were performed for this study.

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

. Secdon 2 & 3: Respenses to COMG Comments
. Section 4: Geotechnicat Considerations

2.C  SEISMICITY
The following paragraphs present an overview of site seismicity and local/regional fauits.

2.1 Tectonic Setting

The ectonic seting of the San Diege area is infiuenced by plate boundary interaction
petween the Pacific and North American Lithospheric plates, This crustal interaction cccurs
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 latirude of San Diego, this zone extends from the San
Clemente Fault Zone, located approximately 66 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 fauits along the eastern margin of the
plate boundary, including the San Andreas, San Jaciate 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 smualler portion of the
relative plate motion is being accommodated by northwest-trending faults to the west

~

offshers faults including the Coronado Bank, San Diege Trou

el |
wa

zones. Major regional faults of tectonic significance are shown on Figurs 2.
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2.2 Historical Seismicity

The locations of earthquakss 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 genemlly
been characterized as a broad scattering of small earthquakes; whereas the surrounding
regions of Southern California, northern Baja California and the nearby offshore regions
are characterized by a high rate of seismicity, where many moderate t¢ large earthquakes
{magnitudes up to 6.5) have occurred during the past 50 years or so (Simons, 1977,
Anderson and others, 1589). The record of historical earthquakes (magnitude 6 or larger
sarthquakes) available for San Diégo is probably as complete as any cther region in
California dadng back to the early mission days in the late 1700s {Anderson and others,
1989). San Diego has not had a local damaging earthquaks since becoming a major

population center.

. _.n Diego has experienced strong shaking and minocr damage from several iocal and distant
eatthquakss, but none have been very destructive (Agnew, 1979; Toprozada and others,
1581). Most of these sarthquakes apparently originated at long distances from San Diego,
generally from locations in the Imperial Valley or 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 estirnated to have Modified
Mercalli intensity VII! 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, 1581). Anderson and others (1589) suggest that the 1862 earthquake seems to
have produced the strongest shaking and to have been located <closer 1o 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 not

known,; based on an evaluation of felt reports by Toppozada and others {1581} it is

' Prior to the installation of seismographs in California in the sarly 1900's and the development of the
. hter magnitude scale, sarthquakes were described based upen their ground shaking ef{ecis on man-made

_.dctures and nawral features and felt reports. These descriptions were incorporated into an iniensity scale
of which the present version most commonty used is the Modified Mercalil (Mb) (Table 1).
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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 7
to have been located in northern Baja California, Mexico, about 180 to 15C km east from

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

Diego; shaking intensity VI to VI 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 lccation 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 earthquakess in 1964 was also generally located beneath southem 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, Althcugh the 1986 Oceanside
carthquake was felt strongly in many arsas of San Diego, it did not cause significant
damage in downtown San Diege. The recent increase in seismicity offshore from
QOceanside and in San Diego Bay is considered significant by some researchers compared to
the relative seismic quiescence over the past several decades. Heaton (1989) compares the
increase in earthquake activity in San Diego to other areas of California, where increases in
seismic activity has preceded large earthquakes; although Heaton also points out thers 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 earthquaks

actvity, seismic hazard in San Diego is, in our cpinicn, difficult to quantify. =
4

a/dls8 -4-



£

. ject No 8051207D-GEOL Woodward-Clyde Consultants

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
complex 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 (Xennedy, 1873, 1980); whereas ¢ 1shore,
lecalized evidence alse exists for Holecene faulting (Patterson and others, 1986; Rockwel,
1989). The locations of significant sirands of the Rose Canyon fault zone are not well
documented in many ar=as of downtown San Diego, largely because of the extensive early

urban develepment. |

T the viciniry of San Diego Bay and the project site, the Rose Canyon faclt zone has been

. ~pped (Kennedy, 1975} as being comprised of several fault sands whick include: the
Old Town fauit, Spanish Bight fault, Ceronado fault and Silver Strand faslt. The Mission
Bay fault is aiso considered a strand of the Rose Canyon fault zone and, like several faults
in the zone, the Mission Bay fauit is often projected scuthwards towards San Diego Bay
and the downtown San Diego area. The faulits sugpected o extend into the downtown area
(e.g., Kennedy, 1973) are typically mapped as "inferred" or "concealed” hence their
specific location is not known. Because of the uncermzinty 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 fauit
zone are considered capable of a maximum M7 earthquake (Wcodﬁrard-Clyde Consultants,
1589).

-}

he eastern-most branch of the Rose Canyon fault zone is

Iy

c
avl:, The Old Town fault displacas late Pleistocene sedimentary depcosits near Mission
Valley. Southeast of the Cld Town arsa, the locasion and characteristic

1

fault ars not known with confidence; howsver, it is suspecied by Kennedy and others
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{1575} to extend iniwc the downiown arsa. 1he Ol Town fault is located about 2 miles
. rth-nerthwest of the project site.

a/dis8 -5-



Project No. 9051207D-GEO1 - Woodward-Clyde Consultants .

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 Hclocene 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 Cecronado.

The Coronado fault is mapped as extending northerly across the Bay where 1t appears to

. project on land abeut 0.5 mile to the east of the project area (see Figure 6). Although the
fault is suspected to sxtend veyond the Bay oniand (Treiman, 1984 s location in the
downtown area {(east of ‘the site) is not known.

The Silver Strand fault extends from Coronado south to the offshors arsa west of the
U.S./Mexico International Border (Kennedy and Welday, 1980). Based on marine
geophysical profiling, the Silver Sirand fault is located about 2 miles south of the project

arsa where it appears te die outin 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 mentcned
fanlt zones, as well as more distant fault zones further to the east, offshere and in Baja
California, are considered capable of producing large (M>6 1/2) earthquakes (Woodward-
Clyde Consuliants, 1988)

a/dis8 ' -£-
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L2

.0 GEOLOGIC AND SEISMIC HAZARDS

[¥8

Fanl: Surface Rupture

The project site, like all of the downiown area, Is considersd to generally lie within the
Rose Canyon fault zone. Sorne fanit strands within this zone are considered actve (WCC,
1985, 1986; Rockwell, 1989}, and therefore present surface rupture hazards. Although
portons of the Rose Canyon fault zone ars being evaluated by the State Geologist and are
to be included in an Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone?, the west downtown San Diego
area (and the project site) is not currently being considered for zonadon. The City of San
Diego Municipal Code includes a geologic hazards ordinance which requirss geologic
hazards investigations for new buildings over two stories in height in all of downtown San

Diego.

. : southern reach of the Rose Canyen favl: zone appears to widen and become more
complex in the vicinity of San Diego Bay. Within the Bay, and in the immediate offshors
areas, the Rose Canyon fault zone has been interpreted to be comprised of several
subparalle! swands which inclode the Spanish Bight, Coronado, and Silver Strand fauits
(Kennedy and Welday, 1980). However, the eastern extent of the Rose Canycn Fault
Zene on land through the downtown area is not well-defined. Reconnaissance geologic
logging during the excavation of an east-west, mile-long sewer interceptor (WCC, 1981)
that extended west on Broadway to the intersecton of Xetmer and "E" Streats encountered
a single fault in the vicinity of Front and First Swrests about 0.5 mile sast of the site. This
fault is not considered active. Most often, interpretations of pessible locations of faults
within downtown areas have either projected the Old Town fault to the southeast (e.g.,

T

Kennedy, 1973), cr have been landward projections of offshore fanlts.

The faults shown on Figure § that are located in San Diego Bay were mapped (Kennedy
and Welday, 1980) by marine geonhysical surveys that included raverses located gengrally
parallel o the bay margins. These marine geophysical surveys conducted to date have not

identified significant faults in the bay that appear 1o project through the Broadway Complex

. Alquisi-Priolo Zenes are established by the Swate Geologist along activa faults and regulates certain
development within the zone (CDMG Special Publication 42},
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area. Kennedy and Welday (1980) mapped 2 short, apparently discontinuocus fault

xtending generally between Coronado and the Broadway Pier (location "A" on Figure 6).
This feature was not considered to be prominent on their subbettom reflection prefiles and
it apparently dies cut in the bay and does nct extend on land into the Broadwzay Complex

area.

Other portions of the Rose Canyon fault zone are suspected to extend into the downtown
area on land (Kennedy, 1975). In addidon to the geologic logging of the sewer intérceptor

xcavaiion along Broadway (ending at Kettner and "E" streets), WCC conducied 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
Broadway Complex did not encounter significant faults. 'i‘hcrefore, it is believed that

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

downtown area {Schug, 1989).

Based on previcus geclogic investigation conducted in San Diego Bay (Kennedy and
Welday, 1980 and cthers) and land areas near the Broadway Cemplex, it appears unlikely
that the site is traversed by a fault that would present a sigrificant 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 geclogic

informadon.
3.1.1 Remedial Measures : w

The project site arza is underlain by hydraulic fill soils placed over natural bay deposits.
The geologically recent bay deposits sxtznd down to elevaticns below Mean Sea Level
(MSL), whereas groundwater typically occurs within several fast above MSL in the project

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

—

ypical 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 possibie to make
confirmationat geologic observations in the several story deep basement excavaticns {which

exrended into Pleistocene materials).

As indicated in our previous geotechnical investigaticn for the Navy Broadway Complex,
the floor level for a two-story basement wiil be in bay deposits. Without being able to
dirsctly observe Pleistocene {Bay Point Formation) materials in below ground excavations,
it is unlikely that a fault will be discovered on the site during constuction. If a fault were
observed in construction excavations or discovered during future investigations, it will ke
necessafy to evaluate its recency of past displacements and surface rupture potential. If
evaluaticn of the fault indicates a significant likelihocd for renewed movement within the
expected project lifetime, and in particular, if the fault was considered “active? it would be
inconsistent with current engineering and geologic practice 1o site stoucturss directly acress
s~ fault. Therefors, developrment options would likely include relocating structures sc that
. _ are not sited across the fault. '

3.2 Seismic Ground Shaking

Southem Califomia is a seismically active region and the potental that local swong ground
shaking cculd 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
typical design lifs of smuctures. Earthquake ground motions ars pessible from a number of
active fault zones, including the Rose Canyon, fault zones in northern Baja California,

areas offshere from San Diego, and the Imperial Valley. Table 2 inciudes a summary of

3 An "active fault”, as defined by the California Division of Mines and Geology, is a fault Lhat has “had
surface displacement within Holocene time (about Lhe last 11,000 years)" (Catifomia Division of Mines.and

;zology Special Publication 43), "Potendally active” faults are defined as those that have evidefee of
activity during the Pleistccene (last 2 10 3 millicn years buat not within the last 11,060 years).

For planning and siting purposes, the potential for surface fault rupture is generally considered 1o exis:

. 7 "active” and, i0 a lesser degree, along "potentiaily active” faults, Those faults that have been most

atly active, and partcularly those faults that have been rpeaiedly active during the Holocene, are
considered to have the greatest potential for future displacements,
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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 potentialto produce a large earthguake, the Rose
Canyorn fault zone is considered a significant seismic hazard to downtown San Diego.
Estimates of the maximum earthquake for the Rose Canyoen fault zone range from M 6 12
to 7 1/4 (Woodward-Clyde Consultants, 1986) with 2 maximum M 7 earthquake typically
considered in local seismic hazard evaluations. A maximum M7 earthquake on'the Rose
Canyon fault zone is alse generally consistent with studies by cthers including Wésnousky,
1$86. The maximum earthquake (or "maximum credible earthquake™) is generally
considered to be the largest sarthquaks 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 10 miles from the study area can be
considered the maximum earthquake for this site. Based on attenunation relationships such

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

acceleratons in the Navy Broadway Complex area ranging from (.45 g to 0.60 g. This
estimate is in general agreement with peai ground accelerations reported by Mualchin and
Jones {1987,

it is importan: 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, itis generally considered unrealistic to desigﬁ 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
earthquaks of 1 to 2 percent within a 50-year period (WCC, 19865 and on-going in-house
studies). '

Regional studies have included probabilisiic evaluation of seismic hazards in San Diego.
Tor example, Anderson and others {(198%) rzport that peak accelerations of 0.1010 0.20 ¢
are "expecied about once every 100 years”. Earthquake resistant design of important 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

a/dls8 -10-
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Diego (and within about 1 mile from the Rose Canyoen fault zone) current studies for sites
near the Broadway Complex indicate that there is about a 10% probability that an
earthquake will cceur in 3 50-year period that will generate peak ground acceleratiens that

xceed about 0.35 g. This estimate includes the combined contributions of the Rose
Canyen, La Nacion, Corcnado Bank and Elsincre faults and for all earthquakes of M3 and

greater. [n our opinion, this estimate can generally be considered the "maximum probabls

earthquake" for this site.

The estmaies 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 Zons 3. Based cn our recent conversations with the Siructurzl Enginesss

Association of San Diegge, strong consideration is being given to changing ceastal San
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one 4. The U.S. Navy has historically considersd San Diego 10 be

The maximum earthquake on the Rose Canyon or other nearby fault, if it were to occur,
would likely result in sirong 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 srong ground shaking conditions
(Housaer and Jenmings, 1982).

Like 2ny other imperiant siruciure in dowantown San
projects shouid consider the likelihood of strong seismic shaking within the design lifs of
swuctures. Zarthquake resistant design, utilizing results of site-specific seismic hdzard
analyses {typically including seismic ground motion information, seismic 125p0NSe specTa,
znd characteristic site period), would reduce potential damage from sarthquakes. Zven sc,

. 's generaliy considered economically unfeasible to build a totally earthquake-resistant
project; therefora 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 wkhich lcose, saturated granular
materials develop high perewater pressure and lose strength due to ground vibrations
induced by earthquakss. Soil liquefaction can result in ground settlements and increased
lateral and uplift pressurss on underground structur=s. Buildings supported on soils that
have liguefied often serie and tlf; light-weight stmuctures may float upwards to the ground
surface and foundations may displace laterally causing structural failure.

The City of San Diego Municipal Code requires an evaluation of liquefactcn potential for
building sites that lie within areas ideatified on the City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study

as being susceptible to Lquefacticn. The City of San Diego Building Cede (Section
$1.02.2503) incindes the criteria for a liguefaction evaluation. The Broadway Complex
site Hies within Geclogic Hazard Category No. 31 (as identified on the City Seismic Safety
Study) in which potential ground failure associated with liguefaction is considere
"relatively high”, and therefore a liquefaction evaluaton is required by the Code.

Using informarion from our previous geotechnical investigation, we have made a
preliminary evaluation of liquefactdon susceptibility based on penetration resistance blow
counts of the sampler on the technique ountlined by Seed and Idriss (1982), and Section
91.02.2505 of the City of San Diego Building Code. We have converted the blow counts
obtained by a Mcdified Califernia Sampler to corrected blow count values (N1)gp 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 bjow count
viiues and the siress conditions for a design peak ground acceleration and earthquake
magnitude. Section $1.92.2905 (g) in the Building Code specifies that liquefaction
susceptibility analyses be performed using a minimum Magninde 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 factors* of 1.0 and 1.25, respectively. For this evaluatdon, 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 hydraunlic £ili
soils above the water table at the dme of drilling are not presented. Critical blow count
values (N)eo falling to the left of lines of calculated critical vaiues (N1)c for peak ground
accelerations of £.19 g and 0.23 g indicate scils that are potentially liquefiable under the
assumed conditions. Figure 7 indicates that approximately 45 percent of the granular
hydraulic fil}, bay deposits and Bay Point formation between elevations of approximately
+3 feet and -30 feet MSL are equal to or smaller than the (Nj)c values for a peak ground
acceleration of 0.1%9 g. It is'our opinion that the relatively denser and/cr more cohesive
soils of the Bay Point Formation below -15 feet have a low potential for liquefaction, so as
not 1o constitute a potential liquefacton hazard.

. & potentially liquefiable bay depoesits underlie the entire site with a general thickening of
the layer to the sonth. The consequences of liquefaction, shouid it occur at this site,
probably would be manifested in the form of localized sand boils, diffsrential ground
settlements and increased lateral earth pressures cn retalning stuctures. Based on the
analyses by Tokimatsu and Seed (1987), we estimate that the total and differsntial
settlements on the order of perhaps 2 to 7 inches could occur during the seismic ground
shaking associated with the San Diego Buﬂdin-g Code. A more severs earthquake could
preduce more extensive liguefaction.

3,3.1 Remedial Measures
Because of the potential for liquefaction at the site, we recommend that deep pile

foundations, or sttuctural mats designed for the anticipated settlements, be used ro mirigare

or reduce potential structural damages to buildings.

" Occupancy importance factors are defined in the Uniform Building Code. Any building where the
imary occupancy ir for assembly use for more than 300 persons {in onc room) has an imporiznce [aclor
of 1.25; all others are 1.0 except [or essential facilities which are 1.5.
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Quay wall failure in the event of liguefaction 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. The zone of impact could extend for several hundred feet behind the quay wall.

To mitigate the potendal 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 2 sea wave generated by a submarine earthquaks, landslide or volcanic action
which travels over the ocean. Earthquakes generated either locally or at great distances are
considered to be the priﬁnary mechanisms capabie of generating a tsunamd. A seiche is an
earthquake-induced wave in a confined body of water such as Sar Diego Bay. Hazards
from tsunami and seiche inundation in the San Diego Bay area are difficult to assess
because of the relatively short historical record and the lack of detailed studies in the subject

aAraa.

Tsunamis ravel across the ocean as a powerful wave up to 50 miles long, 1 te 2 feet high,
and at speeds up to 500 mile per hour. As the tsunami waves approach the coastline, the
shallow bottom topography and configuraton of the coastline can transform the waves into
very high and potentially damaging waves and strong currents. Most damaging tsunamis
are associated with vertical tectenic displacements and earthquakes with a magnitude of 6.4
or greater (Iida, 1963). The threat to San Diego of tsunamis ge'nerated from remote
earthquakes appears to be minor since the offshore topography of Scuthern California
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 the shoaling
effzct of the local coastdine. The San Diego Coast Regional Commission (1574) presented

an oppeosing visw by staring that the offshore area is insufficiently studied o make

statements on the configuration 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 Southem California coast as a result of distant tsunamis have fallen
within the ncrmal range of the tides (Joy, 1968). Five of the greatest tsunamis representing
all of the major generating zones of the Pacific produced minimal or no damage along the
San Diego coastline. Orly two or three tsunamis generated off of Southern California have
been recorded and all were barely ncticeable in San Drego. The 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 (1574) estimate the 10G-year and 500-year
runup from tsunamis as being 7.4 fest and 14.5 feet (above Mean Sea Level), respectively,
for the San Diego Bay area near the Broadway Complex.

There has besn no reported occurrence of significant seiches within the San Diego area.
Strong, local earthgnakes on the Rose Canyon favls or Coronado Bank faclt'zone could
‘. duce a seiche with significant run-up and unuseaily 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 siructures in and around San Diego Bay do not inciude design
considerations for tsunarmis nor seiches. An exireme tsunami or seiche resulting from a
strong local earthquake could damage existing coasial facilities and also result in sirong
currents and/or waves overtopping quay walls with some associated flecoding. However,
these possible events are not likely to produce substantial damage to facilities located
several hundred feet back from the shoreline. Therefore, specm.l design considerations for
tsunamis or seiches do not appear warranted for the Navy Broadway Complex.,

4.0  GEOTECHNICAL CONSIDERATIONS
Preliminary foundation alizrpatives wers evaluated in gur previcus geotechnical

investigation for the Broadway Complex. In the following paragraphs we present an
. iated discussion of possible foundation types and dewatering,
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4.1 il Conditions and Subsurface Construction Ontion

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 shaliow footings. This
beating swrata is typically encountered at elevation of -10 to -15 feet MSL. The overlying
materials ars potentially liquefiable and meoderately compressible, but have and ars
supportng one- and two-story structures.

Construction of a single level below grade can probably be accomplished with little or no
dewatering, with suppert of the buildings on pilings and use of a structural floor system.

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

foundations and siructural floor system to support building loads and to resist uplift water
forces on the order of 7 io 10 feet. Waterproofing of floors and walls will be required. it
will probably takz a 3 level below grade struciure to corﬁplstely penewate all loose
compressible and liquefiable soil. At this depth and at greater depths, dewatering will be
needed during ceonstruction and a very strong mat or structural floor syster: will be required
to resist 16 to 20 feet of uplift force. Waterproofing of walls and floor wiil be required.

We have prepared an order-of-magnitude estimate relative to cost differences for various
foundation trzatments. At depths of one and two levels below grade, the pile foundations
and structural floor slab costs are probably roughly equiwdlent to a hydrostatic mat
(assuming a five or six level structure and basement floor slab good for S00 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 &-inch thick,
unreinforced floor slab) the hydrostatic mat 13 on the crder of § to 7 times more expensive
than the cost of spread footings, a fioor slab, and the capital cost of installing a petrnanent

dewatering system.
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4.2  Dewatering

Woodward-Cilyde Cnnsu_ﬁants

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

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

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

could also potentizlly impact adjacent off-site areas. Thersfors the effects of constructon
dewatering should be limited to on-site arcas as closely as possible. Based on cur

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

consideraticns and possible cptions for construction dewatering:

s Desp WPlL. have been used on similar

$ 10 do constructcn dewaiering

and appear feasible for the Broadway Complex site.

° Ir may be possible to use well peints and ground sum

. localized areas which couid reducs

and/er pumps for

coten rtal off-site iy E.C:S.

» Scme groundwater contamination is known at nearby areas. Any

sncountersd contaminated groundwater would reguire treatment of water

removed.

o A perimeter cutoff with siurry wall would significantly reduce inflow 1o

dewatering systern. It appears possible o use sheetpile to shore excavations

d to provide perimeter cutoff of groundwater on a temperary basis (i.e.

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

interlocks grouted.

il

' Reinjection wells 1o put groundwaier
groundwater levels arpund the outside of

narginally successful a: other sites along

design, construction ang generation of rei

. attenticn and special expertise.
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4.3 Permitting
4.3.1 Dewatering Discharge During Coastructon

On April 23, 1990 the Regional Water Quality Control Board - San Diego Section
(RWQCB) adopted Order NMumber 90-31 {Order). This Order defines the general
requirements for grouﬁdwater dewatering discharges to San Diego Bay (and its tributaries).
This Order alse establishes a ban on all new permanent dewatering systems which would
discharge to San Diego Bay. HEHowever, the Order dees not prohibit cogistrﬁction
dewatering provided specific guidelines and requirements of the Order are complied with.

New construction projects which require dewatering will be required to submit an
applicaticn to the RWQCE requesting authorization for discharge under authcﬁty of the
“Nationa! Polluticn Discharge Elimiration System (NPDES) Permit No. CA0108707. The
application is to be prepared.in the form of a letter, specifically addrsssing each item
- presented in RWQCB Order No. 50-31. In brief, the Order requires the applicant o

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 justificaton supporting compliance with limitations (water quality
cbijectives) on impact and affect to receiving waters;

. Acknowledgment of specific provisicns in the Order with & statement of
compliance to achieve those provisions (e, by-pass conditigns, upsst

condirions, documentation, ic.);

> A program to fulfill specified monitoring and reperting requirements; and
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. A letter signed by a2 licensed engineer certifying the adequacy of the
treatment system o achieve compliance with the Order, including reguired

menuals, contingsncy plans, and menitering programs.

Subsequent to submittal of the above described applications, RWQCB staff will review the
infarmation for its completeness relative to the Order and if satisfactery, staff will issue a
letter authorizing discharge of groundwater for a specific constructicn pericd. Factors

important to receipt of the autherization letter include the following:

. Maximum groundwater discharge flowrate;

. Accurate estimate of dewatering period (length of dme);

. Ceriification that conta=minant mass loads® will compiy with the Ocean Plan
. and the San Diego Basin Plan; and

» Reasonable, practicabie contingency plans.

Based on Weodward-Clyde Consultant's experience (San Diego Convention Center), a
project of this size (approximately 15 acres) and proximity to the bayfront may require at or
near 250 gallons per minute of groundwarer discharge for each of the 4 cify blocks w0
adequately dewater the area during constructon.

4.3.2 Soil Removal -

Excavation and removal of soil could be addressed by the excavation contractor in two
Thoses. As necessary, rnase I would address those arsas <o i i
and/or petoleum h ydrocvbon waste material, If soil is found at this site contaminaregd with
hazardous materials (i.e., RCRA listed or characteristic waste material as defined i

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

identified in the California Code of Reguladons, Titdle 22), the soil must be weated o meer

. A contaminant mass load is equivalent io the actual cumulative mass of contaminant teing discharged
per unit ime (i.c., pounds cf petroleum hydrocarbons ger 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

contractcr may select one of several alternatives, including the following:

. Bioremediate the petroleum hydrocarbon contamination under approval
from the County Department of Health Services (CDOKS) and dispose ofi-
site at a landfill whose operator has been informed of the nature of the
contamination and the resultant characteristics of the treated soil;

. rrange for other suitable CDOHS approved on-site weatment and off-site
disposal;
. Contract for off-site treatment and disposal with a licensed rearment facility.

Phase II soil removal would address non-contaminated soil. The excavation contractor
would be reguired to identify off-site users of excavated soils and arrange fof processing
(spreading out the material for sun-drying, mechanical discing and/cr other appropriate soil
processing techniques) prior to alternative use. Phase II may not requirs CDPES aprroval,
rather it is dependant on the reguirements of those parties purchasing and/or accepting the

fill material.
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TABLE |

ABRIDGED MODIFIED MERCALLI INTENSITY SCALE
INTENSITY VALUE ANDDESCRIPTION®

Not felt excerpt by a few under especially faverable circumstances. (I Rossi-Forel
Seale).

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

Felr quite noticeably indoors, especially on upper floers of buildings, but many
people do not recognize it as an earthquake. Standing motorcars may rock slightly.
Vibration like passing of muck. Duration estimeared. {fI Rossi-Forzl Scale).

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 truck striking building. Standing motorcars rocked noticeably. (IV to V
Rossi-Forel Scale). :

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

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

Everybody runs outdoors. Damage negligible in buildings of good design and
construciion; 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).

Damage slight in specially designed structures; consicerable in ordinary substantal
buildings with partial collapse; great in poorly built stuctures. Panel walls thrown
out of frame stuctures. Fall of chimneys, factory stacks, columns, monuments,
walls. Heavy furniture overturned. Sand and mud ejected in small amounts.
ghanges in well water, Persons driving carsdisiurbed. (VIil+ to IX Rossi-Forel

cals).

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

L]
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X Some well bullt wooden stuctures 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) siructures remain standing, Bridges desiroyed. Broad
fissures in ground. Underground pipelines compietely out of service. Earth
slumps and land slips in soft ground. Rails bent greatly.

XIIy Damage total. Waves seen on ground surface, Lines of sight and level distornted.
Objects thrown into the air. :
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TARLE 2
SEISMIC SOURCES SUMMARY | ¥

Closest Distance Esamated
Source Prirmary Estimated From Site, Slip Rate  Maximum
Narne Displacement Length, miles miles mm/yr  Magnitude
Rose Strike-Slip 50 65-1.0 1.2-1.9 7
Canyon and Oblique -
LaNacion  Normal 16 7 ©0.053 812
Coronade  Swrike-Slip 156 13 30 . 734
Bank -
SanDiego  Strike-Slip 156 24 1.0 712
Trough : :
SCCZD Strike-Siip 43 0.5 7
Elsincre Strike-Slip 164 41 5.0 7172
San jacinto  Stike-Slip 166 &0 8.0 712
San Andreas Strike-Slip >200 30 25.0 B
(Scuth _
Segment)
Agua Blanca Strike-Slip 50 60 4.0-6.0 712
San Miguel  Strike-Slip | 60 50 0.5-2.0 7
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TABLE3
TSUNAMIS RECORDED AT SAN DIEGO

Earthquake Approximate Height
Magnitude Date Epicenter at San Diego
Q) © Aug. 13,1868  N. Chile; Se. Peru 10
8.3 Nov. 10, 1922 Atacama, No. Chile 1.3 ft.
8.3 Feb. 4, 1923 Kamchatka 1.3 fr
7.4 Apr. 1,1545  Aleutian Islands 13
8.25  Nov.5,1952  Kamchatka 231
8.G-8.5 Mar. 5, 1857 Aleutian Islands : 1.5 f1.
. §25-8.5 . May 22,1560 So. Chile 4.6 fi.
8.4 | Mar. 27, 1964 Alaska 3.7 fi

Source: Joy, 1968
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The earthquale data are from Califomia Division of Mines and Geology
Pre-1900 and 1900-1974 filas and California hstitute of Tachnology
1975-Juns 1985 flie. Bage tault map compiled by CDOMG and UCSD {1984)
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SECTION 5

ADDITIONAL RECIPIENTS OF THE DRAFT AND
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS
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SECTION 6
ADDITIONAL REFEREMNCES

Section 4 of the appendix provides references used to prepare the additional geclogic, seismic, and
geote.chm::al stuc%ies for th'e project. In addition to those references, the following references were
used in preparation of this appendix:

e~

San Diego, City of. 1950, Interm Cenire City San Diego Develcpment and Design Crdinance.
San Diege, City of. 1990, Preliminary Centre City San Diego Community Plan.
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PREFACE TO THE DRAFT EIR

he legislation authorizing the Navy Brecadway Ccomplex project is the National Defense
Authorization Act for fiscal year 1587, Public Law 59-861. Tae Navy and City of San Diego
executed a Memcerandum of Undersstanding (MOU) agresing to enter into a development
agreement, which will icciude a development plan and urbaa design guidelines for the project.
Recause both the Navy and the City of San Diego must approve the development agreement, both
an envircnmental impact statement (E1IS) in accordance with the National Envircnmental Policy
Act (NZPA) and an envircomental impact report (EIR) in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) are being prepared to address the potential environmental
imgacts of the propesed project.
This decument is the ZIR, for which the City of San Diego is the lead agency. Ia acccrdance 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 requirss preparaticn of toth an EIS (in accordance with NEPA) and an
FIR (in accerdance with CEQA), "the lead agency shall, whenever possible, use the EIS as such
FIR es provided ia Secticn 21083.5." )

The EIS was prepared to fully comply with the provisicns of both NEPA and CEQA, and centains
all discussicns required by =ach act. As provided by Secticn 15150 of the State CEQA Guidelines,
an FIR "may incorporate by reference all or cortions of another document which is a2 matter of
sublic record or is zenerally availabie to the public.” This ZIR incorporates by reference the EIS
for the Mavy Breadway Complex oroject. The EIS fully complies with CEQA apd the State
CEQA Guidelines, so the £IS 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 EIR.
Tuersfore, a summary of the contents of the EIS is nct necessary within this EIR. Tae addrsss
tc submit comments and reguest additional information is provided below.

CONTACT FOR_INSORMATION AND SENT COMMENTS TO:

Officer in Charge

Western Divisicn Naval Facilities Engineering Command Detachment
Brecadway Cemplex

555 West Beech Sirzet, Suite 101

San Diege, Califcrnia 92161-2937

(619) 532-3291

COMMENTS OM THE DEAFT BIR

$ 4 JUN 1550

b fem mempiaa T - a1 ;. ar ala T o e, - e
YTitien comumenis mush ne racaived al the anovye address o




CONCLUSIONS TO EIR:

An Environmental Impact Stateament (EIS) was preparad to address

the envircnmental impacts of sach of the precpeosed alternatives.
This EIR incorporates the EIS by refarence. The EIS addressed
land use and applicable plans, transpertaticn and circulatien,
aesthetics and viewshed, public services and utilities,
scciceccnomics, the physical envircnment, biological resources,

e

air quality, noise, cultural rescurces, public health and safety,

and aner and conservation.
gy

The praferred alternative, Alternative A, would include a 1.9-
acra copen space ar=a, a museum, and specific design guidelines

censistent with existing plans. Beneficial impacts to land use,

viawsheds, recrzaticnral facilities, and scciceccnomics would
rasult from this altarnative.

The propesad altarnatives would include transportation demand

management measures that would reduce the potantial air quality

-ad

Resocurces Beard, incorperation of these measures would
demonstrate consistency with the State Implementation Plan.

impacts of the project. According to the Califcrnia Air

The Regional Air Quality Stratagy sstablishes a géal of

maintaining a Level of Service (LCS) £ cr ketiar to reduce idlin
of times and vahicular emissicens, Cumulative Zdevelcpment in the
project vicinity would crezates congesticon (Level of Service D o2

below) at six intesrsecticns. The propesed projsect would
contribute a substantial incr=ment to this congestion at one to

twa of these intersections. City of San Disgo standards provide
that tkhis incremental contrikution to the regionis non-attainment

of ozone and carbon mecnoxide standards is a cumulatively
significant unmitigatad impact. '

'RECOMMENDED MITIGATION OR ALTERNATIVES FOR SIGNIFICANT
UNMITIGATED IMPACTS: '

The No Project altezrnative, which would T=2tain the site in its
currant cendition, weould eliminate impacts te air quality and
traffic circulation. ©Other alternatives cecnsiderad in the EIS
would have similar impacts to the preopesad nroject. These
altarnatives would havea a cumwlativaly significant air guality
impact.

MITIGATION MIASURES INCCREPCRATED INTO THE PRCJECT:

In oxder tc mitigats adverse cireculaticn ilmpacts, imtarsacticn

laprovements would 22 aade in phases tizmad to seonstruchion on -

varisus blecks of the project sitae. The improvaments include &
B =

addition ¢f turn lanss 2t the Braadway/Pasifiz Highway

Intersscticn and the signalization of Harlker Drive north of

Broadway and the Pacific FEighway/Harbkeor Drive intersscticn.

“* :-i“

w w
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NOTICE COF PREZPARATICN (NOP) FOR A
CALIFCRNTA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)
DRAPT ZNVIRONMENTAL IMPACT RZPORT

LEAD AGENCY:

The City of San Disgo, Californiga
PRCPCSED ACTICN:

The Department of the Navy, in coordization with the City of 3am Diego, 1s
preposiag to radevelop its land known as the Navy 3Broadway Coamplex. The
project site 1s locatad om approximataly sixt2en acres in dowatown San Diago
adjacent to the San Diego Bay watarfront and consists of eight city blocks
that arz boundad by Harbor Drive on the west, Market Straet on the south,
Pacific Highway oun the east, and Broadway onm the north (3see Exhibizs 1 and
2}. The sitez i3 currantly improved with a series of 3ixteen miscellaneous
0ffis3 and warzhouge duildings comrtaining in a2xcess of cne million square fzaet
of gzross floor arsa, The btuildings were congiTuctad betfween 1922 aad 1945,

The Navy 12 propecsiang to consolidats in modera facilitias the general
regional adminisirative activitieas of the naval shore 2stablishment in the San
Diego ar2a. These facilitizs are to be central to the B8an Diago naval
commands, the populatien of the Sam TDiego areaz and tegicpal tfranaportation
sysrema. The Navy's objectiwe i3 to redaevelop this a3itz through a public/
privata partnership dasigned 2o meat the Nary's regional admindistratiy
ce aeeds ia a manner that will <compliment San Diago’

£
2

T

s
']

]

davelopment., Approximataly ome millisn square faet of Nawy offi
cntemplatad zo be developed on the sits by a private developer(s)
tha Navy. Additicnal mizad~use (=2.g. offica, hot=al, specialty ¢ £
devalopment on the szife will be 2llowed which 13 intended to offss: the cosz
of the Navy-ocecupled spacz therady zaducing cost to the taxpayarc.

[ I T

r

A conczptual masta2z plaa aad urban de23ign guldalines will be prapared in
coordination with the San Disgo ccmmunizy through the City of San Diege to
guide the development of the site. It 13 proposed that the Navy and the City
will enter inte a davelcpment agvzement a3 the mechaniszm for approval and
contzol of the 3ita’s devalopment,

EINVIRCNMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

Prior to entaring Inzo such a development agraement, th
zquired to zravara an Invizonmenval Ianact Repert {(ETR)

iz ¢ i 2 lianca with
tha CEQA. The HNavy wi1ll also bte »rasariag an Eavironmantal Iagact Stanzmen:t
(EI8) £for 1t3 prepesz2d actiozs iz comsliianca. with the Yational Zzvirsamental
Polisy Ac: {WEPA). Bacaysze of i133u23 commonm E£o Doth amd ro faciliraza
admindszzrarion, Jolnt ha22rizgs aad oeptings will e condugrad oz the VWEPA and
CZG4a nrsoc23323,

Th 23722 all marzars of
pozeal act attachad o this
NC?) ., o2 limicad 7o, traffiaz
and 2iza and viaw



http://f~.il

corridors, public services and wutilitias, scciceconomizs, geology and
salsmicit axtracrabla rascurces, aydrolcgy and drainags, diology, 2ndangerad
gpecles and critical habitat, alr gquality, ncise, cultural resources, ccastal

zone management, public health and

ar
ars

Alzarnatives that are bvelng ccnsiderad imclude wvariaticns of priwvata—-and
Navy devalcpment on tha Broadway Complex sita, Navy-oznly davelopment of the
cown Saa Diage, and neo action.

aira, development of an altarnative site ia downt
CMMENTS CN THE SCCOPE COF THE EIR:

ha Cizy of Sam Clego 1s raquesting any comments you may have regarding

the 3coge'of rthe savizonmental analysis ia the EIR, Because of Iissues common

to both the YNavy's envirsumental review and ichis process and to facilitars

administration, the Navy 13 designatad to collect aand disseminata questicns

ad comments regarding this process to the City of San Di=230 for rasponse.
Plzasze submit commenta, ia writing, to the address provided below:

Officer in Charga
Weagtern Divizion
Naval Facilitiss Engiaeariag Command Detachment
Broadway Complex
1220 Pacific Righway

3an Dizgo, Cfaliforanla 3I2132=-31%C
Aztn: {Laptaia Wayne Goodermotz, CEC, TSNW

fuestions should be addressed to the same addr233 or ta2laphecme iaquiries can
na direzezad o Anrthony Prineipi, Gazneral Ccuxsal, readway Complax 2z jzct
OfFlze, at (£13) 532-3291, Writtasnm commenis must be submittad by Decaober 18,
1388,

iz addizion, jolnmt public scopliang meetings will be hald o raceilve writzan
ad oral testimony from zovermmental agsacies and the public about issues that

should be addr2ssad in the EIS/EIR. A morning session has bean schedulad for
agency ra2pr:igentativas and an eve2alng sesslon for members of the public. The
ayening sessisn will adjourn ar 11:30 P,M. or eazlisr, 1f all comments have
Been zTasalved. The scoplng me=iings will bde coaductad by Capralz Wayne
Gocdermota, the Cifficar ia Charge of the Broadway Complax Project 0£fica, The
meezings will be Iiaformal.  Individual speakars will bSe raquested to limit
thelr statzment3 € 72 minutes, Wrirtan statamencs will be zcceptad az the

meerings or they may be mailed to the addrz33 giwen above.

=1
=)

v Hh
O

3ot meecziaga will be op2n o the genaral wudliz ar the  timas  and

locardsns d4z2dicatad below:
H

Horalny S233icn Zyaning Z233ion

Mov2mbhazr 14, 1338 - 9:00 a.m. November 14, 1538 = 7:30 3.1,

£izy Adminiszrazizan 3uildiag Clty Admindsizacion 3uildinag

i27h2 Flooz 12zhe Floor

202 47 Sxraex 252 QT Z:saan

San Oiago, C4 32101 San Cdegn, CA 22101
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Officer in Charge

Westarn Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Detachment, Broadway Complex

Draft Environmental impact Statement
Mavy Broadway Complex Project

San Diegoe, Califcrnia




DRATT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR THE
NAVY BROADWAY COMPLEX PROJECT

Western Drvision Naval Facilities Engine=ring Command Detachment
Broadway Complex
555 West Beech Sireet, Suite 101
San Diego, California 92101-2937




DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (FIS)

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
DEPARTMENT OF THZ NAVY

Pursuant to Section 102 of the National Environmental Pclicy Act of 1969, as amended {42 USC
4321 et seq.), OPNAV Instruction 509C.1, and 40 CFR 1500-1508, November 29, 1978,

PROPOSED ACTION

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

LEAD AGENCY

Department of the Navy

ABSTRACT

The Mavy has identified a need to consolidate the regzional administrative activities of the San
Diego naval shore establishment in medern facilities at a site central to other Navy facilities in
San Diego. The Navy Breoadway Complex is centrally located on approximately 16 acres in
downtown San Diego, adjacent to the San Diego waterfront. The site is proposed for
redevelopment thrcugh a public/private partnership to meet ihe Navy's regional administrative
oﬁﬁcs space needs in 2 manner that will complement San Diego’s bayirent, while r=taining suprort
ctivities for the continued operaticn of the adjacent Navy Pier. Apprcximately 1 million square
feet of office space is needed for use by the Nawvy. Additicnal mixed-use private development
(,;, office, hotel, retail) } on the site wﬂl ce included io offsat the cost of the Navy-occuplcd
spacs, thereby raducing the cost *c the taxpayer. It is prc}posed that the Navy and tze city will
snter into a develepment agresment as ihe mechanism for approval and control of the site’s
development.
The EIS addresses the issues of traffic and circulation, land use and planning, aesthetics and view
corridors, public services and utilities, sccioeconomics, 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
orivate 2ad Navy development on the Navy Broadway Complex, Navy-only constructian on the

site, development of the site in cenjunction with an alt...natwe lecation in downtown San Diego,
and no action. i

CONTACT FOR INFORMATION AND SEND COMMENTS TO:

Oificer in Charge

Wesiern Division Mavai Facilidles Zngineering Command Detachment

310 adwau Comi,nm .
333 Wast Beach Strzes, Sujts 101

San Dego, Caiifornia 32101.2537

£515% 5323291

COMMENTS ON THE DRATFT Zi

i . . . . . .. \ a4 it

¢/ TILET SOMMenis must be recaived 20 the above adcrass by i1 oun 158
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PREFACE TO THE DRAFT EIS

The legisiaticn authorizing this project is the National Defense Authorization Act for fiscal vear
1987, Public Law 99-661. The Navy and City of San Diego executed a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) agreeing to enter into a development agreenient, which will include a
development 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 Naticnal 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 propesed project.

This decument is the EIS, for which the Department of the Navy is the lead agency. The EIR,
preparad in accordance with CEQA, is being circulated to the public by the City of San Diego
simultaneously with this EIS. The EIR 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 MITIGATION MEASURES

11 T onyu

The Navy Broadway Complex is an existing facility in downtown San Diege, California, which is
the location of the Naval Supply Ceater, San Diego; the Commander, Naval Base, San Diego; and
several cther activities. Constructed primarily between 1921 and 1944, the complex consists of
approximately 400,000 square feet (SF) of administrative office and 600,600 SF of warehouse uses
on a 15.6-acr= site near the San Diego Ray waterfrent. It is bounded by Broadway on the north,
Harbor Drive on the west and south’, and Pacific Highway on the east, and is centrally located
amidst the 17 other NMavy instaliations in the metropolitan San Diego area. The locaticn of the
Navy Broadway Cemplex 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 ceniral locaticn, appropriate size, land constraints on area
Navy operaticnal 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-lccation) at the Navy Broadway Complex in 1983. Subsequently,
it was determined that approximately 1 million SF of Navy office space would be needed to

ecessary.

‘cccmmcda'te the regicnal admiristrative office program, and redevelepment of the site wouid be

Constructicn of Navy offices, or other military uses, is typically funded through Miltary
Censtruction (MILCON) approrriations, which are taxpayer funded and Congressionaily approved.
However, the Navy began considering a public-private development venturs whereby a privats
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 cost to taxpayers. An advisory group--the Brocadway Complex Cocerdinating Group
(BCCG)-was formed in August 1985 under the auspices of the San Diego Association of
Governments (SANDAG) to serve as commuaity advisors for 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 cost of Navy facilities. A key objective of the co-locaticn program was to
encourage private land uses that are compatible with Navy administrative uses and surrounding
iand uses. Federal legislation was passed fn 1387 (P.L. 55-681) that authorized the pursuil of a
public-private venturs to implement the co-iccation concept on the site {ses Appendix A} This
legisiation specified that detalled plans and terms of the development should be formulatad by the
Mavy and the San Diege community throug!

P RS- - IR S S I I
h coordination with the BCCC

a - . . . 1 g ~ : )
. Harbor Drive unti] recently was known as Market Street along tie southern boundary

~

of the site, and is occasionally referred i as such in the EIS.

141
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.I‘ne Navy and City of San Diego signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) iz June 1587
to help implement P.L. $9-661. The MOU specifies that the Navy and City will enter into an
agresment for the future development of the NMavy 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 ATTERNATIVES

The Department of the Navy proposes to redevelop the Navy Brecadway Complex with up to 1
million square feet of Navy offices and up to 2.5 million square fest of mixed commercial office,
hotel, and retail uses. To implement the project, the Navy is proposing to enter into a leng-
term ground lease of property on the Navy Broadway Complex to a private party(ies). In
consideration of the lease, the Navy would cobtain its administrative offices without compensaticn,
orf at substantially below market value, thereby developing needed Navy faciiities at a reduced cost
to taxpayers. The ground lease would be with a private party, and wculd zallow for the
development and operation of a mix of private office, hotel, and/cr retail uses on a portion of the
Navy Broadway Complex, along with the Navy coffices. The existing Navy Pier and rail lines
serving the pier would be retained for use by the Nawvy.

The development agreement betwesn 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
medernization plan to relocate existing warehousing functions on the NMavy Broadway Complex
to other, more modern sterage facilities in the San Diego region. '

2.1 PROCESS FOR ALTERNATIVES PLANNING

Proposed alternatives to the redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex have been formuiated

- through an extensive planning process. Through the BCCG, as well as through general public
1ssponses to the potential redevelopment of the site, the Navy has prepared and r=fined
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 millicn SF of office space at 2
reduced cost to taxpayers.

The exprassed community objectives for redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex inciude
tze Iollowing:

. Provision of a sigzificant open space arza at the foot of Broadway.
® Opening cf access through the site to provide a link between the downtown

core, resicential ar2as, and the waterfront,

_ aa e o e . o Feirmy B Dovans T Stroct amd
3 Creation/proteciion of view cormiders along Broadway, = Strest, F Sirest, and

’
G S??AP'{‘

i ¢

4

o Py -l 2 - v
) Provision of public WSS, Ul 35 2 musdum,

‘The Navy had to balance these community objectives with consideration of coastal develeoment
policies and Enaccial objectives for the project. In addition, the MNavy needed to consider a

13
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trapsition of land uses from the high-intensity commercial office, hotel, and residential uses to
the east and the waterfront to the west. :

The Navy first examined a concept developed in 1986 as part of an overall study of Navy opticns
for the site. The concept included nearly 5 million S¥ 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 alternative because it seemed too dense for the
waterfront.

Several other alternatives were considered during the planning process, each with up to

1 million SF of Navy cffices. A relatively large amount of speciaity retail was considered (over

100,000 5F) within a mixed-use development that also included offices and hotels with

approximateiy 3 million SF of overall deveicpment. This altermative was rejected because of

insufficient market demand for this amount of specialty retail, given expansion of the nearby

Seaport Village specialty shopping center and proximity to a regional shopping mall (Horton
aza) .

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

122 SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES

The potential alternatives were narrowed to seven, five of which are consistent with the objectives
of providing up to approgimaiely 1 millicn SF cf Navy offices at a reduced cost to the taxpayer.
Table 1.2-1 presents a statistical summary of each alternative. The Navy’s preferred alternative
(Alternative A) is described here in more detail than the other six. A detailed description of each
aiternatwe is presented in Section 3, beginning on page 3-1.

Altermative A

Alternative A (Figure 1-2), the Navy’s preferred alternative, would be developed with
3,250,000 S¥ of mixed uses (including 300,000 SF of above-grade parking). This alternative is
intended to provide a balance between developed and open space uses on the site, while meeting
the Navy’s office space cbjective. This alternative would be designed to maximize community
chjectives and Drcmde for a number of beneficial uses. Such uses are described beiow.

° A 1.9-acre public open space arza would 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 cren
space that couid be considersd a mew waterfront gateway io downtown San
Diego (Figurs 14).

,.

K - Eap - e e DD MYy S = o oy e "_"__ ~

? o;nc for a musetm vp o 35,000 87 iz size crienied to the maritime nistory and
igures 1

uence o San Diego # Ould be provided (ses Fi
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TABLE " .4
LAND USE SUMMARY OF 1

OSED ALTERNATIVES

Land Uses
(in Square Feet)
Parking Total
Navy Private Public Uses ¢ Above-Ground  Total Square
Alternatives  Office’ Industrial  Olffice Hotel Retail Open Space  Museum Floor Area’ Spaces” Feet' FAR®
A 1,000,000 ] 650,000 1,220,000 25,000 85,000 55,000 300,000 3,105 3,250,000 5.45
(1.9 acres) (80O spaces) _
B 1,000,000 0 900,000 1,220,000 25,000 21,000 55,000 300,000 3,355 3,500,000 5.88
' (0.5 acre) (800 spaces)
C 1,000,000 (1 0 1,220,600 25,000 0 0 225,000 2,455 2,470,000 4.15
(600 spaces)
D 20,000/ 0 1,430,000 1,440,000 25,000 21,000 0 0 2,905/1,205 2,915,000, '
980,000 , (05 acre)’ (4,110 980:(}00, 4
(1,600,000) ' (3,995,000)'
L 1,000,000 0 0 0 0 _ 0 0 0 1,230 1,000,000 1.68
F 1,000,000 0 650,000 1,220,000 25000 152,000, 55,000 365,000 3,105 3315000  5.70
(3.5 acres) (1,040 spaces) ’ '
G 405,753 601,276 0 0 0 0 0 0 425 1,007,029 1.69

The requested Navy office square [ootage would be 1,000,000 SF. 1t not filled by the Navy, the remaining square footage could transfer to commercial
office uses.
Retail square footage excludes ground-level support retail that would be integrated into private office and hotel uses.
Square footage and acreage are approximale.
Includes only the square [votage in above-grade parking structures.

Includes both above- and below-grade parking spaces.

Total square footage devoied to above-grade, enclosed structures. The square footage of open space areas is not included.

FAR (floor-to-area ratio) is the ratio of gross square footage to the land held in fee by the Navy (13.67 acres).
included. Square footage devoled to surface and below-grade parking and open space is not included in the FAR

Includes only the open space located on the Navy Broadway Complex site.
Figures shown are: Navy Broadway Complex/Allernative Sile and the total, which is shown in parentheses.
FAR is for Navy Broadway Complex only.

Above-grade structured parking is



*ROGRAM

Max
Hoci Squaro Haight, .
lumber Land Usa Footage Parking {Faat)
1 . Commarcial Ctfica 850,000 820 ®o
Cren Space {13 acres) below-grade
2 Navy Cffica:
- 3ldg. 12 331,000 420 jais
- Mew 333,000 Delowgraga
Mussum 23,000 ac0
above-grads
Above-Srads Parking A5
2 Hoe! 745,000 TEG 255
calowgrads
E) Hotel 475,000 375 150
Ratal - 25020 iCc
osicw-grade
‘oto’ —_— 250,500 3,108 -

Gross

iha.-j = 3.45 Gross FAR

Aliernative A lllusirative

Navy Broadway Complex Project
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Pedestrian corridors would be developed along E, F, and G Streets and would
be upgraded on all streets surrounding the site so that access between the
downtown core and the waterfront weuld be impreved (see Figure 1-3). Access
along the waterfront would also be improved by providing a midbicck pedestrian
passage parallel tc the bayfront.

View corriders along E, F, and G strests would be cpened to the waterfront.
& 41 4y L

1

Ground-level retail would be provided to encounrags pedestrian use of the arsa.

Thre anticipated mix of uses for Alternative A is shown telow. Depending on market conditicns,
the souare footage may be modified, with the overall squars footage not excesding 3,250,00 SE.

9 0 G & 9 08

Navy office: 1 million SF

Muszum: 55,000 SF

Commercial office: 630,000 SF

Hoetel: 1,220,000 SF (1,500 rooms)

Retaii: 25,000 SF

Above-grade parlking: 360,000 3F (G0 spacss)
Total paricng spaces: 3,185

Tais alternative would be designed so that the tallest buildings ars or the ncrtheastern area of
tbe site closest to downtown San Diege, while sherter structures step down tC the waterfront o
midwest and south. The tallest bufiding would be up to 400 fest in height, with the cther

iew coridors.

.buiidings ranging from 106 to 350 feet. Buildings would have a slender design to provide cpez

T H 1 1 - : Ty o e a ~E Ay L3 T o~AF N A ~h g
Tois aiternative mests the basic sroject objectives of providing one mitlion SE <f Mavy cifice space

at 3 reduced cost to taxpayers. Because a substaatial portion of the site is devoted to public open
space instead of buildings, off-setting ocal government Srnancial contricutions would be nesded
for ¢ceriain public infrastructure improvements {e.g., rcadway and strestscape improvements).

Alternative B

Alternative B (Tigure i-6) would be developed with 3,500,000 St of mixed uses (including
300,000 SF of abcve-grade parking). The intent of this alternative is to provide sufficient private
develcpment to meet the Navy's office objectives without finamcial cortributicn from local
government for infrastructure improvements. Proposed usés are similar to Alternative 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). The {.5-acre open space in this alternative would be a public
piaza at the corner of Broadway and Harbor Drive.

Thais alternative meets the pasic project obiectives.

Alternaiive |

Alrsrnative

225,00C 8F of

(Figare 1-5) would be developed with

3 2 I T £oalal H : (S . . o e .
abcve-grade pasling). The intent of this alternative is io emphasize rehabilitation

2,470,000 8¢ of mixed uses (imeludin

U<

o . B

¢l

HARYS S B

. of the =xisting buildings as the means for achieving the Navy’s office otjectives. Existing Navy
buildings would be rehabilitated on the northern half of the site for Navy uses only, witk hotels

JB/6¢40001.1
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‘o suppcrt Navy offices without any local fipanciaj assistance. Uniike Alternative A, no
ﬁmmer"lal office would be develoned and, due to space constraints and the configuration of

ting buildings that would be ¢ habmuared, ooen space and a museum wotld not be provided.
?:opcsed uses are listed in Table 1.2-1 (page 1-5).

‘)n the southern half This alternative would require the least amount of private development

Tais aiternative meets the basic project stiectives.

\iternative D is intended to evaluate how an aiternative site for the Navy's cffice objectives could
pe deveicped. It wow..h. sequire private developmernt on the Navy Breadway Comrplex site (o
generate sufficient revenue for acquisiticn ard use of 2 second site. Aiternative I would be

developed with 2,915,660 SF of mixed uses, including approximately 20,0600 SF of Navy offices,
at the Navy Broadway Complex, ané appreximately 980,000 SF of Navy offices on a site in th
easiern area of dowatown Sap Diego (Figure 1-7). A minimal Navy presence (20,000 SF} would
remain at the Navy Broadway Complex to support the Navy Pier. Proposed uses on the Navy
Broadway Complex would be similar to Ajternative B in intensity and layout--with 0.5 acre of cpen
space—~-but additicnal commercial office and hotei uses would be developed in place of Navy
offices to meet project financial cbjectives. No museum would be provided.  Proposed
development is listed in Table 1.2-1 (page 1-5).

Tais alternarive meets the basic project objectives.

.5' ltemaﬁ!}e E

Alternative E {Figure 1-7) would inciude construction of 1 million SF of Navy oifices on the Navy
Broadway Compilex site and co private deveicrment. This alterzative evaluates traciticnal
taxpayer-Snanced c::ﬂgresslcnal funding for construction. Construction would primarzily involve
the rehabilitaticn of the two largest buildings on the property, and copstructicn of czne new
building. Due to the configuration of buildings that would be rehabilitated and the need 1o
minimize expenditure of public funds, nc open space or museum would be provided. Tabie 1.2-1
(page 1-5) lists the uses that would be ..Leveloped.

Although this alternative provides one million S¥ of Navy offices, it does not meet the basic
project objestives of providing the Navy offices at a reduced cost to taxpayers, because it relies
on direct Federal appropriation of tax doilars to totally finance the project

Alternative ¥

Alternative F z\rzgnr 1-8) would be similar to Alternative A, and would be developed with
3,313,60G SY of mixed uses (including 383,000 SF of ahove-vraae o rk:._: , but inciudes ne
cievcimment on the mcst nerthern of the four oioc;c.» on fae site. The intent of this alternative
It maxmize open space Owsite, particularly at the foot of moauwa; Approximately 3.5 acr

of omen scace would be orovided, 1.4 acres more than with Alternative .-i‘:. In order 10 provide
t2is additional open space ..evnlc:z:en* on the other threes bicels of the site would be intensifed
(comparsd with Alternativ A\ and up 1o 500-foot-iall buidings wouid ‘:3!3 buiiz, Proposed uses
are Ustad in Table 121 age 1-3).

1-12
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This alternative meets the basic objectives of the project; hewever, local government financial
assistance would be needed for certain infrastructure improvemerts.

Alternative

Alternative G (Figure 1-8) is the no-action alternative, sc thers would be no new development
on the Navy Breadway Comiplex. Existing uses that would be retained are listed in Table 1.2-1
(vage 1-5}.

Thais alternative does not meet the objectives of the project.
1.3 DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS

Developmezt cf any cf the alternatives would require a number of discreticnary actions. Provided
below is a list of acticns that may be required and for which this envircomental decument may

be used:
. rinal project approval by Secretary of the Navy and the United States Congress.
» Development Agreement (City of 3an Diego/Navy). In addition to allowing
development of the project, the development agreement would bind subsequent
developesrs to specific conditions and will provide mechanisms for pericdic
Teview.
. ®  National Pollution Discharge Eliminaticn System (NPDES) permit (California
Regicral Water Quality Conirol Board).
® Federal Aviation Administration Construction Notification {Federal Aviation
Administration).
® Coastal Copsistency Determination {Celifornia Coastal Commission).
14 . ! TAL SCO

On Cctober 18, 1988, a Notice Of Intent (NOT) for the proposed Navy Broadway Compiex
Project Envircnmental Imepact Statement (EIS) was published in the Federal Register in
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) as implemeated by the
Department of Navy. A Notice Of Preparaticn (NOP) of an Erivironmental Impact Report (EIR)
in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act {CEQA) was released concurrently.
The NOI and NCP briefly described the propesed acticn, pessible alternatives, and the scoping
process, and provided the name and address of a contact person. The comment period ended or
December 16, 1983, Couies of the NOI and NOP are creseated in Appendix C. A copy of the
NOP? is vresenied in the EIR,

The purpose of the NOT 2nd NOP was to (1) notify resoonsibie agencies and the‘general sublic

acaut the propesed project, (2) solicit comments oo issues thar should be addressed in the

P - — . N £ ~ . P S me
snvzcnmenta] documernt, 2nd {3) foster coordination 3nd cooperation.

£,

. In addition to the NOT and tae NOP, two scoping meetings wers held on Movember 14, 1988, 10
solicit additicnal public and agency commenis.
1-15
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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 Intericr--Fish and Wildlife Services
United States Environmental Pretection Agency

California Office of Historic Preservation—-Department of Parks and Recreaticn
California Department of Transpertation—District 11

Califcrnia Coastal Commission

California State Land Commissicn

Califcraia Department of Fish and Game

City of San Diego--Transportaticn Pianning Section

County cf San Diego, Chief Admiristrative Office

San Diego Unified Port District

Saa Diego Meiropolitan Transit Development Board

Centre City Development Corporaticn

Copies of the specific NOI and NOP n.sponses are available at the address shown on the cover

Fage.

14.1 SCOPING COMMENTS

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

Lapd Use/Planning

JB/6640C01.1

Trenscortadon/Cirenlatio

Address compatibility of the propesed project in scale and character with the
adjacent planned lazd wvses.

Address consistency of the project and alternatives with the redevejopment
plans and other relevant land use plans and policies of the City of San Diege
and the San Diego Ugified 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 aceess, with respect to the Coastal Zone
Management Act (CZMA) and the California Coastal Act. Evaluate the
opening of £ ard F Streets and the extension of G Street to the shoreline.

o= 1 y 3 - M .
Address potential impacts on pedestian activities on the waterizoni

1
r

oteniial use of public iramsit as mitigation for parking and tradic
Determine the saort-range itaific impacts of project development.

1-15
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v

Determine daily traific, potential long-range impacts of the deveicpment, and
a gualitative level of service analysis of affected roadways.

Include intersection
lutvndCCLIDﬂS.

capacity atilizaticn {ICU) analysis at all potentially affscied

Censider parking demand that may be generated by the prcjec* and any impact
on adjacent or mearby public andfor private cn-strest and off-strest parking
zesources.

Evaluate applicability of considered in
downtown San Diege.

arking strategies currently being

]

Aasthetics and Viewshed

Address the compatibility, scale, and intensity of the alternatives with all adjacent
uSses.

Address consistency of the alterpatives m'..h City of 3az Diego adopted urkan
design standards and criteria.

Discuss the effect of the project on view corridors.

Include a shadow znalysis,

.‘E“-mbiic Services and 1J1ilities

I5/664C001.1

Include a discussion of the open space and pubiic amenities ior recreation @

be provided casite.

Discuss the sewage and wastewater treaiment requiremenis of th
impacts on the Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plazt.

& project and

Discuss impacts of increased flows from the project on the existing wastswater
ireatment system, especially on the system’s ability to mest National Peilutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) or state-issued permit conditions.

Discuss any compliance problems that the *City experiences with the current
sewage treatment aad conveyance sysiem {enforcement actions, consent decrees,
eic.) and the potential impacts of the procosed project on compitance problems.

Determine the consistency of the proiect with the Regional Water Q.;a;v
Controi Board’s (RWQCB\ new nonpoini-sourcs water management Drograms

_,l
nt (Geclogy/rivdrology/Water Quality) ¢
Discuss potential ad acts from 20y increesed runoff, sedimentatior, soi
srosion, .._.d/u" uwrban po..u‘_ 3 om0 giSams and walsrooumses on of _:eﬂ" i

. ot
Droject site.

L
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m
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Analyze the effect of groundwater pumping at the project site and throughout
Centre City. Address potential underground contamination cn the Navy
Broadway Cempiex. '

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

Discuss any impacts to beneficial uses that depend on the protecticn of water™

quality.

Biological Raspuress

Air Oug

Evaluate shading effects to the marine environment that would resuit rom
constiuction of siructures located over or adjacent to the San Diego Bay
waterfront,

Evaluate dirsct, indirsct, and cumulative impacts to biclogical rescurces.

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

Determine conformity of each alternative with the 1982 State Implementation
Plan for the San Diego air basin.

Evaluate impacts o air quality based orn increases in vehicle trips and mileage
associated with the full buildout cf the project.

Cultyral Resonrees

® Consider Secticn 106 of the Naticnal Historic Preservation Act, and iis
implementing regulations 36 CFR Part 800C.
L Evaluate the historical significance of the existing structures onsite, some of
" which were built as early as 1922.
Public Health and Safety i
® Discuss whether any hazardous substances or hazardous materials are known or .

JB/e640001.1

suspected to be on the site, and whether they pese a threat to public health,
safety, or the sovironment as a resuit of contaminatica of alr, soils, or surface
water or groundwater. Reference any studies the Departmment of Defense has
verformed or coniracted under the Defense Environmental Restoration Program
(DER?) or ihe Installation Resicration Program (IRP),"and discuss ize

pertineni hocings of such studies.

Iy
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Table 1.3-1 lists the environmental impacts of sach aitermative and describes the impact as
hepeficial, not significant, significant but mitigabie, or significant and unmitigabie {(i.2., unavcidabie
significant impact}. A significant impact is defined as. a substantial adverse change in the
envircnmeat.

Based on a comparison of the impacts of the alternatives, Alternative G, the no-acticn aiternative,
is the environmentally supericr alternative. No eavironmental changes wouid occur with this
alternative, so there would be no significant impacts. However, none of the public benefits of the
project would occur either. This alternative, therefors, does not mest the basic cbjectivas of the
project.

Alternatives A, B, and D are environmentally supericr altetnatives that include new development
on the Navy Broadway Complex. Each of these alternatives has substantial pubiic benefits to four
environmentz! rescurces: City of San Diego and regicnal planning policy consisteacy, waterfront
access, recreational facilities, and sccioeconomics. Alternative A has a substiantially larger open
space area (1.9 acres versus 9.5 acre) at the {oot of Broadway than Alternatives B and D, which
would be a beneficial sffect associated with recently adopted regicnal plans intended tc guide
development in the project vicinity (SANDAG ral Ba t Design Principles). Therefere,
Alternative A is the environmentally preferred alternative that meets both project and community
cpen space objectives.

All environmental issues associated with development of any of the seven proposed alternatives

=3
Mur
nave been addrzssed. Thers are no unresolved environmenta!l issues.

r—-l

ae prcject, because of its iocaticn between San Diego’s downtown and waterfront, has generaiad
ubstantial public interest, especially related to the intensity of development of the site and the
rovisien of open space 2t the foot of Broadway., These issues are discussed in detail in this
document.

oW
E:

U
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Enyirguments)
Resoures

(5Section in ducvment)

Lund Use
Compaotlbiiiy
(Sectton 4.1)

Waterfroal Acvess
(Section 4.1)

Allernutive 4

Project is
compatible with
surroundiug land
uses amdd provides
nctive pedasttian
uses such s open
spuce area {1.9
acres), pedestiion
corridors, and
waterfronl museum.

{1

Pigject would sub-
stuntially improve
wuierfront nccess by
extending E, F, and
(3 Streets through
the sile o 1he

Sume &5 Al A,
excepl optn space
sres is smaller (0.5
ucre). (B)

Some as Alt. A (B)

TABLE 1.5-1

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACIS

Alternodive ¢

Samie as Al A,
excepl 1o open
space & provided
and Do musen is
provided {4}

Same as All, A. {B)

Aligrnative 1

Same as All, B,
except 1o museum
is provided. (B)

Same us Alt. A (B)

Compatible with
surrounding land
uses, but no
pedestiian
amenitics crested,

)]

Would improve
waterfront access
Bcross sile,
although access
would be prienarily

ueross parking lots,

wate frovg and (M
providing
pedeshian-oriented
haprovenents. {B)
18/66400011.5
1-’
Key: Ench impnct i followed by onic of the (oliowing rotntivns:
B - Substindin) benedicial environmental change.
M - Mot signilicany, i.e., envivonmental change is not subsinalinl and ndverse.
S/M - Significant but mitigatle, ic., environmental chanpe is substantiat and adverse, and can be niitignied to & Jevel below significance.
s = Unavoidubls adverse impact, ie., environmemsl change is sipnificant and ernnot be redueed to & fevel below rignificance.

erpat|v.

Same as Al A
excepl larger open
space arca created.

(B)

Same as All. A (B}

Alteryalive G

Same as All. E. (N)

HNu acoess accoss
the site to the
walerfrant would
be provided; cur-
renl conditions
would remain. (N)



Ypv]opmental
Resopres

(Section in docuineut)

Coustal
Developspent
Policles
(Section 4.1)

Sau Dlegy Assochi-
ton ot Govern.
sneats Central
Buyfirool Desigu
Priociples Con-
petibllity (Seciion
4.1)

T/G6d0LILS

Aleroative A

Project is consistent
wilh public access,
coustal development,
nod visual resource
policies of the
California Coastal
Act, (1)

Project s vonsistent
with geperal
principles sdopred
for development of
propesties located in
San Diego's Cenlral
Bayfront. {(B)

Alterpative B

Same s Alt A (N)

The luck of a large
open space alea At
Brondway/Harbor
Drive (only # 0.5-
acre plaza would be
pravided onsite)
would not fully
meet the intent of
cantribuling to a
“significant civic
place® 2t this loca-
tion. However,
such a feature, on a
somewhat smaller
scafe, cauld still be
provided. All other
basic puidelines
would be followed.
)

fey: Ench inipact is fallowed by one of the lollowing notations:

2} - Substantind benclicial envivonmentnl change.
3] - Not signilicant, i.e., environmental chinage is nol substanlisl and adverse.
S - Signilicant but mitignble, Le., environmental change is substuntial and adveise, and cnn be mitigated 1o a level below significance,
S0 - Unavoidable udverse impac, i, environmentsl change is significnnt and cannot be redoced 1o » Jevel below significnnce.

TABLE 1.5-1 (continued)

ﬂ“([ I!ﬂ!l‘\'! !

Same as All. AL (N)

A signilicent
element of the
guidelines, pro-
vision of an upen
space erea at
Broadway/Harboy
Drive, would not be
provided. This
would substantisily
affect the ability Lo
implement a locally
adopied plan. (S/U)

Alternptive I}

Same as AlL-A, (N)

Same ns B, al-
thaugh no cultucal
fealures {ie., A
musear) would be
provided adjacent
lo the open space,
which is au element
of the design puide-
lines. Other pedes-
tyian amenities
would be pravided,

")

Alteypative Alternotive F
Same as Al A, Same us All. A (N)

although the depree
Lo which secess
thraugh the site is
pravided would be
less than AR A.

)

Same as C. (5/U) Same as A, (B)

None of the coastul
policies for public
auecss, coasial
developiment, or
visual resources
would be
impleraeated. The
current conditions
would be reiained.

Q]

Would oot
implemeol design
guidelines, but no
new development
and no change from
existing conditions
would occuy, (N)



i

‘?Z..

(¥

Enviconments)
Bes_gurg

{Section in docmuent)

San Diego General
Plun Compatibllity
(Section 4.1)

Son Dlege Centie
City Community
Plun Compatibility
(Section 4.1}

Ciiy of Sau Diego
Columbin aud
Marvias
Redevelopment
Pian Compatibility
(Scction 4.1)

JB/66400011.5

AI!EI‘!]D“VE a

Mixed-use
development of the
site is consistent
with land use
designations for the
site, (1)

Project crentes a
strong linkoge
between downtowna
and waterfront and
implenrents gouls of
jroviding open
space at the foot of
Brosdway aud
walertront-orienied
land uses. (B)

Provides s logical
and complemeniary
Lransition between
redevelopment
project areas and
the waterfront. (B)

T

Same s Alt. A (N)

" Same 8s Alt. A. (B)

Same a3 Ali. A (B)

Key: Euch impnet i followed by one ol the feliowing notations:

TABLE L.5-1 (cantlnved)

Alternatlve €

Same as Alt. A (N)

Same as Ali, A
with 1espect to
waterfront linkages
and waterfrom
orientation. (M)

Would 1ot provide
open space at the
foot of Broadway,

{s1)

Same s AlL A (B)

Allernrtivg [}

Same as All. A. (N}

Navy office sile in
Centre Cily Easi is
likely to be con-
sistent with land
use designations.

M)

Same as All. A sl
the Navy Broodwny
Complex. (B)

Havy office slie in
Centre City Enst is
tikely to be
coisistent with land
use designations in
that aren. (N)

Saine as All, A (B)

Alterpative E

Office uses are
comistent with land
usc designations for
the sile. {1}

Same ns Alt. A
with respect to
waleifront linkages
and watcifront
orientation, {N)

Would not provide
open space at the

foot of Broadway.

e

Would be
compatible with
redevelopment
project areas,
although transition
1o the walerfront
would not be as

complementary. (N}

B - Substmrtial benelicial environmental chanpe,
N « Not significant, i.e., environmoental chanpe is not substantial and adverse.
S - Significant but mitigatle, Le., environmental change is substnntial and mdverse, and can he mitignted to a level below significance.

s ~ Unevoidable sdverse impact, i.e., environmental change is signilicant and cannt be reduced to & level helow significance.

Altermative F

Some as All. A (M)

Sume as All, A_ (B)

Ssme as Alt. A. (B)

Alternative G

No development is
proposed, so
general plan
conststency 5 ot
applicable, {N)

No development is
prapased, 50
community plain
compalibility is oot
applicable. (N}

No elements of
current operations
are incompatible
witls adjacent
redevelopment
project areas. (N)



TANLE 151 {coatlnued)

Faylropeniz)
Resenree

(Sectiou tu doranient)

Snn Diepu Urbun
Design Prograva
Compatibility
{Section 4.1)

Short-Fenia Tiallle
Impacts
(Scctlon 4.2)

IB/EGA000T 1S

Alterpative A & v

Waould {mpiement Same #s Alt. A (B)
pedesiriog (ulong E,

F, G Strects,

Brosdway and

Hmbor) design, and

open space (at the

foot of Broadway)

teatures provided in

the city's program.

Developinent of Same es Alt. A, (N}
Phase 1 of the

jaoject (by 1995)

would not

substantially affect

any intersections,

(M)

Key: Ench impnct i 1nflowed by one of the following notations:

Alternative C

Same s Alt. A
with respect 10
pedestiiun und
design features
along E, F, and G-
Streeis and Harbor
Drive. (B)

Would not provide
pedestrian
orieniation along
Broadway &s no
open space woukd
be provided. (U)

Same 85 Al A (H)

teynatlve 1Y

Snme 8s Alt. A (B)

. Same s Al A (N)

Altevnotive £ Alteratjve F
Would not Same s Altl. A (B)

implement the
design features of
the city's program.

No new develop-
raent would oceur
by 1995, s0 no

increase in traffic
would occur. (N)

Same as Aft. A. (N)

B - Subsuintial benelicial environmential change,

B - Rat significant, i.e., enviconmental change is not substantial and adverse.

SiM - Significant but mitigeble, ie., envisonmental change b substantial end adverse, snd con be mitigated Lo s level below significance,
s - Unsvoulstle adverse impacy, i.e., environmentsl change is significant and cannot be reduced 1o a level below significance.

Alteypnjive G

Woukl not
implement city’s
program, bul no
change from
current condilions
would oceur, (W)

No pew develap-
meat would oceur,
50 no increase in
traffic would resubt,

{N)

e



Environments)
Itesgupee

(Sectlon in documend)

Long-Term
Intersceijon
Traflic
Impacts
(Section 4.2)

IR/664U0014.5

Aliernative A

The apzration of
several interscclions
in the vicinity would
be substanlially
affected:

@ Grape/Pacific
(S5/M)

w  Biondwayf
Harbor {S/M)

@ Brosdway/
Pacific (SM) .

¢ Broadway/
Front (5/M)

hitersection
improveinents
ugsocigted with the
project or pro-

prammed by the City

of Sai Diego would
reducs iinpuct at

coch inersection o
below sipuiticance..

TABLE 1.5-1 (continued}

Alternutive B Alterpative C Alisipative I
Some as All. A, Same us All. B, Same a3 Alt. AL
excepl the (5/M) (5M)
intersection of

Broadway/Harbor

would eiso be
adveisely affected.
Intersection im-
provexients essoci-
ated with the pro-
jecl or pro-
grammed by the
City of San Diego
would reduce
impoct at each
intersection to
below significance.
(5M)

Key: Each impact i followed by aue of the following notitions:

B - Substantinl beneficial envivonmenia! change.

H - Hot significant, i.e., envitonmentsl change is not sulsiantiol nnd adverse,
SM . Signilicam bul mitigalde, j.e., environmental change is substantinl and sdverse, and can be mitigated 1o a level below significance,
S0 « Unavoidable ndverse impact, ie., environmental change is significant and cannot be reduced to a level below sipnificance,

teppaijve B

Ssme as Alt B,
(5/M)

Ahernative F

Some as Al A,
(5M)

Al v

HNo new develop-
ment will ocour so
there will be no
increase in traffic.

(N




Environmenty)
Resonyce

{Section lo documeni)

Loeng-Term
Rondway Sepmesi
Impucts

(Section 4.2)

JBG640001 1.5

Alternatve 4 Alternative B

Substantial traffic
will contribule 1o
overcspacily
conditions along
several sepments of
rondway,

w  Pacilic Highway
south of
Broadway (S/v)

v Fhst Avepoe
sonth of Ash
(5/M)

Planued improve-
nents slong First
Avenue would
reduce 10 below
significance
expected impacts
elung the segment
south of Ash,

Same as All. A
(S/M and 5/U)

Key: Ench frapaet is followed by one of ihe Tollowing notations:

"

1] - Substantinl beneficial envivonmental change.
N - Not significant, i.e., envivonmenti! change is oot substantial snd adverse,

SM - Significant Lut iligable, i, cnvironmental change is substanlial and adverse, and can be miligated 1o a leve) below sipnificance.
siJ - Unavoidable ndverse impaet, i.e., environmentsl change is significant and cannal be redoeed to a level below significence,

TABLE 13-t {castinued) )

Alternative ¢

Same as Alt. A
{5M and 5/U})

Alternntive 1

Substaniial traffic
will conuribute 1o
avercapacity condi-
tions in vicinity of
Navy Broadway
Complex along
Pacific Highway
south of Broadway.

(SM)

{7 ve F

Same a8 Al A
(SM und B/U)

Heppuljv

No new
development will
oceur 50 there will
be no increase in
waflic. {N)



TABLE 1.5-1 {continued)

Mesouree

(Sectlon in decusnent)

With implemen- Sume bs All. A. (N} Sane as Alt. A (N)
tation of o Travel

Demond Manage-

inenl prograrm,

sulficient parking

would be provided

o meed purking

demands onsite. (N)

Parking lmpacis
(Seciion 4.2)

Vicwshed would be Same as Alt. A (B) Same as Al A (B)
altered by replacing
or upproding the
existing buildings
with more intensive
development.
Project would be
designed 1o be
visually compatible
with the sur.
rounding viewshed;
woudd beneficially
atfect viewshed by
opening up view
corvidors along
Bioadway and E, F,
snd G slicels. (B)

Viewshed Impacis
(Section 4.3)

GZ-1

JB/GA4000T1.S

e

Key: Eunch fapact is followed by oue of the following notstions:

Sume as Alt. A,
escept 5 percent of
the parking for the
Centre City East
site would be
provided in ofisite
facilities in thal
arca. (N)

Same 8s Ali. A (B)

Sume es Alt. A (N)

The site would
appear visually
similar from most
views, so would pot
be a substantial
chenge from
current conditions.
However, view
obsiructions across
the sile from G
Street towesd the
waleifiont would
te removed. (N)

B - Substantinl beneficial ewvironmental change.

M . Not signifienn, i.z., environmenial change is not subsiantinl and advesse.

SM - Signilicant but mitignble, i.c,, environmental change is substantinl and advesse, nnd can be mitigated (o a level below signiticance.
S - Unavoiduble mdverse impacy, i.e., cavironmentel change is significant and eannol be reduced 10 a level below significunce.

Sume as Alt. AL (N)

Suinc as AlL A,
except development
on Block 2 may
substantially
cootrast wilh the
scake of
swirounding
development,
introducing an up
lo 500-fool-high
building that would
stand oul from
certain stieel-and
viewpoints, May
substantiaily
conteast with
suriounding
development, (SAU)

Current parking
conditions would
remain unchanged.

{N)

There woutld be no
change from
current conditions
s0 po impact would
occur, (N)



TABLE 1.5.1 {continued)

v to Alteryative 4 Allerpative B Alterputive © " Altamsiive Alternative B Alernagive F Alternntive G

Resonreg
(Sectlon In dovutnent)

Shading Impncls Substantially lurger Same as Al A (N) Suine sy Alt. A, Sanie as Al A, (N) Shadows would not Szmic as Alt, A, Thete woukd be no
{Section 4.3) shadows would be although shadows be substantially although shadows change lrom

cest from the site.
Berause the poject

would be jess than

greater than
current conditions

associuted with
Block 2 develop-

current coaditions,
30 o impsct would

aren climate s as onty 50 feet in ment would be ocour. (N)
generally moderaie, height would be langer than Al A,
shade is not, itself, added on one N
considered adverse. structure. {N)
No substantial
shadows woukl be
cast oD ony resi-
dentini vses. (N}
Police I'rotectinm Pulice prolection Seme ns Alt. A () Samie 83 Al A (V) Suwae as Alt. A (N) Same as Alt. A (M) Same as £t A (M) Same as Al A (N)

{Sectlun 4.4.) can be provided 10
the site without
subistuntiafly
aftecting the ability
ut the San Dicgo
Folice Departipent
iv provide services
1u the project
vicinity. (M)

IB/G64000T LS

Key: Ench Bopact is Yollowed by one of the following notativyes:

B + Subsundinl benelicial enviromnentnd change.

N - Mot significant, i.c, environmeninl change is not substantial ond adverse.

$/M - Signilicant but miligsble, ie., environmental change is subsiantial snd sdverse, and ean be mitipated 1o o level helow significance.
U - Unavoidabke adverse impael, ie., environmenial chiange is significant and ennnot be reduced 10 a level below signilicance, )



Envirepments)
Respree
{Sectiou in docuraeut)

Fire Protection
(Sectlon 4.4)

JB/66400011.5

Ahgrputive 4 ¢ynative

Fire protection Same as Alt A
devices (e.p., roof (M)
sprinklers) that will

be required will

provide sufficient

profection under

curient waler flow

jiressures 1o the sile

{2,500 gallons/

minute). Sulficient

five prateclion

personnel are

availuble in the srca

(o provide

cergency services

to the site without

affeciing the ability

10 provide services

to Lthe project

vicinity, (M)

Key: Each finpact is {ollowed by one of the [oflowing nolitions:

B - Substantial beneficial environmental change.

w - Not significant, i.e., envizonmental change is not subsiantinl and adverse,

Altcrnative €

Seme a5 All. A,

O]

TABLE 1.5-1 (conlinued)

Ssme as All. A
o)

Same 85 Alt. A
(N)

SM - Significant but mitiguble, e, environmental change is substantial nod adverse, and can he witigated 1o 2 level below sipnilicance.
s - Unaveidable ndveise impact, i.e., environmental change is significant and cannot he reduced to a level icfow sipnifictnce.

Alleputive D AMepamilve £ Altermative |

Same as All. A
N)

Altsinative G

Mo changes in the
existing conditions
would occur, so no
affect an fire
protection would
oceur, (W}




i (1} L}

Resonyey
{Section in ducwiuent)

Schools
(Section 4.4)

Recreqelonul
PFacililies
(Suctisu 4.4)

JB/6640MNIE ]S

Alternativ

The number of Navy
personnel in the
region would yemain
unchanged. An
influx of new non-
wilitary persanne!
ciubd ceuse
secondary ivnpacis
that contribute
cumulatively Lo
schiools in the Ssn
Diego srea that sre
nEur OF OVEr Ga-
pucity. School fees
for private develop-
nent would be
imuplemented. (S/M)

No existing
recreation tocilities
wourld be sdversely
utfecied, A
significant opeo
space vres (1.9
acres) would Le
piovided st the foot
of Broudway. (B)

Same ny All. A
(S/M}

Same a5 All A,
except the open
space area at 1he
foot of Biosdway
would be smaller
(0.5 acie}). (B)

Key: Ench hupaut js Jollowed by ope of the lollowing notations:
e

TABLE 1.5.1 (contlnued)

Sume as Alt. A,

(5M)

No existing
teceeation fucilities
would be sdversely
affecied. (N}

Same a5 Alt. A
(SM)

Some es AlL B,

1G]

Ad ptive B Alcrnative © Allernative ) Alierpptive B

Militmy perdonnel

in the region would
relocaie to the sile.
No increase in re-

gional employment
would tesult, ko no
incicase in studes
would be expecied.

(N

Same us AIL.C.
(N)

i} - Substantinl bevelicial envirovanental chonge.

[} - Mot significant, it., environmental change is not substandinl snd adverse,

SM - Significant bot mitigable, ie., eavironmental chanpe is substontisl and ndverse, and con be mitiguted 10 a Jeve) below significance.
5/0 - Unavoidallz: ndverse iapact, ie., environmenial change s signaificant and canned be reduced to & level below signilicance,

Altepngtive ¥

Same us Alt. A
(5/M)

Same as Alt. A,
except a larger
Gpen space area
(3.5 acresj would
be placed a1 the
foot of Broadway,

(8)

Adernptive G

Mo changes in the
exsting conditions
would oceur, sa no
affect on schools
would oceur, (N)

Mo change from
existing conditions
would result, so
lhere would be no
inipact, {N)

-



[T

D

Enyironwments
Resouyye

{Section u docnment)

Wateyr (Sectlon 4.4)

Waslewnicr
{Section 4.4)

JBGOAN011.5

Aliernntive &

Existing warer
supplies and
conveyance Facilities
are sulficient to
provide water
services 1o the sile.

(M)

Eixisting sunitary
sewer lines are pot
sufticient 1o trans-
port the increased
nounts ol waste-
waler froin the sie,
s0 would need 10 be
upgraded. (SM)

The Puint Loma
Wastewaler “Treal-
went Plant has
sufficient capacity to
accommodsaie
project thows
withoul edversely
affecting the plant’s
sbilily to provide
servives oi iis ability
o evenuolly meet
clenn waker
standards, (N}

u,

Same as Alt. A
N

Same as Alt. A
(/M)

Same ns All. A
N

Fey: Ench impnee i followed by oue of the (ollowing notations:

TABLE 1.5-1 (continued)

Alternutive C

Same as Alt. A
(N

Same vs Al A
(5/M)

Sume as Al A
)

A[le[mli[vg I

Same as Alt. A,
(N

Same a5 All A
()

Saure as All. A
(N

Alteypative E

Same a5 AlL A,
(N}

A veduced smount
of wastewater than
currently generated
would result from

this alternative, and
it could be handled
by existing coovey-
snce facilities. (N)

Same as AlL. A, -
except the nel flow
fiom the site would
te Iess then cument
conditions. (M)

B - Substantinl beaeficial enviconmentu! chonpe. .

N - Mot significanl, i.e., envivanmeninl change is not subsiamial and adverse.

SiM - Significam bt wilignble, i.e., environmental change 5 substnntinl and adverse, and can be mitiguted 1o a level below significance.
5/ « Usnvoidalde adverse irmpuct, Le., environmenta) chanpe ks signilicant and cannot be reduced 10 n level below signilicnnce.

Samie as Alt. A
(H)

Same as Al A,
Sy

Sume 85 All, A
(N)

There would be no
chaoge from
existing conditions,
50 no impsct would
occur. ()

There wauld be no
change from exist-
ing condilions, so
no impsact would

oceur. (N)

Thete would be no
change from
cxisting conditions,
$0 no impact would
occur, (N}




Respures
(Sectivn in docurnent)

Solld Waste
Dispusal
(Section 4.4)

Sovisecowomlcs
(Section 4.5)

TB/6640001 15

Adierimtive &

Existing snd
planned fundfills
would be able to
sccommodale solid
wasie generated by
the project wilhiout
substantially utfect-
ing the ulsklity to
handle sofid waste in
the region. (N}

Ay estimated 8,700
new einplyment
apportunitics would
be crealed ol the
Havy Bioadway
Conplex, o pasilive
eflect on job
formation in
downtown San
Diego. (B)

1erna:

Same as AlL A
(N)

Same as Alt. A,
except 11,900 new
empluyinent
apportunities would
be created. (R)

Key: Ench impact is followed by ane of the following notations:

TABLE {51 (conilancd)

Alterhetjve €

Same ay Al, .ﬂL
m

Same a5 Al A,
excepl 5,860 pew
employment
oppoitunities would
be created. (B)

Alleypaitve D

Same 8s All. A
(N)

Same as Al A,
except 14,500 new
employment
oppartunitics would
bz created. {B)

Same as Al A
(M)

Same as Ali. A,
excepl 6,700 new
employment
opporiunities would
be created on the
Navy Broadway
Complex

However, these
persennsl would be
relocated from
olher bases in Lhe
region. (V)

B - Substimtind beneficial environmental change.

H - Not significant, i.e., environaeatal change is not substantint wad sdverse.

SM « Sipnificont but mitigatde, i.c., environmental change is substantinl and ndverse, and can be ilignted to o level below significance.
s/ - Unpvaidnble adverse impact, i.e., cnvironmemal change is significont and cannot be redveed o a level below significonce.

&l;erngglvg E

Same as Alt, A
(W}

Same a5 All. A
B)

Abteyputive G

There would be no
change from
existing condilions,
0 no impact 1o
lapdfills would
accur. {N)

No changes in
empluymeal would
acchr. (N)



Environmenta)
Hesourve
(Sevtion iy document)

Eroston
(Section 4.6)

Seismichiy
(Section 4.6)

el

JB/GGAU00L LS

Allernative A

During construction
oisite soils would be
exposed lo rain and
ather hydraulic
forces that could
eventually convey
sediments to the
oceay, poientially
significanly
affecting ronsine life.
Au erosion control
jtan would be
implemented.  (S/M)

There is the
potential that a
branch of the active
Rose Cunyon fault
may bisecl the site,
The project could
be subjected 10
severe seismic
ahaking, with a
potentin] onsite
liguefaction hazard,
Compliance with
building codes
would be necessary.

(3mM)

Same as Al A
(5/M)

Same as Al A
(8M)

Key: Each hipoaat iz followed Ly vt ol the following natations:

B - Substantiul beneficizd environmental change,
N « Nol significant, i.¢., environmental choage is not substaitinl and ndverse,
SM - Siguificom bul mitipuble, e, envivonmentsl change s substantinl and adverse, nod can be mitignted 1o a level below significance,
s - Uansvoidnble ndverse impacy, i.e., envicanmental change & sipnificrat ond cannot be reduced 1o a level below signilicance,

TABLE L5-1 (continued)

lermn . Altsmative 1)

Same as Al A Same as All A
(5/M) (S/M)

Same a3 AlL A Same as All. A
(M) (M)

Ssme as Alt. A
(5M)

Same as Alt. A
(SM)

Alternative [

+ Same a8 Al A
(S/M)

Same us Alt. A
(5/M)

Mo new consteuc-
lion would occur,
50 NO impacts to
erosion would
resnit. (M)

No new construc-
tion would occur,
80 there would be
ne change from
current conditicus.

)




5y, entil

Regonree

(Seetfon fu ducinaent)

Extrnctable
Resonrees
(Section 4.6)

Hydrology
{Sectlon 4.6)

Alieryntive 4

Mo known
esiractable resouices
ave located on or
be-ncath the sile.

{1

Because the project
site is alreudy
covered with
impervious
malerinls, no
increpse in runoff
from the site would
result. (N)

Alterpaiive §

Suine as All. A
(N}

Sume 88 AlL. Al
(N)

TABLE 1.5 (continued)

Alteypative €

Same as Alt A,

(N)

Sume os All. A
(N)

Alteypntive f¥

Same as Al A.
(N)

Sane us Al Al
(N}

Alleyuntive E

Same as Al A
M -

Same b8 AL, A
(N}

Runoll Waler Accidental foel spills Same us All. A Same es All. A Same as Ali. A Samne &5 Alt. A
Qunlity during coustruction {N) (N) A] (M)
(Sectlon 4.6) could contamingte
waler gualily.
Notitication of
public officidls and
imraedime cleanup
would Le necessary
in this unlikely
instunce. (14}
IBAEA0001 1.8
Kay: Ench inpat i tullowgd by one of the following nomtions:
M « Substantinl benelicial enviromoentat change.
N - Not sipnifiennt, Le., environinenin! change is not subsiantiol and adverse.
St - Signilicant but mitigable, i.e, environmental change is substantinl and odverse, and eas be waitignted to u level below significance,

i) + Unavoidabbe ndverse inpnet, Ve, environmental change is signilicant and cnnot be seduced 10 a level below significance.

Allspaative F

Sarne as AlL AL
Ny

Same a5 Alt. AL
(M)

Same Bs Alt A
(N)

Alterputive G

Seme as All A ia
addition, no pew
development would
occur. (W)

Ha change in
current conditions
would occur so
there would be no
increase in runoft.

M)

No new conrstrue.
tion woulld occur,
s0 there would be
na potentiaf impact.

(M



TABLE 1.5-1 (cuntlnued)

LRy iy tive Alterpative B Alterputive ¢ Alterpative B Alterpative E
Bgﬁl’)!ll’u
(Section in document)}
Construction Alry Tharing construction, Some as Alt, A Samie by Al A Same as All. A Sume a5 Alt. A
Emissious equipment emissions {M) (N) (N} (N)
{Section 4.6) from the sile would
be substantial.
Because Lhis is 8
temporary efiect
and would not
contribule
substantially 1o the
viclation of uir
quality standards,
the impact is not
significant. (N)
Constraction Duosi Fugitive dust Sume as Alt. A Same as Ali. A Same as Alt. A Same as Al A
Generation created during (5M™) (SM) (5/M) (S/M)
(Secilon 4.6) construction could
vreate shorl-lerm
puisance bapucls.
Dust contyed
meesures would be
required. (5/M)
IB/G640001 1.8
Key: Each impacl i followed hy one of the foliowing notations:
B ~ Substantin) beneficisl environmenin! change.
N - Hot significanl, i.e., envirormental change is not substantisl and adverse, :
st - Siguificant but mitiguble, ie., environmental change ks substantial and adverse, and can he mitigaied to a level below signilicance,
s - Unavoidalle adverse hapact, Le., environmenial changa s significant and ennnot he reduced 1o 8 level below significance

fefpativ

Sane a5 All A
N)

Same a5 Alt A
(S/M)

Alterpntive G

No new construc-
tion would ocour
with this alterua-
live, 50 there would
be no impact. (N}

No new construe.
fion would occur
wilh lhis alterna-
tive, so there would
be no jinpact
related to dust.

(N



Favipgmperitn)
Resonyee

{Scction in docmnent)

Bivlogleal
Resonrees
(Section 4.'7)

JB/E6AKI0L LS

Alteviutive 4

Temestiial biological
FESOUICES B7¢ NUL
present because the
site is alreudy
developed, so no
imphcts would
ocrur, Mo
substeutinl shodows
would be cast over
thee buyfront duting
the tinie of the day
when the son is
divert (aftey 9:30
B, even duiing
e winter sexson),
thus avoiding any
potentin] significam
effects to marine
fife. Rellective gluss
would be prohibiled
in tall buildings
veducing the
possilility for bird
strikes. (N)

Aliernoijve B

Sume as Al A

)

Key: Each Dupoct i followed by one of the {ollowing notations:

i - Substantinl beneficial environmentul chanpe.
W - Hot significant, i.c., envitonmentnl change i not substantinl and adverse,
SM - Significont but mitignble, ie., covitonmental change is substantiol and adverse, and can be mitignied 1o a kvel below signilicance.
50 - Upavoitable udverse impnet, ie., environmential change s significant and cannot b reduced 1o » fevel below significance.

TABLE 1.5.1 (t‘u.'ll)

Alleyhotive ¢/

Same ps All. A,
(N)

Allerputive B

Same ns Al A,
an

Alternative E

Same nt AlL A
(M)

Allgmative F

Same as Alt. A
Ny

Alernative G

No change in
existing conditions
would occur, so
there would be wo
impact to biological
resources. {H)



Envigonmenta)
E (TN

(Section I decument)

Long-Term
Vehivular
Emlssions
(Section 4.8)

[

W
i

JBABEHN011.S

Substantial pew
vehicle trips would
be geoersied. An
exlensive Travel
BPemand
Management
Progiera would be
implemented to
substontiolly reduce
the use of single-
occupancy vehicles.
SThe air quality
nmanggement plan
and Stote [mple-
nsentation Plan are
Leing updated to
reflect cursent
growih conditions.
Priinury means 10
veduce emissions
will be reduction in
single occupancy
vehicles. The
project would be
compatible. (S/M)

"

TABLE 1.5-1 (coutlnued)

Alteroutive B Alterpative ¢

Same as Al AL Same as AlL A
(5M) (5M)

Key: Each impact s fellowed by one of the following notutions:

B - Sulstantinl beneliciol enviranmental change.

N - Not signilicant, ie., envitonmental change is not substantial and ndvesse.
S - Significant but mitigable, iz, environmental change is substantial and sdverse, nnd can be milignted 1o & level below signilicnnce.
510 - Unavoidnlle ndverse hnpikt, i.e., envisonmental ehange is significant and cannol be reduced to a level betow significonce.

Alteraptive D

Same as Alt A
(S/M)

Alerpstive E

Sume a5 Alt, A,
(S/M)

) ve [
Same as All. A
(5M)

No new develop-
ment would ocour,
50 there would be
no increase in ve-
hicle emissions. (N)




TABLE 1.5-1 {eontinued)

viyanments Aligmutjve 4 Alernutive B Allsrnative € Alteypative ¥ Altenative §

(Section ln docemuit)
Long-Teria There would b Samie as Al A, Same as Alt. A Same as Al A Same 45 Al A
Yehiculor sufticient congestion excep) two (S/U) s/ (SAR
Emlssions - ut a0 inlersection intersections would
Cuoninjative ufter project trutfic have gatticient con-
{Sectivn 5.8) witigation to resuft gestion after

in & significant con- iitigation to result

witrution ko cuean- in & significant

Intives regional uir coniribution to

quslity impacts. cumulstive regional

(S/)) air qualily impaeis.

)

Cavbon Mewoxhie Carbon monoxide Same as Alt, A, Same a8 Al A Same ns Al AL Same as Al A,
Ewmissions concentyations (M) {N) : (N) (V)
{Sectiou 4.8) ussociated with

wafhic wonld be

withiu federul and

state nir quality

standards. (1)
TG00 LS
Key: Ench funpet i fulfowed By one of the foHlowing notations:
Is .+ Substantinl benelivis) enviromnental change.
N - Not significant, i, civiromnenial change is not sulstantial and adverse.
S - Signilicamt but maitigble, ic., enviconmental change is subsiantisl and adverse, mnd ean bie mitigated to a fevel below significance.
51 - Uurvtidable sdverse hnpnei, e, enviroamentsl chonge is significant and cnnnot be veduced (o 8 level belaw significance.

Alternutive ¥

Same &s AK. A
(s/)

Some gs AlL AL
(")

No new develup-
menk would occut,
s0 there would be
no incsease i
cumulative
intersection
congestion, {N)

No incicase in
vehicle eniissions
would occur, 5o no
carbon mounoxide
increase would
resubl, (N)



Enviropmeial
Resource

{Section hu documeni)

_ Construction Nolse

{Section 4.9)

Trlite Molse
(Section 4.9)

18/664060011.8

Allerpative 4

Temporasy
consiruclion noise
could create sig-
nificant nuisonce
poise impacts,
especially on week-
ends when the
nesrby waterfront
would be uctively
useet.  Construciion
would be scheduled
in necordance with
iocul noise
ordinnnces. (S/M}

Although lopg-term
aoise would incresse
over existing levels
us a result of
jucrensed traffic, no
sensitive yeceptors
woull be
significantly affected.

N

Sume as Al A,
{S/M)

Same as AllL A
(N}

Key: Euch impact is fuiit'iwud by one of the following nutations:

B - Substantial beneliciat environmental change. .
N « Non significant, i.c.. environmental change is nol substantinl and advesse, )
SM - Signilicaut but mitigable, i.c., envitonmental change is subsiantinl aid adverse, and can be mitigated 1o a level below signilicance.
S/ - Unavoidable adverse impact, ie,, environmental change is significan) and connot be redoced 1o a fevel below significance.

TABLE 1.5-1 {cuntinned)

Alernative Alternativg )

Same ax Alt. A, Sume 5y Al A,
(SIM) (SM)

Sume as All. A Same os AlL A
N ()

Some as Alt. Al
(SM)

Sume as Al A
(h

1 tive |7

Same as Al A
{5nd)

Same as AL A,
(N)

Allevnutive G

No new construc-
tion would occur,
30 Lhere would be
no inpact retatcd
to construciion
noise. (N)

No new traffic
would be gencrated
by this alternative,
although it would
be exposed to
increased noise
from general iraffic
growth in the
praject urea, (V)



TABLE 1.5-1 (continued)

Lnyigonment) 2lteynallve 4 Alterantive b Allgrpative © Alierpntive () Alterindive § AMecastive F
Resouyee

(Seciion in document)

Allernntjve G

Ouslie Noize Tiotels constructed Same us Al A, Somne ps AN AL Same ns All. A No lotel uses are Same as Alt. A No new
(Sertlon 4.9) un the site would be {S/M} . (SIM} (5Ad} proposed 50 no (S} develupment would
within the 65 dB

CNEL fram iraific
noise, which could
crente substantivl

tmpect would occur,

(N)

occur, 56 Lthere
would be no
impact. (N}

huterior nuise Jevels.
Engineering desigh
1o veeduce interior
noise levels would
we necessary.  (5/M)

TB/6GAG0011.5

Key: Ench impact is followed Ly one of the following notations:
<

1} - Substantisl benebcial enviconmental change-

N - Mot siguificant, Le., esnviioninemal change is not substamial and adverse.

S/M - Significunt bur mitigable, ic., envisonmental chunge is substantial and sdverse, apd can be mitigated 10 a fevel below significance.
501 - Unavoidatde adverse impacy, ie., environmental change is significant and cannot be reduced 1o a level belaw sipnificanee.



TABLE L.5-1 (contfinned)

Enviroiimental Allerpatjve A Allernniive B Al;emaﬂvg C
Resonres

(Sectlun in decunicai)

Site is underluin Same a5 All. A Same a5 Ah. A
with artifacis from ()] {N)
waterfront
development
hetween the 18805
end 1910s. These
naterinls are buried
beneath the dredged
fill placed onsite 10
creule dry land for
more development.
‘The archucology,
while containing
marny artifacts, lacks
stratigraphic
iutegriiy, and
context, and is
therefore unlikely to
l‘j- contribute important
- informativn sbout
Sun Diego's early
histovy. The
wichoeologicnl
resources do nol
appear to gualify for
inclusion in the
WNaticnal Register of
Historic Pleces.

This hos been
confirmed through
coisultation with
the Catifornia State

Subsnrface
Cultmyn] Resources
(Section 4.10)

-

JB/as400101 1.5

s

-

Key: Each impoet i followed hy one of the lollowing notations: -

¢ - Substantinl beneficial environmental change,
M - Not significan, i.e., eavironmental change is not substontial and adverse,

Alterpative I

Seme as Ak, A,
()

Alcrngiive E Allerputjve F

No subsurface
excavation would (N)
oceur, so there

would bie no impact

to subsurface

urchacology. (N)

SM . Significant Lot mitignble, i.c., environmental change is substniinl snd adverse, and can be mitigated to o level below sipnificnnce,
S5/U - Unavaidulle adverse ipact, i.c., envirormental change is significnnt and cannot be reduced 1o & fevel Lelow significance.

Sume as Alt. AL

tersutiv

Same as AlL £

(M)




Jesonreg

{Section La docuipeni)

Histoviet
Avchueology
{Sectivn 4.10)

SB/66A00H 1.5

Alieepulive A

Historic Preser-
vation Officer,
Excavation for
toatings oud other
below-gride
constiuction would
destroy nny
nrchacobopy that
ight exist but this
would not result in
the loss of o
signiticont resource,
Should an
ununticipated
significant
.muhu(:ulngichi
resource L
discovered during
praject excavations
it would be
evithuated v, it
Faupd 10 be
important, it would
be treated in
uceardance with 36

CER B0D.2). (N)

IMovy Broadway
Complex Buildings 1
und 1Z, combijned
with the Muvy Pier
(locnted outside the

Allernuiive J§-

Some as All A
(5/M)

Key: Esch inipact is Yullowed by one ol 1he following notations:

S
u - Substinitinl Beneficind enviramuentad chimge.
M < Not significant, i.c., environmeninl change is not substantiad and adverse.
SimM - Signilicat but mitignble, i.e., environmentsl change s substantinl and adverse, nnd enn be nitigated to o kevel below significance.
s « Uisvoidabls adverse hmpaet, fe., environiaental change & signiticant and cannot be reduced fo # level befow signifiennce,

TABLE {.5-1 (continued)

Altepnaglve C

Same as AlL. A
(SM)

Allerpative 1

Same as Alt. A,
(SiM)

Altevpaijve

Same as All. A
(SIM)

Aliegnative F

Same us Al A
(SM}

Alterpgtive G

No building
modification would
occut, 5o there
would be no
imspact, (M)



i

7

Ad1% et
Hesoures

{Seciion in dotument)

JB/66400011.5

Aleyputive 4

project bounduries)
furin a unil thet
epresents every
mujor period of
Navy development
ut 1)iis locntion.
These shuchures for
nearly 50 years have
lseens nny
urchitectoral anchor
to the San Diego
Harbor and skyline.
As a unil they
uppear to qualify for
the National
Regisier of Historic
Places. Demolitian
or any subsiantial
wadification of
these structures
would consiitute a
significant impact.
Specific witigation
will be developed in
consuliation wilh
Culifurnis SHPO
pussuapt 1o the
vegulntions {36 CFR
800 for
implementing
Section 106 ol the
National Historic

TABLE 1.5-1 {continued)

Allernnilve B Altevnattve € Albtecantive 1} Alcptive B Alternutive

Key: Each impact is followed by uue of the [ollowing notations:

B - Substantial benelicial environmendnd change,

N - Not significant, i.e,, cnvitonmentnl chinge is not substantint and adverse,

SiM - Significant but miligable, 1c., environinental change is subsiantial and sdverse, nnd ean be witigited o 8 level below significance.
s/a - Usavoidable adverse impaet, i.¢., environmento! change is significant and cnnnot be reduced 10 8 Jevel below sipnificanee. )

Alteppntive GG



Evirowmenin)

(Section In docanwenl)

Historicel Distibet
Eligibitizy
{Bection 4.10)

JB/66400011.5

Alteyjptive 4

Preservation Act {16
U.S.C 4700). The
Mavy proposes to
record Buildings 1
and 12 in
secordance with e
Histovic Awevican
Buildings Survey
Standards prior 1o
dersolition or
wuditication. (S/M)

several buildings
within & three-black
aves of the piojest
are cilher fisted,
eligilile for listing, or
appear 10 qualify for
listing on the:
Nationul Register of
Historic Places. The
project will ot
allect the vse or
integity of these
strutctures. (N)

Alernntive B

Sume as Al A
()

Kep: ¥nch bupet B foflerved by o of the following notations:

TABLE 1.5-1 (continued)

Alleppatfve C

Same as Alt. A.
(M)

Alterpytive T}

Same as All. A,
™y

Alernntive E

Saine as All. A
{N)

5] - Substantinl benelicial envivonmental change,
N - Not signilicant, i.e., environmental change is siot substantial and adverse.
S - Significant but initigslde, ie., cnvironmental change is substnatisl and adveese, and can be mitigated (o & fevel below significance.

S0 - Unavoidabie adverse impace, i.e., envivonmental change s significant and cannol be reduced to o Tevel befow significance,

Alteipative F

Sune as All. AL
M) :

Alte ive G

No change in
cxisting uses would
occur, $o0 there
would be no effect
on neay historic
resources. (N)



Tl

Lrylrpnmenty)
]jl.‘iﬂll e

{Section b docuent)

Soll Coutuiiuaibon
(Secthor 4.11)

TB/GeA0U011.5

Key: Ench hapmet is followed by one ol the following notations:

Alieypative 3

Minov hazardous
waste spills were
located or may be
located on the sile.
Ity addition, trans-
formers Lhat contain
PCBs are located on
the siie althouph
none we known 1o
be leaking. Because
the presence of
hazurdous waste can
affect public health,
thiy would be
considered a
signiticant impact
with any of the
alternatives. There
are no known major
hazardows wasle
spills or-leaking
undecground stor-
age tanks on the
site. Remedial
selion 10 remove
and yoperly dispose
af any hazardous
wiste foind on the
site will oceur,

(SIM)

by

Same as Alt. A

(S/M)

B -~ Substantial benelicial environmental change,

I - Mot significant, i.c., environmental change is not substaniist nnd adverse,
SiM - Sigwificant but mitigable, ie., enviranments] change s substnniin! and sdverse, and can be mitigned ta a level below signilicance

Same as Al A

(5M)

TABLE 181 (continued)

Allgragiive I}

Seme as All A

(51}

Same &5 All. A

(M)

s/ - Unuvoidable rdverse fiapnct, i.¢., environmentat thange is significant and connot be reduced to n level below significance,

Same as Alt, A,

(S/M)

Aliergptive G

There woukd be no
change in the cur-
rent onsile condi-

tions, 50 nO fnpack .

would gcgur, (N)

.



TABLE 1.3-1 {(eountiaved)

Enviyomireniaf Alievaalive 4 Altermative § Aliernatlye € Aliernaitve 1) Alteimntivg If Alterpative ¥ Alicvaative G
B:Slil“ oy

{Section In dorunent)

Asbestos Most of the edsting Same as All. A Same a5 Al A Sume as Ali. A, Same as Al A Sae as Akt A There would be no
(Seciion 4.11) buildings on the sile (S/M) (8mM) (S/M) (SmV) (5/M) change in curient

comntain asbestos, A
potential public
health hazard wouhl
vesult during
demolition, whea
asbestos fhers could

site conditions.
Asbestos iu onsite
buildings dues not
present an
ismminent health
sisk. (N)

become aiv-borne.
The project would
b revuired to
comply with e
Fedzral Clean Air
Act to protect the
public fiom eapo-
sure o dsbestos.
(5/M)

JB/66400011.5

Key: Ench impict & lullowed by one of the fullowkng notations:

n - Substantind benelicia) enviconmental chanpe,

M - Mot sighilicant, i.e., enviranmental chanpe is not substantial and adveise.

sm - Significant but mitignble, ie., enviconmentnd chunge is subsinatial and adverse, nud ¢an be mitigited o a level below sipnificance
sy - Unavoidable adversz impnct, i.e., envitonmental change is significant and cnanot be reduced Lo a level below signiﬁcn-mg-c_' o



Envirommentn)
EEE(IUTtg

{Sevdion in Jorunient)

Groundwater
{Sectlon 4.11)

SBAGA0001 1.5

Allevnative A

A groundwater
plurie that has been
contaminated with
hydrocarbons is
focated an esthnated
1/3 mile and duwn-
grudient of the Navy
Bramdway Complex.
Groundwater quality
testing ot the site
found po evidence
of contmmination.
Although unlikely,
groundwater
dewateriny during
subsurface con-
struction could draw
the plune toward
the site, A Notiona!
Puollution 1ischarge
Elimtiuation Sysiem
(NPDES) permit
applicationy will be
filed with the
Regional Water
Quality Control
Bousrd (RWQCB).
The project would
conmfly with uny
cunditions specified
in 8 NPDES permil,
(5M)

w

Same us Al A
(M)

Key: Ench impact is followed by one of the following notations:

B - Sutstantinl beneficial environmenin} change.
N « Mot significant, i.e., environmenial chunge is not substantial nnd adverse.
M - Signilicant but mitigable, i.c., envirtenmental change is substantial and ndverse, and can be mitipsled 1o a level below signiﬁcnnéc.
5 - Usmivoidable sdverse impmcl, ie., enviranmental chunpe is significant and cannet be seduced 1o 7 leve! below significnnce.

TABLE 1.5.3 (continued)

Alternutive €

Same as Alt. A
(5/M)

Alteruative b

Sume axv Al A
(S/M)

Mo groundwater Some as Al AL
dewatering would (5MM)

be necessary, so no

impact would occur.

(M

LI ive G
Same as Al E.
(N



Envirenmental
Regonyee

{Section 1w duravieid)

Alreratt Hleighis
{Section 4.1}

Algrnotive 4

"the 40%-foot-high
buifding on Block 1
woubd exeeed nop-
opeiational
irunginary height
suvfuces, bul bused
wli 8 Federnl
Aviation Adiinis.
tration {FAA)
determination,
wonkl not vesult i
Lnzad L0 siv
nuvigation,
Buildings ou the
custerly areas of
Biocks |, 2, and 3
would be olistrue-
tion lighted, per
FAA standands, {N}

Aliernutlve 8 Allerpellve ©

Same as AL A,
except the building
on Block 1 would
be 300 feer high.
wauld nevertheless
exceed imaginary
surfaces, bul would
not result in &
hazard to air
nevigation. The
projeet would
comply with any
FAA-imposed
condilions. (N)

TABLE [.5-t (conilpued)

Allerpnilve [}

Al buildings wonld Same as Alt. B.
be below any FAA (N)

imaginary height

surfaces, und would

oot resull in o

hazard 10 air

navigation. {N)

Alternagive

Sane as All, C.
(143

HMotayal Gus Fhtusal gas coutd be Same as All. A Some us ANl A Sare ns Aft. A Sane 83 Al A
(Sectlon 4.12) puovided without ()] (™) (Fh) ")
adversely affecting
the ability of the
Sun Diepo Gas aod
Electsic Conpuny
(SI3GE) 10 provide
scrvites 10 s
service ares, and
williolt péversely
afferiing cowveymnce
fuvilisies. (I}
JBASAGU011S
Key: Each impact is follywed by one of the following aotstions:
B - Substantisl beneficinl environmental change.
N - Not significant, i.¢., environmental change is not substantiol snd sdverse.
5M - Signilicant but nitigable, Le, environmentsl chinge is subsinntial and adverse, and can be witigated (o o level below sigaificance.
S - Wanvoidable adverse inpact, ie., enviconmental change is sipnificant and caunot be reduced o o level betow significance.

Allerpuive

The 500-Tool-high
tuifding on Block 2
would exceed
operavionsl
imnginury height
surfaces, bu based
on previous FAA
determinations,
would nol likely
resuil in a hazard
16 i navipalion.
The project would
cainply with any
FAA-imposed
conditions. (N}

Same as All. A
(N}

Allernative ¢

Nu pew
development would
occur, 5o there
would be no effect
o5 air pavigation.

(N}

No new develop-
ment would oceur,
50 there would be
no fnpact Gn
natural gus. (M)



TABLE 1.5-1 {conifnued}

Luvlrouineyial Abgyputive A Alternutive B Alernutive ¢ Altevputive D Alemeative £ Altgruntive £ alive G

Resonres Alterpative G

{Section ja document)

Electicily Conveyauce facilities Same ns Alt. A Samne as Al A Same as Al A Same as AlL A Same as Alt A No new develap-

(Section 4.12) are not sufficient 1o (5) (5} ) (%) s ment would oecur,
- 50 there would be

provide ndequate

electrical service 10 no impact on
ihe sile. A new 12 clectrical service.
kV looped system ' : ()

would be required.

S)]

IB/66400U11.S

Iy
T

Key: Each impnet & followed by one of the following notations:

B - Substamiial berelicial environineni) change.

N - Not significant, i.e,, enviconmeniat change is not subsiantinl and advesse. .

M - Significant but mitigable, ie., environmental change is substnmiial and adverse, and can be mitignied (o u level below sipmificance,
S - Unnvoidable sdverse impact, L.e., environmental change is sipnificant and cannot te reduced 10 # level helow significnce,




SECTION 2
PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

This section addresses the purpcse of and need for the propesed action, as required by the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), as well as the project objectives, in accordance with
the Califernia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The United Siates Department of the Navy is the cwner and/or operator of 18 administrative,
support, and cperational installations throughout the City of San Diego area. One such facility
is known as the Mavy Broadway Complex, which primarily contains administrative and warehouse
facilities, and is the iocation 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 iccated to the other Mavy installations.

The Navy Broadway Complex is located cn approximately 15.6 acres in dewntown Sarc Diego near
the waterfront. Onmnsite structures were built primarily between 1922 and 1944, with a small
gatchouse added in 1956, The site currently houses 403,753 square feet (SF) of office, 179,616 SF
of industrial/warshouse buildings, and 421,560 ST 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.

The Navai Suppiy Center initiated long range plans in 15979 to move much of the warehousing
from the Navy Broadway Complex sits io new, modern facilities iccated at existing naval
operational bases in the San Diego region. Subsequent to this, a regional study of MNavy
administrative and facility requirements was conducted. The study reaffirmed that the Navy
Breadway Complex with the MNavy Pier was essential for national security purpeses and aiso found
that comsolidation of administrative personnel at one location would free valuable operational
space at the other installations. The Navy Broadway Complex was determined 0 be the most
suitable facility for co-lccation because of its:

® Central location in relation to other Navy installations;

» Dﬁ:oxin'lity to several major regional transportation facilities, including light rail
tzansit lines, a railroad, several bus lines, and an sxteasive freeway complex;

» Ideal size to support necessary cffice space. ‘

This co-lccation concept at the Navy Broadway Compiex, with continued operation of the adjacent
Navy Pier, was avoroved by the Chief of Maval Oreraticns in 1983. A nesd ior anonroximatesy
i milion 3F of upgraded offce space has sioce teen ideniified o accommcedate Mavy
adiinisirative personnel

¥

Tae ot ical means 5y which comsiruction of Mavy officss, or ciher military feciiitles, is funded
tarough Military Coastruction (MILCOWN) aprrorpriations, wiicz 2rs tarsayer-funded and

Congrassicnally approved. However, Congress endorsed, throug" Pubiic Law {2.1.) 55-661, 2

toncent cronesed oy Navy planners and community gooups oy waica the site would be develered
1t raduced cost to the ':.qw 27273 tarm‘:ﬂ a ,.uohc/ﬁnva'° wepturs, 2L 99~cc1 W3s 3 comrpcnent
21 the \{ﬂ”‘O“a; Defensz Authorization Azt of 1887,

2-1
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The legislation allows the Secretary of the Mavy to eater into long-term leases of property cn the
Navy Broadway Complex, providing that in consideration of the lease, the Navy obtains without
comrensation, of at substantially belcw market value, administrative cffice facilities for the use
by the Navy, thersby providing nesded Navy {acilities at little or no cost to the taxpayer. Tae
lease would ve to a private party(ies), who would develop private uses on a portion of the site,
with the Navy offices on other perticos of the site.

Pursuant to P.L. 59-661, the Navy is propcsing to redevelop the Mavy Breadway Complex with
the following uses:

. Up to 1,0€0,600 square feet (SF) of Navy administrative offices.
° A mix of private office, commercial, and/or retail uses up io 2,145,060 SF in size.

The proposed development and alternatives are described in detail in Secticn 3. A copy of
P.L. 59-661 is provided in Appendix A

The Navy and the City of San Diego entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MCU) or
June 1, 1987 to guide the planning and approval process for redevelopmert of the Navy Broadway
Complex. The MOU specifies that the Navy, in copsultation with the City of San Diego, will
prepare a development plan and urban design guidelines that wiil define the nature of
development that will cccur on the Navy Broadway Complex. The development plan aad urban
design guidelines would become part of a development agreement between the Navy and the City
cf San Diego. A copy of the MOU is provided in Appendix B.

vl
)
V]

—tim
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SECTION 3
. ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

3.1 PROJECT LOCATION

The site of the propesed project, known as the Navy Bro adwav Comgler, is located in the City
of 3an Dae:rc, California, within the downtown area known as Centre City. Tae regiornal location
of the site is depicted in rigurs 3-1. Tae Navy Broadway Complex is located in the western arsa
of the City near the San Dlego Bay waterfront, as depicted iu Figure 3-2. It is bounded by
Broadway on the nerth, Pacific Highway on the east, and Harber Dr:ve 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 consclidated into four jarger bloc‘ca
noted in this document as Biccks 1, 2, 3, and 4 from nerth to south, with 2ach bounded by Pacific
Highway cn the east and Harbor Drive on the west, and separated by the extensions of E, F, and

3 strests.
3.2 AT TERNATIVES

The planning process for the co-location of administrative offices at the Navy Broadway Complex
was initiated in 1979 when relocation of warshcouses on the site was frst consider=d, followed in
1983 by approval of the co-location concept by Chief of Naval Operations. The formation of the
advisory Broadway Complex Coord u:ai;ng 3TouUp \BC._,U Y served 25 the next step in the planning
orocess. It was not untii passage of P.L. $9-661 in 1987 that the process to generate detailed
Jevelcoment concepts for the Navy Broadway Complex was initiated. Sr*c: that time, and
varticularly since 1988--after a project development icam was assembled--a number of alternatives
] redeveiopmsnt of the Navy Broadway Compiex have been systematically examined.

The fcllowing criteria were considersd in developing alterpative concepts:

> Provide up to 1 million square fast (8F) of administrative offices for the co-
lecation onsite of Navy administrative personnel in the San Diege Region.

® Maintain a Navy presence at the Navy Broadway Complex. This is required
by the need to provide support personnel for the adjaunt Navy Pier, which must
continue in cperation icr national security purposes. Tie Navy Fier is used for
ship berthing, storag and load-outs. In order 1o suppert the Navy Pier, a raii
line that bisects the site and is used pericdically would be retained.

? Allow for privatz development onpor‘f.m“_e" through a ground lease such that
sufficient lease revenues are generated {o significantly or fully offset the cost of
Navy cifices.

] Develoo 2 ’;gn—"z :ality project that provides open space 2t the fooy'of Broadway,
opens view corridoers besween the downiown cors and the wateriront, maximizes
edestrian access and pubiic uses, and results in an aesthatically pleasing project.

This responds {0 community desires as sxpressed in local rolicy plans and
throueh the BCCG.

. sl bamll Ll
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Several alternative concept plans were considered but rejected in the planning process. Each

‘itemative included a mix of land uses that inciuded 1 million SF of Navy offices. Each
altarnative was evaluated for its consistency with the criteria expressed above, and its compatibilit
with planning policies.

Several alternatives with variations in cverall square foctage wers considersd, but were found to
either be insufficient in size to cffset the costs of the Navy offices or were tco intense to mest
community objectives. These alternatives were rejected from further consideration.

An alternative that included cver 180,600 SF of specialty retail, along with a mix of other uses,
was considered. Althcugh this altersative would kave met with criteria that wers being considersd
for redevelopment of the site, it was rejected because of insuficient market demand for this much
specialty retail, given the expansion of the nearby Seapeort Village specialty retail shopping center
and the Horten Plaza regional shopping mail.

A mixed-use development that weould have included 860 residential units in mid- and high-rise
structures on a portion of the site was also considersd. This alternative was rejected because it
would not have provided sufficient revenues per squars foct to offset the cesis of Navy officss.

A final alternative that was considered was similar to the Navy's preferred alternative,
Alternative A, and was anoounced fo the public in March, 1582, This alternative included a
mixed-use development of Navy and commercial offices, a museum, hotels, and a small amcurt
of retail. It also included 1.3 acres of oren space at the ncrthwest arsa of the site, at the foot of
Broadway. Tae tallest beiiding would have besz 330 fesf in height. Subseguent io iae

nnouncement, there was community discussion calling for additional open space at the feot of
Sroadway. In response to this commurity input, this alternative was revised and replaced bty az
alternative that provided 1.9 acres of open space at the foot of Broadway anc a 4060-foot-high
building.

The Navy nartowed the potential development concepts to seven alternatives after consideraticn
of potential alternatives and after receiving community input on 2 preferred aiternative. The
seven alternatives are corsidered 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 alternative.
Alternatives include:

b The propesed acticn {i.e., the preferred aitermative) and three mized-use
deveiopment alternatives on the Navy Broadway Complex

.. Construction of only military uses on the Navy Broadway Complex using
traditicnal congressiornally funded Military Construction (MILCON).

@ An alternative with development of primarily trivate commersial and offics usss
on ihe Mavy Broadway Complex and development of Mawvy offices on 2 second
site in the easizrn arsa of downtown Saz Disgo. 7
4
3 . The no aciion aifernative, whsrepy 2xisting Mavy uses on the siie remain
unchanged.
3-5
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The rationale for selecting each of these alternatives for further consideration is discussed in
the following sections.

The Navy Broadway Complex weuld be developed accerding to design guidelines to be adopted
by the Navy and the City of San Diego. Draft design guidelines have been prepared for the
project and are presented in Appendix D. The guidelines would become part of the deveiopment

-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 excepticn of the 7

Alternative E, which includes military construction cnly, and Altemnative G (no acticn), each of
the alternatives is generally consistent with the design guidelines. Alternatives E and G ars not
consistent with the guidelines because they retain the site for exclusive Navy use.

The mix of land uses shown for each cf the proposed mixed-use alternatives (i.e., Alternatives A,
B, C, D, and T) is based on anticipated markst conditions. Depending cn actual market
conditions at the time of develepment, medifications in the square foctage of each proposed land
use may occur. However, in no event would the cverall squars fcotage of devc;opment exceed
the tctal square foctage shown for each alternative.

3.2.1 ALTERNATIVE A

iternative A implements all the criteria that were established in developing the alternatives,
and is conceptually illustrated on Figure 3-4. Alternative A is the Navy's preferred alternative,
and it includes the following public benefits:

. A 19-acre open space would be provided at the ioot of Broadway (see
rigure 1-2, page 1-6). Tiis open space area would heip impiemeat a iong-
standing desire by the City of San Diego to provide a gateway to the City fom
the waterfront. The City of San Diego and the San Diego Unified Port District
may contribute adjacent property {0 create an even larger open space at the oot
of Broadway. {Cocrdination with the City and the Port District weuld be
needed ic reserve the adjacent arca as opea space. If reserved, an
approximately 10-acrz cpen space area at the foot of Broadway couid be
provided. (See Figure 1-3, page 1-7). The provisicn of open space outside of
the project bourdaries is not a part of this project.

® The project would provide up io 55,000 square feet of unimproved space for
a community-sponsorsd group to have a museum, which would be oriented
towards showcasing the maritime beritage of the City, and the historical
significance of this section of the waLe';frunt. Together with the open space on
Block 1, the museum will help to create 2 pedesirian snvironment oriented to
the waterfront (see Figure 1-2, page 1-6).

® E., F, and & Sireets, which caz:rsntiy terminate at the sastern boundary of the
site {at Pacific Highway), would be extended and developed with broad sidewalks
La.ouv?* ihe site to provide vehicular and pedest;.a:: access pétween downiown
and the waterront (ses Figure 1-4, nage i-8%. G dirset would orovide s:dewaik:
up to 30 fest wide thai would be landscaped to snbance pef"..s*nan and visu
access berwesn the Marina neighborhocd to the =ast and the G Street Mu.e
the waterZront.

(7]
L"h
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L Taller buildings would include slender towers rising from broad bases and would
. be constructed on the inland side of the site nearest Broadway, stepping down
tc the waterfront and to the scuth to provide a visual traositicn between the
aigher density downtown core to the aorth and east and the lower deasity
waterfront and specialty retail to the west and south. View corridors along E,
F, and G streets would be enhanced tc maximize public views of the waterfront

from corridors.

The basic projest chiectives of providing Navy cffices at reduced cost o ihe
sarpayers would be met, although some local financial assistance by the City of
San Diego for infrastructure improvements (e.g, rcadway and strestscape
improvements) would be required,
Alternative A includes development of 3,25C,000 S5 of mived uses cn the Navy Broadway
Complex The conceptual illustrative for this alternative shows the tailest puildings on the
nertheasterly area of the site, peaking on Block 1 with other structurss stepping down in height
towards the Seapert Village shicrping center o the south, and io the waterfront on the west, as
shown in Figure 3-4. Figure 3-5 depicts an illustrative site plan for Aiternative A {1t should be
noted that all fgores showing the aitermatives are cocnesptual 2nd intended only 10 represexnt an
ilustrative example of the scale and possible general appearance of development.) Figurs 3-5
depicts massing guidelines for this alternative.

inn of Altermative A

Alternative A would include 2 mix of open space, Navy office, museum, hotel, commercial offics,
and retail land uses in up to 3,250,000 SF of development. Thae gross door arsa ratic (TAR) for
this alternative wouid be 5.45. Thae vrscise mix and locaticn {by dlock) of land uses would be

-

determined by markeat conditions. For purposes of this analysis, the following land uses by biock
are assumed.

Block 1

A 650,000 SF commercial office building and approximetely 1.9 acres of open space are proposed.
i a contigucus segment of Broadway is abandoned and the Port District dedicates an adjacent
similarly sized area of open space, an approximately 10-acre opern space area at the foot of
Broadway could be created, as depicted in Figure 2-4. Broadway could be re-routed around the
open space to its terminus at Harber Drive. :

The commercial office building would include a street-level podium, upon whick a stepped fower
would be developed. The ofiice podium would have a 75-foct setback from Broadway to create

et 3 4 $ i oam <14 3 i & T ¥ T H = i b -
a visual iink to the waterfront and would be 400 fest high, It sailest component would be next

1 1 gy H i £ L o4 i o34 an P e ot 3 -
ic Pacific Highway at the gesterly end of the site, and # wouid siep down towards the opexn spacs

Hia LAWY il FiGe

oy me farot e * p ~ 1 T - e [ T N PR [P R . A
and the watscfront. Ground-level jupoert tatafl and restaurant uses would he includad, Az
Myt e alne o E tlale emlaem e Aormieresd I . e i

nlusirativ sion of this piaz is denicted in Figurss 3-7 and 3-8
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Biock 2

Up to 1,000,000 SF of Navy cffice uses would be developed on Bicck 2. A 25-ficor tower with
a maximum height of 350 feet and 565,000 SF wouid be located on the eastern Raif of the block
along Pacific Highway. On the western kalf of the biock, an existing Navy building (Building 12}
would be rehabilitated or 2 new building of 486,000 SF would be developed. Approximately
100,000 SF within Building 12 would be new construction added above the roof of the existing
building, if that building were rehabilitated. Within the Block 2 square footage, a museum of u
tc 55,000 SF in size would be provided, with its priccipal entry on the ground flocr oriented to
the open space on Block 1 at the foot of Broadway. Figure 3-7 also depicts an illustrative cross
secticn of this block

A total of 1,230 parking spaces would be provided, 430 below grade anc 8CC in a fve- to six-
flcor, 300,060 SF encarsulated above-grade structure. Fleet vehicle parking and sicrage would
be provided for 230 vehicles within this total. This is equal to about 1.23 spaces per.1,000 SF, of
which 0.23 space per 1,000 SF would be for storage of those vehicles and one space per 1,000 S¥
weuld be for patrornsfemployees of the Nawy offices.

Block 3

This bicck would be developed with a 1,060-room, 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 te=150-foct-kigh building on the westerly area of the sits toward Harber Drive. The kotsi
.lcuid include ground- and second-ievel support retail and restaurants, 2nd confersnce and

ailroom faciiities. An Mustrative cross sectior of the proposed Block 3 development s depicted
in Figure 3-8

-

ly 1 space per

4

Relow-grade parking would be provided for 750 vehicles, which is 2pproximate
1,660 ST or (.75 spaces per room.

Bilock 4

Block 4 would be developed with a 50C-socom, 475,000-SF hotel that inciudes an additional
25,0C0 SF of retail andfor restaurant uses. Unlike the support retail that would be provided in
the mix of land uses on Blocks 1 and 3, the retail on Block 4 would be independent of, but
anciilary 1o, the hotel uses proposed on this bicck. As shown in Figurs 3-4, the developments on
Blocks 1, 2, and 3 step down towards this block, which would Bave a maximum structural height
of 150 feet. As with the other development cn the site, the taller siructures on Block 4 would
be on the easterly area of the biock, siepping down to lower structures as the site approaches the
waterfront 1o the west. The hotel would provide retail uses on the ground floor. Figure 3-8

!
depicts an ilustrative crogs section of Biock 4 develonmen

Sherar LI wia LA mmwad e

— % 3 . - P —— P s - ) L.

i - _ 11 g o] L P " e n s

Selow-grade varking would be provided for 475 vehicies 2t a ratio 9.77 spaces per hois! room and
a)

4 spaces per 1,L00 SF o
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asine Plan for Alteraative

The phasing for this and all other alte"natwes would be dictated by market conditions. A possible
phasing program is depicted in Figurs 3 or purpeses of analysis, it is assumed that the project
would be developed over an apprcxxmately 11i-year period. Based on market corditions, the
timing and onsite location of development may differ from the phasing shown herein. Open space
weuld be provided in the last phase. This is because Navy offices would not be constructed untif .
the third phase of the project, after sufficient private development has cccurred to offset the cost’
of 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
ars compieted.

Tue phases and associated coostruction activity ars as follows:

by

. Phase 1-1999-1994: The hotel cn Block 4 would be devclcped.

® 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 would be demolished and the site
used for {emporary suriace pariing.

® Phase 3-.1998-2000: The commercial office would be consiructed on ibe easterly
area of Block 1. The new Navy office would be censtructed on the easterly area
of Block 2.

. Phase 4--2001.2003: Building 1 would be demolished for the consimiction of the
open spacs and the hotel on Block 3 would be constructed.

3.2.2 ALTERNATIVE B

Alternative B is similar tc Alternative A, but includes more commercial office space and less oper
space. This alternative is intended 0 mest the project objectives with a0 financial assistance fom
the City of San Diego. Alternative B includes an additional 250,600 SF of commercial office
space for a total onsite development of 3,500,00 SF. Thais would be sufficient to fully offset the
cost of the new Navy offices.

Less open space would be avaiiable on Blocic 1, whers the additional commercial office is
propesed. ative B includes a 900,000-SF commercial office development in a 300-foot-
high omldmg on Block 1. As shown in Figure 3-10, the 1.5-acre open space in Alternative A
would be reduced to a 0.5-acre pedestrian plaza located at the foot of Broadway. Consolidation
of adjacent City and Port District land is not considered in this a! t°rnat1ve, and the circuiation and
configuration of Broadway would not be altered.

Ali other land uses on Blocks 2, 3, and 4 would be the same 25 Altermative 4, inciuding 2
I

maritime museum and public and visuai access tc the waterfronl :

3-14
JB/E6AG00L.EL
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'ROGRAM

#a ?‘"“."iy = 5.38 Oross TAR

Alermnative B

Gross Max.
- ok Square Haight
umbar Land iss Footage Parking {Faat}
1 Commercial Dffice 200,000 5C0 Lo
Open Spaca (0.5 Acra) balow-grade
2 Navy Cffica:
- Bidg. 12 S31.800 420 350
- Maw 569,000 Delow-grace
Museum 55,000 8C0
abcva-3rats
Abeve-Crade Parking fee et
3 Heaal 745,208 TE0 258
paicwgratle
3 Hetal 475,300 278 1=0
Retail 25,000 We
Daicw-arads
it — 2,300,900 3,385 —
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file:///iternative

.&t\,"nat've B is similar to Alternative A in terms of building massing and layout, with the tallest

1

uildings on the northeasterly area of the site--in this case peaking on Block 2 at 350 feet-.
stepping down towa*d Broadway on the north, Seapert Village on the soutk, and the waterfront

to the west, as shown in Figure 3-10.

Descriptinn of Ajternative T

Alternative B would inclucde a mix of Navy office, TUSSUM, CORImer cial cffce, botel, cpen space,
and retail uses in up to 3,500,000 SF of develcpment. The '*ve*au FAR forthis a’.teua::ve weuld
be 5.88. As with Alternative A, the location and mix of laod uses wouid be determined by market

cenditions. Propesed uses, by block and approxgimate peights, are described below.

Bleck 1

A S00,000-SF commercial office building would be developed. The commercial office buiiding
would be similar in design to the building prepesed in A’itemah'w A, but wouid extend
development to cover mcre area of the block (see Figure 3-4 and Figurs 3-10). As conceptually
shown, the office buiiding would include a steoped tower up o, SGU fest high with an adjacent

150-fooi-tall wing to the north. These structurss would step down ic lower-iying bases ioc

ate

to the west, adjacent o a 0.5-acre pedesirian piaza. Grs und-level retail uses would e provided

adjacent to the pedestrian plaza.

Below-grade paricng for 500 vehicles w0u1d be provided, which is 1 space per 1,000 SF.

."’ﬂcocks 2,3, and 4

The development on these blocks would te the same as with Ajternative A, Please sec i

description in Section ~.2.1 {page 3-13).

e 3-14).

3.23 ALTERNATIVE C

Altemative C is intended to provide the minimum private developmernt necessary to oiset the

Fa
0

Phasing for Altemative B would be the same as for Alternative A, Please ses Section 3.2.1
(

costs of providing 1,000,000 SF of Navy offices. Tastead of new offices on Block 2 2, supported in

fy

part by commercial office on Block 1, Alternative C focuses on rezabilitation of the two largest

exisiing oosite ouildings, Buildings 1 (on Bleck 1) and 12 (cn Block 2), suprlemented by a

new

low-rise Navy office building also co Block 2 (see Tigure 3-11% The costs of rehabilitating th

two existing puildings and building a new one on Bleck 2 wr‘LLc ce cifset by the same amcuni '3_

notal and re=tail on Blocks 3 and 4 as in Alternatives A and B. Toial oosite develon
including Navy cffces, wonld be 2,470,000 57 .

Alo g‘:. tals alte:r.a'-‘—'-=-e wourd rsduce iae iotal cCasliz devsiopment, compared
Altemnatives & aznd B, onfiguration would zot ailow for the :rf‘w.sv‘r of open spacs

iock 1atthe fcotof B ;51 uadw’av, because that is the current

Bl ] .
. musevm would not be fmauc*ah‘ supperiable with this zltermative. The circulaticn 2

Wit



'ROGRAM

Gross
locic Square
umbar Lard Usa Footage Parking
1 Navy Cifica 3£5,000 220
{Bidg- 1) surfzes
2 Mavy Cffica:
- fghab Bigg. 12 86,000 400
calowgrade
- New 248,000 20O
stove-grade
Agove-Grade Parking 228000
3 Herai 745,020 720
. baicw-grads
4 Ferai 375,000 oy
Ratail 25,000 120
belcw-grade
®ai — 2,470,000 2,483

Alternative C
Navy Broadway

Complex Proiect

5846001 /8¢

@

MORTH



onfiguration cf Broadway would not be altered, but E, T, and G streets would be extended
hrough the site, with G Street serving as a major pedestrian linkage.

Alternative C is different frem Alternatives A and B in terms of building massing anc lavout. The
stepping down of structures toward the waterfront, as found in Alternatives A and B, would not
cccur with this alternative. Instead, the massing would geperally follow existing patterns fcund
on Blocks 1 and 2, with the higher structures on tie westerly area of the blocks, as conceptually
shown in Tigure 3-11.

Descrintion of Alternative T

Uses propesed for Alternative C are descrived below. The overall FAR for this aiternative would
p p - - - - 0
be 4.15. Building heights ars approxmate.

Biock 1

The exsting building on the westerly area of the block, Building 1, would be rehabiitated o
include 366,060 SF of Navy office uses. Tae existing building height, 100 fest, would be
unchanged. Ground-level reteil would not te included in this building.

‘Surface pariing for 230 vehicles would be provided on the sasterly area of the block. The parking
ratio for this block would be combined with additional Navy office parking that would be provided
on Block 2 to arrive at an overall Navy office parking ratio of 1.23 spaces per 1,000 SF. Tais is
delineated further in the gdiscussion of Block 2.

&!@ck 4

This biock would include Navy office uses only. Buiiding 12, on the westerly area of the Biock,
would be rehabilitated 10 inciude 386,000 SF of rehavilitated and 100,000 SF of new office space
within a 130-fcot-high structure. A 13C-foct-high suilding housing 148,000 SF of cffice space
would be constructed cn the easterly area of the tloek

A total of 1,000 pariking spaces would be provided, 400 beiow grade and 600 iz a three- to
fve-flocr, 225,000-SF above-grade structure. Including Block 1, a total of 1,230 parking spaces
{230 for fleet vehicle stcrage) would be provided for 1,000,000 SF of Navy office space, a ratio
of 1.23 spaces per 1,060 SF of office (of which cne space per 1,000 SF would be for emplcyes
use). :

Blocks 3 and 4

The development on these blocks would be the same as with Alterpative A, Please ses ihe
™ 1 -
3 kS i

description in Section

I
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Phasing Flan for aliernative T !

Alterpative T wouid be phased as iollows {depending oz marksi conditions):

o £ A, T 1 T L3 Y . | Ry . |

. ? Phase 1--1992.15%94: The hote! on Bicck 4 wouid be develooed.
D oan
=17

TB/664CC01.ED



. Phase 2--1995.1997: Building 12 wouid be rehabilitated and expanded on
Block 2. At the same time, existing buildings on Block 3 and the easterly arza
cf Block 1 and Block 2 would be demolished and the areas used for temporary
surface parking.

®  Phase 3--1998.2000: Building 1 would be rehabiiitated cn Block 1.

o Phase 4--2001.2003: The new Navy cffice would be constructed on the easterly -

area of Block 2, and the hotel would be constructed on Biock 3.
324  ALTERNATIVE D

Aiternative D was developed to consider development of mes:t of the Navy cffices 2t a locaticn
cther than the Navy Broadway Complex, witk the costs of the Navy offices supperted primarily
by private develorment on the Navy Broadway Complex The Cextre City East arsa--where
San Diego’s new civic center is proposed—-was considered the moest likely alternative lecaticn for
Navy office uses due to the potential availability of parcels that could accommodate nearly
1,000,600 SF of .office space and due to its proximity to the Navy Broadway Complex
{approximatelvy 1 mile). This area is shown in Figure 3-2, page 3-3. :

The Navy would retain approximately 20,000 SF of office space at the Navy Breadway Complex -

to provide the minimum necessary suppert persornel for the continued operaticn of the Navy
Pier. Arproximately 980,000 SF of Navy offices would be provided in the Centre City East arsa.
To offset the Navy's costs, 2,915,000 SF of mostly private, mixed-use development (except the
29,600 SF of Mavy cffces) would be provided at the Navy Broadway Complex. Total develepment
swith this alterpative would be 3,595,000 SF.

A, 0.5-acre pedestrian plaza would be provided at the northwesterly corner of Block 1 at the foot
of Broadway, and E, F, and G streets would be sxtended through the site with G Strest providing
. & major pedestrian linkage. A maritime museum would not be provided because insufficient
revenues would be generated by the project.

Alternative D is similar to Alternative B in terms of building massing and layout on the Navy
Broadway Complex The 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
on the south, and the wateritont on the west, as shown in Figure 3-12. Blocks 1, 3, and 4 would
be developed as propesed in Alternative B. Block 2 would have a 300-room hotel on the westerly
ar=a of the block.

Tne Navy offices would be developed in a 58C,0C0-SF building that covers two currently
unspecified blocks in Centre City East, as conceptually shown in Figure 3-12. Tre building would
be designed to have a stepped podium base leading to a 350-fnct-high tower,

Desoriniion of dlternative T

Uses inchaded in Altemative D wre descrived Leiow oy biock. The overall TAR on the Mevy
Broadway Complex would be 5.4 and the offsits development weuld have an TAR of

approximately 7.0, Building beights are approximate.

IB/6640001.E1




1.205 PARKING 3PACES |

OFF-3ITE
CENTRE C
980.000 G.5.F.

Ry
ty
Xy

Y
k)

%)

ROGE

HE-T

Land Usa

lumber

300 -

800
balow-grads

Lommercial Cifice

300,200

Cpen Spaca (0.5 Acse)
Coemmersial Office

Hetal

80
pelew-grace

830,000

200,062

Leee]
745,080

MNavy Sffice

Hotal

250

750

calew-gracs

3

375
iee)
JelCw-grads

475,200
25,300

Haotei
Aetzil

305
2alcwgrads
400

360,800
Co.eea

Mavy Offies
Anove-Grade Parking

i Bite

abovesnrade

4,110

2.285400

‘otat
T
bl

S64GCTY /20

>

iite Uensity = 5.4 Bross TAR

i

ernative D

o =tt

[t d

=

MORTH



.Blt}ck 1
*

The deveicpment cn Block I would be the same as with Alternative B. Please see the descripticn
in Section 3.2.2, page 3-13.

Biock 2

Tae eas;eﬁly area of Bicck 2 would be acvelcp d with 530,006 ST of commercial office and

ZG,UGC' s »f I\I”Vy offica in a3 tower up iC to 250 fest R . =

design cf Lm ah.ldmg wouid be similar io the building propo in th

Alterpative A {see T-'ig" e 3-4 and Figure 3-12). Tre office on the easterly arza would step down

1o a 200-foci-kigh hoetel tower located on the westerly area of the block. The hotsl would have

260,0CC 3% of S"ac= and would include 300 suites. Total square foctage on this bicck would be
) I 1 -

756,000, Ground-level retail uses would be provided in both buildings.
Below-grade parking would be provided for 780 vekhicles at 2 ratio of 1.04 spaces per 1,500 8%
Blocks 3 and 4

Toe dﬁveloprent on these blocks would be the same as with Alterpative A, Please see the
descripticr in Section 3.2.1, page 3-132.

Oifsite
.& total of 98C,000 ST of Navy office uses would be developed at the offsite Centrs City Sast
iccaticn. The madmum height of the building wouid be 330 fze

?’ar'c;.ag for 1,205 vehicles would be provided--805 spacss in 2 below-ground structure and 4C€
spacss in a 10C,00C SF above-ground parking structurs. A ratio m: 1 23 spaces ner 1,000 ST of

office would be provided, of W_Jc‘- £.23 space per 1,0C0 SF would te-for Deet vehicl stcrage and
cne space per 1,000 SF for empicyess/patrons.

Phasing Plan for Alfernative D

Alternative D would te phased as foilows {depending on marke: conditions):
2 Zhage 1--1962.1504: The hotel on Block 4 would be developed.

3 Pha 1295 1567: The £rst 500,000 37 of offsite Navy offices would be
cpe

E DL, e B E . TR ~— — - - . . [ SR 5 B Ay

® Zhase 3-19OR-2000: The commercial office 20d pedssician plaza would be
ru-\ [ y— 1 n-ae M ¥ *a] syl L 3 - 3 o 3 1. 2
opstructed on Rlock 1, The hotsl would be geveloved on Bioek 3.

2 Dhage 4-.2001-2003: The commern

EAVLVSREAY, Vs M WUl RS Fi i £~ ul.Cs.

P P P % e 1
2 suites notel would be comsirucizd on B;oc
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3.2.5 ALTERNATIVE E

ternative E would provide 1,600,000 SF of Navy offices on the Navy Broadway Compiex with
ne private development. Traditionzal fupding mechanisms, i.2., Congressicnally appropriated tax
dollars, would be used tc finance construction. The preject would consist sclely of development
of 1,660,000 SF of Navy offices, as depicted in Figure 3-13. No oper spaces or pedestrian plazas
would be developed on the site, nor would there be an sxtension of E Street, F Street, and _
G Street for vehicular access through the site. Pedestrian access through the site would not be’
inkibited by fencing or any other physical barriers, but it would be primarily acress parking lots
instead of along sidewalls. '

rigtion of Alternative E

Uses proposed in Alternative E are descrived below. The overali FAR for this aiternative would
be 1.68. Ruilding heights are approximate.

Block 1

Buiiding 1 would be retained on the westerly area of the block and rehabilitated io include

386,0C0 57 of office space. The building would be 2 madmum of 180 feet high. In addition, 276
>

surface parking spaces would be provided.

Block 2

Building 12 would te retained on the westerly arsa of the bleck and would be rehabiiitated and

gxpanded 1o inciude 486,0CG0 SF of office space, 160,500 SF of which would be pew construction

oo the rocf of the building. The building would be up to 150 feet high. The sasterly arsa of the
tock would be used for surface parkdng {or 360 vehicies.

Block 3

A new 148,000 SF oifice building that wouid not sxceed 100 feet in height would be consizucts
on the westerly arsa of this block. The easterly area of the block would be used for surface
parking for 207 vehicles. '

Block 4

This bicck weuld be used for surface parking. A total of 393 spaces would be provided. Total
parking on the site would be 1,230 spaces (230 fcr flest vehicle storage), a ratio of 1.23 spaces
per 1,600 SF of office, of which one space per 1,000 SF weuld be for empicyess/pairons.

Thasine Plan for Alternative T

1t is gassumed that this aiternativa wouid be davelored i a 52 hatyean 10G£ o8 159
1t 15 assumed that this aiternative would e deveicped ir ome phase, betwesn 1996 2nd 1598

Fl

3-23
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PROGRAM

Gross Max,
3lock Square Haight
Mumber Land Use Footaga Pariding {Foaty:
3 Mavy Office:
-Bidg. 1 285,000 270 100
2 Navy Offics:
- 8idg. 12 386,000 X0 150
- Maw 106,200 surtace
o Navy Gifica;
- New 138,500 207 D]
suriace !
4 " Parking _— 293 3 '
juriacs
Toial —_— 1,560,500 1220 —

Sita Density = .88 Gross FAR

Alizrnative E

Navy Broadway Complex Proiect
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.3.2.5 ALTERNATIVE F

As discussed in Section 3.2, page 3-5, subsequent to the public announcement of the Navy's
proposed conmcept for redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complexr, which inciuded
approximately 1.3 actes of open space on the 3.5-acre Block 1 site, there was community
discussion of providing a larger open space at the {oct of Broadway. The pmncseu concept was
modified to create 19 acres of cpen space at ihe foot of Broadway (Altemative A

A concept was alsc developed, Alternative I, reserving the eniire 3.5 acres oo Block I for open
space. The density of developnen: cn the cther three ‘*Iccks would be mcreassd eqna’ to the full
_develcpment program for Alternative A, in order ic provide sufficient d cp nt to cffset the
costs of providing Navy offices (see Figure 3-14). Local fizancial afs.staucu from the City of Saz
Diego for infrastructure improvements {e.g., roadway and strestscape improvements) weould be
required. Adjacent property to the :f‘r*‘r under the control of the City of San Piego and the San
Diego Unified Port District would be added to create an even iarger cpen space at the foot of
_,Wadway. A significant waterfront gateway to downtown San Dlego couid be created at the foot
of Breadway. Develcpment of this alt:aative is not contingent upcn the Gevelopment of adjacent
City and Port District property.

The public benefits offered by this alternative would be the same 25 Alternative A, except that
more public open space would be provided. Because the same amount of development as shown
in Alternative A would be required tc suﬁf'ient_‘y offset the costs of Navy cifices, developmen
on Blocks 2, 3, and 4 would be irtensified. Building heights on Blocks 2, 3, and 4 weuld be
higher than Altermative A, with towers up io .,C'O feet high on Block 2 {instead of Aiternative A%

50 feet), 350 f=2t high on Block 3 {irstead of 250 feet high), and vp to 250 feet high on Bicck 4
{inst=al of 150 feet mgn\. {The tallest building in Alternative A is the 400~'oot-h1gn commerzial
office building groposed on Block 1) BL“G_'LB massing znd layout weuid be similar to

iternatives A., B, and D, with the tallest buildings on the casterly area of Block 2, stepping down
io shorter buildings toward the waterfront o the west and a specialty shopoing center to the
south, as shown in Figure 3-14,

Alternative ¥ includes the development of 3,313,600 SF of mixed uses in the Navy Broadway
Complex. A total of 650,000 SF of commercial office, 1,060,0C6 SF of Navy office, a 745,0CC ST
and 475,000 SF hotel, and an up to 55,600°SF museum would be developed. E, F, and G streets
would be extended through tae site, with G Street serving as a major pedesitian linkage. The
overall intensity of uses s differs from Alternative A ; only in the amount of above-grade parking that
would te Dronded {to offset parking that would have beenon Block 1), with f-ur..‘_.a*-w F
providing 365,000 SF versus Alternative A's 360,000 SF.

Descripton of Aliernative

‘[Jsar _ﬂr-,v-.c;dpa,-ar? : Qltnv——-gh-!a 'C' ar= n:mcm

Py} HE R e

Tmmar oee W lamis . il T A T Tee tela
eicw by ticck. Thoe overan TFAR ov iais

o
o
|
Y2
0
C
9

alternstive would be 57, Building beizhiz

=3 $ By

Block 1
Tne a;pzc:;ima-tsi‘ 3.5-2cre block would be deveioped as open spacs. If e City zbancons 2
ous s\.a::ent ﬁf Broad: ,va;,r to aliow open space development and the Port Disizict dedicaies

e parcel of cpen space, an approximately 10-acte park could be
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'ROGRAM
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develcped at the foot of BEroadway (see Figure 3-14). Broadway, which currently extends .-uough
he propesed bayfront park, would terminate as 2 "I intersection at Pacific Highway. Mo parling
would te provided on this block.

Block 2

NL.

An 863,00C-SF office building would be de:veiopeA in a 500-foct-high structure on the \.aste"'
area of Block 2. The Navy would ccocupy 569,500 ST, with the remaining 300,000 SF tc be used
for commercial office, Orn the westerly half of the block, exis t:ng Building 12 would be
rehabilitated and 100,000 ST would be added to accommodate a total of 431 ,006 SF of Navy office

and up to a 55.006-SF museum within a building 130 {eet high.

A twotal of 1,530 parking spaces weuld be provided, 490 below grade and 1,340 in a £.5-8ocr,
365,0C0-SF above-grade structurs that would te loca t d in the podium of the new cifice bu!"-ding

This bleck weuld prumde parking at a ratio of 1.17 spacss per 1,000 SF, or 1 space per 1,0GC S
of commercial office and 1.23 spaces per 1,000 F of Navy office {of which cne space per
1,600 SF would be employes parking and (.23 space would be for fieet vehicles).

Block 3

Tais block would be developed with a 300-room, 35C-foot-high hotel on the easterly area cof the
block, and a 150-foot-high building supporting 350,000 SF of commercial office and 25,000 SF of
zetall and restaurant uses on the westerly area of the biock

.Eelcw-grade naridng would be vrovided for 825 wvehicles, 2 ratic of aporoximately 4 spaces per
1,000 SF of retall, 0..5 speces per aotel roem, 3nd 1 e 1,660 37 of commercial oica.

Block 4

A 1,806-rocm, 745,000-SF hotel would be deveioped witzin an up to 250-foot-high buiiding, with
its highest point on the east rl;,/ ar=a of the bicek, stepping down o 73- to 100-foct-high structurss
on the westerly arsa of the block

Below-grade parking for 750 vehicles would be zrovided at a ratic of appreximately 1 space per
0.75 rcoms.

Phasing Jor Alternative F

Alterpative T weuld be phased as icliows {depending on market conditions):

F 1 - ) . - )

2 DPhase 1--1992.18094: The hotel on Block 4 would be developed.

3 Phase 2--1003.1807: Buiidierg 12 would be rehabilitated 2nd szpanded on the
wesizarly arza of pleck 2. :

2 Phase 3--1968-20C0: Tre commercial offics 2nd Navy office on the =asterly area
of Block 2 would pe deveicped.

(3]
1
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L] Phase 4--2001-2003: The commercial office and hotel would be developed on
Biock 3. Building 1 on Bleck 1 would be demolished.

3.2.7 ALTERNATIVE G

Alternative G is the no acticn aliernative, which assumes that the site wouid continue tc operate
with a mix of Navy cffice and Navy warshcuse uses. No rew develepment weuld cccur on the |
site. The project site is currently developed with 465,753 SF of Navy office and 601,276 SF of
industrial/warshouse uses, as depicted in Figure 3-15.

Mo open spaces or pedestrian plazas would be developed on the site. Pedestrian and vehicular
access bc‘we-u downtown and the waterfront through the Navy Broadway Complex would not be
provided.

Descripiion of Ajtermative G

Uses existing on the Navy Broadway Comp’lex and included as the no action alaernatzve by block,
are cxescr"bed below. The overall "'-"AR for this alternative is 1.69.

Block 1

A total of 366,452 SF of Navy cffice and 39,729 SF of industrial/warehouse uses are located on
Block 1. Buiiding 1, lccated con the westerly area of ihe block, is the taliest building at 100 fest.
Surface pariding is provided for 140 vehicles.

Block 2

A. total of 37,136 SE of Navy office and 4271 860 SF of industrial uses are located on Block 2.
Building 12, located on the westerly arsa of the bicei, is the taliest building at sporoximately
160 {est. Surface parking is provided for 25 vehicies. :

Block 3

A total of 2,115 SF of Navy office and 109,510 SF of industrial/iwarehouse uses are iccated on
Block 3. The highest building cn this block is 40 feet. No parking is provided.

Block 4

A total of 30,227 SF of industrial/warchouse uses are located on Block 4. The highest building
is 40 fe2t. Suriace parking is provided for 260 vehicles.

~

Parking o2 ihe entire Navy Broacdway Lo p totais 425 spaces, which is a ratio of $,42 spaces
per 1,000 8F {apvroxmately one space pe Su{} SE).

IB/6640C0LEL



'ROGRAM

ok

Squara Height
urnbaer Land Use Footage Parldng {Faat)
1 Navy Offica 285,452 140 120
indus. /Warehousa 38,729 surfaca
2 Navy Tifics 37,188 22 e8]
inclustrial 321,560 surfaca
3 Mavy Cffics 215 e 4G

Ingus. MWarshouss 1€8,51C
1 indus. Miarshousa 26277 320 o]
Aurface
xai —_— 1,007,329 42% -

3 Derngity = 1.58 Bross FAR
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