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Honorable Chair and Members of the Redevelopment Agency
Council President and City Council

‘Docket of July 31, 2007

Engineering & Capital Projects

G Street One-Way Eastbound Conversion and installation of angle
parking from Pacific Highway to Front Street and Certification of a
Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Downtown San Diego
Train Whistle Quiet Zone

District 2

None

Patti Boekamp, 619-236-6274

REQUESTED ACTION: That the San Diego City Councii (“Council”) and the Redevelopment

Agency of the City of San Diego (*“Agency”) take such actions as necessary for the conversion of
G Street from two-way to one-way eastbound from Pacific Highway to Front Street, including
diagonal parking on the north side of G Street from Pacific Highway to Front Street and the
installation of necessary signs, markings, and traffic signal modifications of G Street; and the
certification of the Mitigated Negative Declaration (“MND”) for the Downtown San Diego Quiet

Zone.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

That the Agency:

o Certify the Final Mitigated Declaration and adopt the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program with respect to the Quiet Zone project.

That the Council:

e Approve the conversion of G Street to one-way eastbound operation from Pacific
Highway to Front Street as a condition of the proposed Downtown San Diego Quiet

Zone;
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0 0?‘3 3Approve the installation of angle parking on the north side of G Street between Pacific
Highway and Front Street in conjunction with the conversion of G Street to one-way
operation;

o State for the record that the final Mitigated Negative Declaration has been reviewed and
considered prior to approving the project;

» Direct the City Clerk to file a Notice of Determination

SUMMARY:

Background
Downtown San Diego, like many urban environments with large population growth, has had an

mcrease in residents adjacent to railroad tracks and crossings. As the area along the rail corridor.
has transitioned from industrial to residential and recreational uses, the noise associated with the
sounding of locomotive and trolley horns has become a major concern to residents and hotel
visitors. Train horns, especially dunng the nighttime hours, can have a significant negative
impact on the quality of life of the re51dents

On January 31, 2000, Council adopted an ordinance prohibiting the use of train whistles in
downtown San Diego between the hours of 11:00pm and 6:00am excepi in emergencies.
However, this has not proven to be effective. Therefore, we are pursuing the option through a
new rule by the Federal Railroad Administration of a "Quiet Zone” designation that would
prohibit the use of train horns.

The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) is addressing this quality-of-life issue with its Final
Rule for the Use of Locomotive Horns at Highway-Rail Crossings. In this rule, the FRA has set
out the regulatory procedures and technical requirements necessary for the implementation of a
Quiet Zone in which train horn noise may be reduced. It is important to note that the rules limit,
but not completely prohibit, the sounding of hormns. Examples of continued use are the
requirement to sound the horns when starting and stopping at stations, and in emergencies.

Proposed Improvements

The City and CCDC are working towards the 1mplementat10n of a Downtown San Diego Quiet
Zone to improve the quality of life for downtown residents and visitors by reducing train whistle
noise throughout the day, but especially late at night. To do so, additional safety improvements
will need to be made at each of Downtown's 13 rail crossings from Park Boulevard to Laurel
Street. These improvements include but are not limited to: additional crossing gates and/or
center medians to prevent wrong-way drivers from entering a crossing; pedestrian gates where
visibility is limited by adjacent buildings or other structures; and traffic signal modifications,
new railroad crossing signals, and pre-signals. Not all of these improvements will be requlred at
all locations.

Actions relating to the installation of these improvements will be brought to Council at a later
date.
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Qonversion%f G Street to One-Wav Operation

The trolley and freight tracks cross diagonally through the intersection of Kettner Boulevard and
G Street. This limits the Quiet Zone design options to either closing one or both streets, or
converting one or both streets to one-way operation. It 1s not possible to use other options such
as medians only, or upgrading the intersection to quad gates, to meet the Quiet Zone
requirements.

Two traffic studies commissioned by CCDC (by Korve Engineering and by Wilson & Company)
indicated that closure of either Kettner Boulevard or G Street would result in significant impacts
to traffic circulation in the western portion of downtown. Converting Kettner Boulevard to one-
way southbound would also have significant impacts due to the absence of east-west connections
south of Broadway. Converting G Street to one-way eastbound from Pacific Highway to Front
Avenue has been determined to have the least negative impact to traffic circulation. This
conversion would also result in G Street being one-way eastbound from Pacific Highway all the
way through downtown to 17" Street and the entrance to State Route 94, and is consistent with
the Downtown Master Plan.

Council approval is required for designating a one-way street or alley, according to Municipal
Code Section §2.19.

During the public outreach for the G Street one-way conversion, the residents adjacent to the
one-way eastbound conversion expressed concerns about adding a third eastbound lane. It was
felt that the additional lane, in conjunction with the one-way conversion, would result in higher
traffic speeds. The residents strongly supported angle parking on the north curb of G Street
between Pacific Highway and Front Street. This input was incorporated into the design,
‘resulting in a net increase of 10 parking spaces. In addition, the angle parking serves as a traffic
calming device and as a buffer between the street and Pantoja Park. Council approval is required
for the installation of angle parking, per Section 22503 of the California Vehicle Code and
Section 86.03 of the Municipal Code.

Environmental Review

CCDC prepared an Initial Study in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act
{(CEQA) Guidelines as amended October 1998 and the San Diego Redevelopment Agency’s
Procedures for Implementation of CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. The Agency then
prepared a draft Mitigated Negative Declaration that was advertised in the Daily Transcript on
February 26, 2007, and distributed to Federal, State, County, and City agencies as well as
interested groups and individuals.

The Draft MND concluded that the conversion of G Street to one-way between Harbor Drive and
Front Street would have a significant impact on the level of service at the following two
intersections as buildout occurs within downtown San Diego: (1) G Street/State Street; and

(2) Broadway/State Street. The MND further concluded that implementation of specific
improvements at each of the affected intersections would reduce this impact to below a level of
significance. The required improvements are identified in the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program.
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Two comments were received during the public input period and are included in Attachment A.
Neither of these letters identified any new impacts or mitigation measures related to the proposed
G Street conversion. Thus, no modifications to the results or conclusions of the MND are

necessary.

It is recommended that the Agency certify the Final MND, which concluded that the proposed
Quiet Zone Project and the associated roadway and/or crossing changes would not have a
signmificant impact on the environment with implementation of the mitigation measures identified
in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

FISCAL CONSIDERATIONS: This action only approves the conversion, and has no fiscal
impact. The estimated $529,000 capital cost to implement the converston will be paid by CCDC
and will be brought for action later with the entire Quiet Zone project.

PREVIOUS COUNCIL and/or COMMITTEE ACTION:

On January 31, 2000, the City Council adopted Ordinance 18744, amending the Municipal Code
to create Section 85.28, prohibiting the use of train whistles in downtown San Diego between the
hours of 11:00pm and 6:00am except in emergencies,

COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION AND PUBLIC QUTREACH EFFORTS:

On March 3, 2005, a public workshop was held to present the Quiet Zone design and update to
the public. The design included the G Street conversion to a one-way street. Public comment
and mput from the meeting was gathered for incorporation into the Quiet Zone design. Over 100
people attended the meeting.

On January 5, 2006, a public notification meeting for the one-way conversion of G Street and
Quiet Zone status update was held. Over 1,800 meeting notification letters were mailed to
adjacent property owners, email notifications were sent to the Corporation email list, and letters
were hand-delivered to adjacent property owners. Approximately 70 people attended the
meeting. The majority of the attendees supported the Quiet Zone project as improving their
quality of life.

On July 17, 2006, a Quiet Zone public update meeting was held. The meeting was chaired by
Councilmember Kevin Faulconer and Corporation President Nancy Graham. Nearly 300 people
attended the meeting. An overall project update was provided by Corporation staff, followed by
a presentation by LeeAnn Dickson of the Federal Railroad Administration. Ms. Dickson
responded to resident and busimess complaints concerning train horns. The BNSF Railway,
North County Transit District (Coaster), and Metropolitan Transit System (Trolley) also had
representatives present to answer questions and to assure commitment to the community to move
the project forward.

On February 26, 2007, a Mitigated Negative Declaration for the project was circulated for a 30-
day public comment period ending March 28, 2007. The Mitigated Negative Declaration
requests comments on the environmental issues evaluated for the Quiet Zone project, and
contains a description of the project work.
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002335

On May 30, 2007, the CCDC Board recommended (5-0) that the City Council approve the G
Street One-Way Conversion and the MND.

KEY STAKEHOLDERS & PROJECTED IMPACTS:
Downtown San Diego residents and hotel guests will benefit from the reduction of train whistle

noise late at night.

Some downtown residents along the G Street corridor may need to alier travel routes because of
the conversion of G Street to one-way operation.

An increase of 10 parking spaces on the north side of G Street will be provided to local residents
and visitors..

CONCLUSION

Approval of the recommended actions would allow the Quiet Zone Project to move forward by
approving the G Street one-way conversion and certifying the environmental document. The
Quiet Zone Project will improve the quality of life for downtown residents.

Pétti Boekamp Richard F. Haas
Director, Engineering & Capital Projects ~ Deputy Chief of Public Works

Attachment: Final Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Downtown San Diego Quiet Zone
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TO: 2. FROM {ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT): 3. DATE:
CITY ATTORNEY ENGINERING & CAPITAL PROJECTS June 11, 2007

4, SUBJECT:
CONVERSION OF G STREET TO ONE-WAY OPERATION WITHIN THE DOWNTOWN QUIET ZONE
(companion to Redevelopment Agency)

5. PRIMARY CONTACT {NAME, PHONE, & MAIL STA,) 6, SECONDARY CONTACT (NAME, PHONE, & MAIL §TA.) 7. CHECK BOX IF REPORT TQO COUNCIL IS ATTACHED
Patti Boekamp, x66274, MS 9A Brad Jacobsen, x33045, MS 612 X
8.COMPLETE FOR ACCOUNTING PURPOSES
FUND 9. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION / ESTIMATED COST:
DEPT. None with this action. [f the Quiet Zone
ORGANIZATION is approved, the cost for the G Street
OBJECT ACCOUNT conversion is estimated at $529,000.
CCDC/Redevelopment Agency funds
JOB ORDER -
have been allocated for this purpose.
C.1P. NUMBER
AMOUNT
10. ROUTING AND APPROVALS |

ROUTE APFROVING DATE ROUTE APPROVING I DATE

# AUTHORITY |~  APPROVAL SIGNATURE SIGNED ) AUTHORITY APPROVAL SIG Rg’ / SIGNED
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Ljee &7) * ] o7 AVAAN -0

’ ; ¥} -
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6 |AUDITOR l\\ ¢, ] — \.v ?(' % fo? / nggr:)gr:'r O sros [ consent /Ej: ADOPTION
GENERAL - ~ f 'fVU""’ . COUNCIL DATE: {31/
" |services - -/M:)/fé) = (-‘\'%,—’ 07 —=  [hrerRro___ 1,7"7—
STREETS !
11. PREFARATION OF: - & RESOLUTIONS [ ORDINANCE(S) ] AGREEMENT(S) [0 DEED(S)

1. Approving the conversion of G Street ic one-way eastbound operation from Pacific Highway to Front Street as a condition of the
proposed Downtown San Diego Quiet Zone;

2. Approving the installation of angle parking on the north side of G Street between Pacific Highway and Front Street in conjunction with
the conversion of G Street to one- -way operation;

3. Stating for the record that the final Mitigated Negative Declaration has been reviewed and considered prior to approving the project
directing the City Clerk to file a Notice of Determination

1A, STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS:

Approve the resolution and ordinance-.

12. SPECIAL CONDITIONS (REFER TO A.R. 3.20 FOR INFORMATION ON COMPLETING THIS SECTION.)
COUNCIL DISTRICT(S): 2

COMMUNITY AREA(S): Centre City

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: The City of San Diego as Responsible Agency under CEQA has reviewed and considered an MND, SCH
NO. 2007021121, dated April 3, 2007, covering this activity, prepared by the Centre City Development Corporation as Lead Agency.

HOUSING IMPACT: None
OTH_ER ISSUES: None

CM-1472 MSWORD20602 (REV. 2007-07-08)
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DATE ISSUED: REPORT NO.:
ATTENTION: Honorable Chair and Members of the Redevelopment Agency

Council President and City Council
ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT: Engineering & Capital Projects
SUBJECT: G Street One-Way Eastbound Conversion and installation of angle parking -
from Pacific Highway to Front Street, and Certification of a Mitigated Negative
Declaration for the Downtown San Diego Train Whistle Quiet Zone
COUNCIL DISTRICT: 2
CONTACT/PHONE NUMBER: Patti Boekamp, 619 236 6274

REQUESTED ACTION:

That the San Diego City Council (“Council”) and the Redevelopment Agency of the City
of San Diego (“Agency”} take such actions as necessary for the conversion of G Street
from two-way to one-way eastbound from Pacific Highway to Front Street, including
diagonal parking on the north side of G Street from Pacific Highway to Front Street and
the installation of necessary signs, markings, and traffic signal modifications on G Street;
and the certification of the Mitigated Negative Declaration (“MN D™} for the Downtown
San Diego Quiet Zone.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Approve the resolutions and ordinance.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Downtown San Diego has had an increase in residents adjacent to railroad tracks and
crossings. As the area along the rail cornidor has transitioned from industrial to
residential and recreational uses, the noise associated with the sounding of locomotive
and trolley horns has become a major concern to residents and hotel visitors. Train
horns, especially during the nighttime hours, can have a significant negative 1mpact on
the quallt}f of life of the residents.

On January 31, 2000, Council adopted an ordinance prohibiting the use of train whistles
in downtown San Diego between the hours of 11:00pm and 6:00am except in
emergencies. However, this has not proven to be effective. Therefore, CCDC and the
City are pursuing the option through a new rule by the Federal Railroad Administration
of a "Quiet Zone" designation that would prohibit the use of train horns.

The Federa] Railroad Administration (FRA) has set out the regulatory procedures and
technical requirements necessary for the implementation of a Quiet Zone in which train
horn noise may be reduced. It is important to note that the rules limit, but not completely
prohibit, the sounding of horns. Examples of continued use are the requirement to sound
the horns when starting and stopping at stations, and in emergencies.
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The City of San Diego and the Centre City Development Corporation (CCDC) are
working towards the implementation of a Downtown San Diego Quiet Zone to improve
the quality of life for downtown residents and visitors. To do so, additional safety
improvements will need to be made at each of Downtown's 13 rail crossings from Park
Boulevard to Laurel Street. These improvements include but are not limited to:
additional crossing gates and/or center medians to prevent wrong-way drivers from
entering a crossing; pedestrian gates where visibility is limited by adjacent buildings or
other. structures; and traffic signal modifications, new railroad crossing signals, and pre-
signals. Not all of these improvements will be required at all locations.

The trolley and freight tracks cross diagonally through the intersection of Kettner
Boulevard and G Street. It is not possible to use options such as medians or crossing
gates to meet the Quiet Zone requirements at this location. However, converting G Street
to one-way eastbound from Pacific Highway to Front Street will satisfy the FRA
requirement to improve safety at this location for a Quiet Zone designation. In addition,
this action has been determined to have the least negative impact to traffic circulation.
The former westbound travel lane will be converted to angle parking.

CCDC, on behalf of the Agency, prepared an Initial Study in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines as amended October 1998 and
the San Diego Redevelopment Agency’s Procedures for Implementation of CEQA and
the State CEQA Guidelines. The Agency then prepared a draft Mitigated Negative
Declaration (“MND?”) that was advertised in the Daily Transcript on February 26, 2007,
and distributed to Federal, State, County, and City agencies as well as interested groups
and individuals. Based upon the Final MND, the Agency has determined that the
proposed Quiet Zone and the associated roadway and/or crossing changes would not have
a significant impact on the environment with implementation of the mitigation measures
identified in the Final MND prepared for the project.

FISCAL CONSIDERATIONS:

This action only approves the conversion, and has no fiscal impact. The estimated
$529,000 capital cost to implement the conversion will be paid by CCDC and will be
brought for action later with the entire Quiet Zone project.

PREVIOUS COUNCIL and/or COMMITTEE ACTION:

On January 31, 2000, the City Council adopted Ordinance 18744, amending the
Municipal Code to create Section 85.28, prohibiting the use of train whistles in
downtown San Diego between the hours of 11:00pm and 6:00am except in emergencies.

COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION AND PUBLIC OUTREACH EFFORTS:

March 3, 2005: CCDC public workshop, with over 100 attendees

-December 7, 2005: CCDC Real Estate (Planning and Projects) Committee meeting
January 18, 2006: Centre City Advisory Committee and Project Area Committee meeting
January 25, 2006: CCDC Board meeting
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July 17, 2006: Public meeting convened by Council Member Faulconer, with nearly 300
attendees '

May 30, 2007: CCDC Board recommended (5-0) that the City Council approve the G
Street One- -Way Conversion and the MND :

KEY STAKEHOLDERS & PROJECTED IMPACTS:
Downtown San Diego residents and hotel guests will benefit from the reductlon of train

whistle noise throughout the day, but especially late at night.
Some downtown residents along the G Street corridor may need to alter travel routes

because of the conversion of G Street to one-way operation.
An increase of 10 parking spaces on the north side of G Street will be provided to local

residents and visitors.

@ A

Patti Boekamp : Richard F. Haas

™ 4. A Lt i o W T T™_ " ot ™ a s -~ Padh o YR IR B ™Y T 1
Darector, Engineering & Capital Projects Deputy Chuef of Public Works
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DATE ISSUED:

ATTENTION: Honorable Chair and Members of the Redevelopment Agency
' Council President and City Council
Docket of July 31, 2007

ORIGINATING DEPT. Engineering & Capital Projecis

SUBJECT: G Street One-Way Eastbound Conversion and installation of angle
: parking from Pacific Highway to Front Street and Certification of a
Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Downtown San Diego
Train Whistle Quiet Zone ' |

COUNCIL DISTRICT: District 2
REFERENCE: None

STAFF CONTACT: Patti Boekamp, 619-236-6274

REQUESTED ACTION: That the San Diego City Council (“Council”) and the Redevelopment
Agency of the City of San Diego (*Agency™) take such actions as necessary for the conversion of

- G Street from two-way to one-way eastbound from Pacific Highway to Front Street, including
diagonal parking on the north side of G Street from Pacific Highway to Front Street and the
installation of necessary signs, markings, and traffic signal modifications of G Street; and the
certification of the Mitigated Negative Declaration (“MND*’} for the Downtown San Diego Quiet
Zone. :

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

That the Agency:

» Certify the Final Mitigateu Declaration and adopt the Mingation Monitoring and
Reporting Program with respect to the Quiet Zone project.

That the Council:

» Approve the conversion of G Street to one-way eastbound operation from Pacific
Highway to Front Street as a condition of the proposed Downtown San Diego Quiet
Zone;
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» Approve the installation of angle parking on the north side of G Street between Pacific
Highway and Front Street in conjunction with the conversion of G Street to one-way
operation;
» State for the record that the final Mitigated Negative Declaration has been reviewed and
considered prior to approving the project;
s Direct the City Clerk to file a Notice of Determination

SUMMARY:

Backgzl ound _ :
Downtown San Diego, like many urban environments with large population growth, has had an

increase in residents adjacent to railroad tracks and crossings. As the area along the rail corridor
has transitioned from industrial to residential and recreational uses, the noise associated with the
sounding of locomotive and trolley horns has become a major concern to residents and hotel
visitors. Train horns, especially during the nighttime hours, can have a significant negative
impact on the quality of life of the residents.

On January 31, 2000, Council adopted an ordinance prohibiting the use of train whistles in
downtown San Diego between the hours of 11:00pm and 6:00am except in emergencies.
However, this has not proven to be effective. Therefore, we are pursuing the option through a
new rule by the Federal Railroad Administration of a "Quiet Zone" designation that would
prohibit the use of train horns.

The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) is addressing this quality-of-life issue with its Final
Rule for the Use of Locomotive Horns at Highway-Rail Crossings. In this rule, the FRA has set
out the regulatory procedures and technical requirements necessary for the implementation of a
Quiet Zone in which train homn noise may be reduced. It is imiportant to note that the rules limit,
but not completely prohibit, the sounding of horns. Examples of continued use are the
requirement to sound the horns when starting and stopping at stations, and in emergencies.

Proposed Improvements

The City and CCDC are working towards the implementation of a Downtown San Diego Quiet
Zone to improve the quality of life for downtown residents and visitors by reducing train whistle
noise throughout the day, but especially late at night. To do so, additional safety improvements
will need to be made at each of Downtown's 13 rail crossings from Park Boulevard to Laurel
Street. These improvements include but are not limited to: additional crossing gates and/or
center medians to prevent wrong-way drivers from entering a crossing; pedestrian gates where
visibility is limited by adjacent buildings or other structures; and traffic signal modifications,
new railroad crossing signals, and pre-signals. Not-all of these improvements will be required at
all locations.

Actions relating to the installation of these improvements will be brought to Council at a later
date.
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Q’ nver szon of G Street to One-Way Operation

The trolley and freight tracks cross diagonally through the intersection of Kettner Boulevard and
G Street. This limits the Quiet Zone design options to either closing one or both streets, or '
converting one or both streets to one-way operation. It 1s not possible to use other options such
as medians only, or upgrading the intersection to quad gates, to meet the Quiet Zone
requirements.

Two traffic studies commissioned by CCDC (by Korve Engineering and by Wilson & Company)
indicated that closure of either Kettner Boulevard or G Street would result in significant impacts
to traffic circulation in the western portion of downtown. Converting Kettner Boulevard to one-
way southbound would also have significant impacts due to the absence of east-west connections
south of Broadway. Converting G Street to one-way eastbound from Pacific Highway to Front
Avenue has been determined to have the least negative impact to traffic circulation. This
conversion would also result in G Street being one-way eastbound from Pacific Highway all the
way through downtown to 17" Street and the entrance to State Route 94, and is consistent with
the Downtown Master Plan.

Council approval is required for designating a one-way street or alley, according to Municipal
Code Section 82.195.

During the public outreach for the G Street one-way conversion, the residents adjacent to the
one-way eastbound conversion expressed concerns about adding a third eastbound lane. It was
felt that the additional lane, in conjunction with the one-way conversion, would result in higher
traffic speeds. The residents strongly supported angle parking on the north curb of G Street
between Pacific Highway and Front Street. This input was incorporated into the design,
resulting in a net increase of 10 parking spaces. In addition, the angle parking serves as a traffic
calming device and as a buffer between the street and Pantoja Park. Council approval is required
for the installation of angle parking, per Section 22503 of the California Vehicle Code and
Section 86.03 of the Municipal Code.

Environmental Review

CCDC prepared an Initial Study in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines as amended October 1998 and the San Diego Redevelopment Agency’s
Procedures for Implementation of CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. The Agency then
prepared a draft Mitigated Negative Declaration that was advertised in the Daily Transcript on
February 26, 2007, and distributed to Federal, State, County, and City agencies as well as
interested groups and individuals.

The Draft MND concluded that the conversion of G Street to one-way between Harbor Drive and
Front Street would have a significant impact on the level of service at the following two
intersections as buildout occurs within downtown San Diego: (1) G Street/State Street; and

(2) Broadway/State Street. The MND further concluded that implementation of specific
improvements at each of the affected intersections would reduce this impact t6 below a level of
significance. The required improvements are identified in the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program.
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Two comments were received during the public input period and are included in Attachment A.
Neither of these letters identified any new impacts or mitigation measures related 10 the proposed
G Street conversion. Thus, no modifications to the results or conclusions of the MND are

necessary.

It is recommended that the Agency certify the Final MND, which concluded that the proposed
Quiet Zone Project and the associated roadway and/or crossing changes would not have a
significant impact on the environment with implementation of the mitigation measures identified
in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

FISCAL CONSIDERATIONS: This action only approves the conversion, and has no fiscal
impact. The estimated $529,000 capital cost to implement the conversion will be paid by CCDC
and will be brought for action later with the entire Quiet Zone project. :

PREVIOUS COUNCIL and/or COMMITTEE ACTION:

On January 31, 2000, the City Council adopted Ordinance 18744, amending the Municipal Code
to create Section 835.28, prohibiting the use of train whistles in downtown San Diego between the

. . 4 o 4
hours of 11:00pm and 6:00am except in emergencies.

COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION AND PUBLIC QUTREACH EFFORTS:

On March 3, 2005, a public workshop was held to present the Quiet Zone design and update to
the public. The design included the G Street conversion to a one-way street. Public comment
and input from the meeting was gathered for incorporation into the Quiet Zone design. Over 100
people attended the meeting.

On January 5, 2006, a public notification meeting for the one-way conversion of G Street and
Quiet Zone status update was held. -Over 1,800 meeting notification letters were mailed to
adjacent property owners, email notifications were sent to the Corporation email list, and letters
were hand-delivered to adjacent property owners. Approximately 70 people attended the
meeting. The majority of the attendees supported the Quiet Zone project as improving their
quality of life.

On July 17, 2006, a Quiet Zone public update meeting was held. The meeting was chaired by
Councilmember Kevin Faulconer and Corporation President Nancy Graham. Nearly 300 people
atiended the meeting. An overall project update was provided by Corporation staff, followed by

. a presentation by LeeAnn Dickson of the Federal Railroad Administration. Ms. Dickson
responded to resident and business complaints concerning train horns. The BNSF Railway,
North County Transit District (Coaster), and Metropolitan Transit System (Trolley) also had
representatives present to answer questions and to assure commitment to the community to move
the project forward.

On February 26, 2007, a Mitigated Negative Declaration for the project was circulated for a 30-
day public comment period ending March 28, 2007. The Mitigated Negative Declaration
requests comments on the environmental issues evaluated for the Quiet Zone project, and
contains a description of the project work. '
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On May 30, 2007, the CCDC Board recommended (5-0) that the City Council approve the G
Street One-Way Conversion and the MND.

KEY STAKEHOLDERS & PROJECTED IMPACTS:
Downtown San Diego residents and hotel guests will benefit from the reduction of train whistle

noise late at night.

Some downtown residents along the G Street corridor may need to alter travel routes because of
the conversion of G Street to one-way operation.

An increase of 10 parking spaces on the north side of G Street will be provided to local residents
and visitors..

CONCLUSION

Approval of the recommended actions would allow the Quiet Zone Project to move forward by
approving the G Street one-way conversion and certifying the environmental document. The
Quiet Zone Project will improve the quality of life for downtown residents.

Pdtti Boekamp Richard F. Haas
Director, Engineering & Capital Projects  Deputy Chief of Public Works

Attachment: Final Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Downtown San Diego Quiet Zone
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REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO
DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO QUIET ZONE PROJECT
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

-

-

Downtown San Diego Quiet Zone — *G™ Strest One-Way Eastbound Conversion from Pacific
Highway to Front Street & Railroad Crossing Improvements from Laure] Sireet to Park
Boulevard in Downtown San Diego.

Project Description: -See attached Initial Study.
Environmental Setting: See attached Initial Study.

Finding: The Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diego has conducted an Initial Study
(attached hereto as Exhibit “A™) in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines as amended October 1998 and the San Diego Redevelopment Agency’s
Procedures for Implementation of CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines, Based upon the
attached I[nitial Study, the Agency has determined that the proposed quiet zone and the
associated roadway and/or crossing changes will not have a significant effect on the environment
with implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the accompanying Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program.

Documentation: The attached Initial Study documents the reasons to support the above
determination. :

Mitigation: Specific roadway improvemenis which would reduce the traffic impacts © below a
level of significance would be implemented as outlined in the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (Exhibit B).

Pubiic Review Distribution: Draft copies of the Mitigated Negative Declaration were distributed
to the following:

Federal
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA)

State of California : _
Office of Planning and Research — State Clcarmghouse
Regional Water Quality Conwrol Board, Region 9
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC)

County of San Diego
Air Pollution Control Board
Environmenital Health - Hazardous Materials Management Division

City of San Diego

Office of the Mayor

~ Council District 2 ~ Kevin Faulconer
Council District 3- Ban Hueso :
City of San Diego Office of the City Atiorney (2)
Central Library
City Planning and Community [nvestment Department- DlleTOI
Dwe&opment Services Department - Dirscior
Engineering £ Capital Projects — Dirsctor
Fire Dppwmcnt Fira Chiaf
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Police Department — Chief of Police

Agencies
Metropolitan Transit District Board (MTDB) Director
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) — Sr. Regional Planner
San Diego Unified Port District — Environmental Review Coordinator
North County Transit District (NCTD)
Metropolitan Transit System (MTS)

Groups and Individuals
Centre City Advisory Commlttee
San Diego Downtown Partnership
Downtown Residents Group
East Village Agsociation
Gaslamp Quarter Association
Harbor Club Association
Little [taly Association
Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad {BNSF)
Amirak

A copy ofr;he Notice of Availability (NOA) was distributed to the following:
Sarn Diego Daily Transcript
VIL Results of Pub-]ic Review:
() No comments were received during the public input period.

p(i Comments were received but did not address the Mitigated Negative Declaration finding
or the accuracy/completeness of the Initial Study. No response is necessary. The letters
are attached.

{} Comments addressing the findings of the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration andfor
accuracy or completeness of the Initial Study were received during the public input
period. Responses to these comments follow, and the letters of comment are attached.

Copies of the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study are available in the office of the Ceatre City
Development Corporation, 225 Broadway, Suite 1100, San Diego, California 92101 for review or for purchase at
the cost of reproduction. The traffic study referenced in this report, entitled Downtown Quist Zone - G Strest
Conversion and Raised Median Analysis (Wilson & Company, February 2007}, is attached to the Initial study as
Attachmient t as well as available at CCDC, The Korve Engineering study dated September 2003, referenced in

the Wilson study, is also available at CCDC.
rwond b ot 23, 2007

Beverly Schrogder, Senior Planner Date of Draft Report

Centre City Development Corporation W 3
I 2007

Datelof Final Report




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

- GOVERNOR'S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH
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X
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. 3 5 STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT
ARNOLD 3 acz-zwszNEGui;‘ CYNTHIA BRYANT
GOVERNOR. DIR=CTOR

March 28, 2007

Beverly Schroeder

City of 3an Diego

225 Broadway, Suite 1100
San Diego, CA 92101

Subject: Quiet Zone Project
SCH#: 2007021121

Dear Beverly Schroedar:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Mitigated Negative Declaration to selected state
agencies for review. On the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has
listed the state agencies that reviewed your document. The review period closed on March 27, 2007, and
the cormments from the responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order,
please notify the State Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State
Clearinghouse number in future correspondence so that we may respond promptly.

Please note that Section 21104(¢c) of the California Public Rasources Code states that:

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those
activities involved in a project which ars within an area of expertise of the agency or which ars
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by
specific documentation.”

I

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your finai environmental docurnent. Should vou nesd
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recornmend that you contact the
commenting agency directly.

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft
environmental documents, pursuazit to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the State
Clearinghouse at (916) 445- 061.: if you have any questions regarding the environmental review procass.

Sincerely,

/' o
WJ QJ/M*‘Q s TRE Y
CEMTRE CIUY

erry Ro¥erts DEYVELOP ﬂ“mi"l
Director, State Clearinghouse DORPOAATICY
‘ A R oy osa " /
Enclosurss . g ‘3(/ '
cc: Resources Agency Drlg TO 2 )

booyTO

1400 10th Strest. 2.0.Box 3044  3acramanio, California 95812-3044
(918) 445-0613  PAX (915} 323-30i3  www.opr.ca.30v


http://vr-vw.opr.ca.30Y

oLate Glearingnousa Lata Base

SCH# 2007021121
Project Titfe  Quiet Zone Project
Lead Agency San Diego, City of
0{}23 53’ype MN  Mitigated Negative Ceclaration
Description D '

Quiet Zone project is intendec to reduce the impact of train horns on residents and businesses in
Deowntown San Diego. A series of improvements are being oropesed at 13 railroad crossings.
improvements include new raised medians, axtension of existing raised medians, pavemeni repair
and/or replacement, track and crossing repair/replacement; new or modified railroad signals, changes
in railroad signal warning time durations to be in compliance with current #RA reguiations, new
fencing, pedestrian barrer railing, concrete barriers, presignals. Also oroposed would be the
convarsion of G Sireet from a fwo-way street to a one-way sastbound sireet between Pacific Highway
and Front Street.

Lead Agency Contact

Name Beverly Schroeder ~
Agency City of San Diego
Phone (819) 533-7113 Fax
email
Address 225 Broadway, Suite 1100
City San Diego ' State CA  Zip 92101
Project Location
County San Diego
Clty
Region
Lross Streets
Parcef No.
Township Range Section Base

Proximity to:

Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Usa

163

Lindbergh Field

BNSF, NCTD, MTS, Amirak
San Diego Bay

Harberside, Monarch

Project Issues

Traffic/Circulation

Reviswing
Agencies

Resources Agency, Regional Water Quality Control Board, Regicn 9; Department of Parks and
Racraation; Mative American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission; Department of Fish
and Gams, Ragion 5; Deparimant of Water Rasources; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 11;
Department of Toxic Substancas Control

Date Racajved

02/28/2007 Start of Review 02/28/2007 Znd of Review (3/27/2007

Notz: Blanks in data fields rasult from insufiiciznt information providad by lead agancy.



NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

315 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364
SACRAMENTOQ, CA 35814

{915) 553-3251

Fax (916} 557-3390

'Web Site www.nahc,za.goyv
amail: ds_nahc@pacbeli.net

March 15, 2067

Ms. Beverly Schroeder

Centre City Deveiopment Corporation
225 3roadway, Suite 1100

San Diego, CA 92101-5074

Re: SCH#2007021121; CEQA Notice of Completion; Proposed Mitigated neqativé Declaration for QUIET ZONE
PRO.JECT; Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diego; San Dieqo Countv. California

Dear Ms, Schroeden

Thank you for the opportunity 1o comment on the above-referenced document. The Native American
Heritage Commission is the state's Trustee Agency for Native American Cultural Resources, The Caiifornia
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that any project that causes a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an historical resource, that includes archaeological resources, is a 'significant effect’ requiring the
praparation of an Envirenmental i{mpact Report (EIR) per CEQA guidelines § 15064.5(b){c). In order to comply with
this provision, the lead agency is required to assess whether the project will have an adverse impact on these
resources within the ‘area of potential effact {APEY, and if 5o, 1o mitigate that effect. To adequately assess the
project-related impacts on historical rasources, the Commission recommends the following action:

v Contact the appropriate California Historic Rasources Information Center (CHRIS). Contact information for the

information Center nearest you is available from the State Office of Historic Preservation (916/653-7278Y

hito/iwww ohp.parks.ca.govi1068/fles/IC%20Roster.odf The record search will determing:

If a part or the entire APE has been previously surveyed for cultural rasources.

If any known cultural resources have already been recorded in or adjacant to the APE.

If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.

If a survey is required to determine whether praviously unrecorded cultural resources are present.

¥ if an archaeological inventory survey is requirad, the finai stage is the preparation of a professional report detailing

ihe findings and recommendations of the records search and fieid survey.

*  The final raport containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measursrs should be submitted
immediately to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American human
rernains, and associated funarary objects should be in a 3eparate confidential addendum, and not be made
avaitable for pubic disclosure.

»  The final written report should be submitted withift 3 months after work has been comp!efnd to the aoproona*e
ragional archaeoiogical Information Center.

Y Contact the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) for:

* A Sacrad Lands File (SLF) search of the project arsa and information on tribal contacts in the project

vicinity that may have additional cultural resource information. Please provide this office with the foliowing

citation format to assist with the Sacrad Lands File search request: USGS 7.5-minute quadrangie citation

with name, township. range and ssction; .

' The NAHC advises the use of Native American Monitors o snsurs propar identification and cara given cultural
resources that may be discovered. The NAHC rscommends that contact be made with Native American
Contacts on the attached list 1o get their input on potential project impact (ARPE).

J Lack of surfaca avidence of archaological resourcas dees not praclude their subsurface sxistance,

+  L=ad agencies should include in thelr mitigation plan provisions for the identification and evatuation of
accidantaily discovered archeciogical rasources, per Czlifomia Snvirenmeanial Quality Act (CEQA) §15CE4.5 (1.
In areas of identifed archaecicgical sensilvity, a cadified archaecicgist and a cuturally affiiiated Native
Amen‘can, with xnowledge in cultural resources, should menitor ail ground-disturbing activities.

«  1Lzad agencies should include in thair mitigation plan orovisions for the disposition of rzeovared aciacts, in
r‘onsultatlon with culturally affitiaied Native Americans. .

¥ Lezad agancies should inciuda ravisions for discovary of Native Amarican human ramaies or unmarkad camatanias

in thair mitigation clans.

v CZQA SGuidalin2s, Jaciion 15884, o{j) raquirss ;1—3 rzad agancy o work with the Native Amaricans idanils

by s Commission if t‘e initial Study idaniifias tha oresancs or fikaly prasancs of Nallve American numan



mailto:ds_nahc@pacbell.net
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ramains within the APE. CEQA Guidelines provide for agreements with Native American, identified by the
NAHC, to 3ssure the appropriate and dignified treatment of Native American human remains and any asscciated
grave liens.
Vv Health and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5087.98 and Sec. §15064.5 (d) of the CEQA
Guidelines mandate procedures to be foliowed in the 2vent of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a
iocation other than a dedicated cemetery. -
¥ | 2ad agencies should consider avoidance, 2s defined in § 15370 of the CEQA Guidelinas. when significant ~uftural
rasources are discoversd during the course of project planning.

Please feel fjee to contx 'E at [918) 853-8251 if you have any guestions.

AKX

A
ve/Singieton. Projgram A
Cc: State Clearinghouse

. . ! .
Attachment: List of Native American Contacts
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san Pasgual Band of Mission Indians

\ien £. Lawson, Chairperson

*Q Bex 385

{alley Center
760) 749-3200

730} 749-3875 Fax

» CA 92082

- Dieguenc

>anta Ysabel Band of Diegueno Indians

lohnny Hernandez, Spokasman

*Q Box 130
santa Ysabel » CA §2070

randietaylor@yahoo.com
780) 755-0845 '

7680) 785-0320 Fax

Diegueno

sycuan Band of the Kumeyaay Nation

Yanny Tucker, Chairperson
459 Sycuan Road

:f Cajon » CA 92021
isilva@sycuan-nsn.gov

319 445-2613

319 445-1927 Fax

famul indian Village

.2on Acebedo, Chairperson
2.0, Box 612

Jamul » CA 91535
amuiraz @scidv.nat

519) 869-4735

819) 669-43173 - Fax

Diegueno/Kumeyaay

Diegueno/Kumeyaay

nis st s cuerant anty as of the Jdate of this 2ocument.

Kwaaymii Laguna 3and of Mission indians
Carmen Lucas

P:O. Box 775 Diegueno -
Pine Valley » CA 91962
(619) 709-4207 .

Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committea
Steve Banegas, Spokasperson
1095 8arona Road

Lakeside » CA 92040
(619) 443-6612

{619) 443-0681 FAX

Santa Ysabel Band of Diegueno Indians

Devon Reed Lomayesva, Esq, Tribal Attornay

20 Box 130
Santa Ysabel

o~
(780} 785-0845

Vs

{780) 785-0320 Fax

: Diegueno
. CA 92070

=wiiaapaayp Tribal Office

Will Mickiin, Exscutive Diractor
PO Box 2230

Alpine v CA 21903-2250

wmicklin@leaningrock.net
{819) 445-8315 -voica

(6139) 445-9126 - fax

Aumeyaay

Jistribution i this list do2s not reileva any person of staiutory resgonsibility as defined in 3ection 7050.5 of the Heaith and
Safaty Code, 3ecton 5097.34 of ine Pulllc Resources Code and S2cilon 3C97.33 of the Public Resources Code.

Jnis st s only agpicasie Jor torniacting local Mathve American with regard o cuitural jzsourses far the sropossd
SCHECOTLI 121, © ERA Notloe of Campletion; Propesed Mitigated negative Teclaration for QUUET 208 230USCT;
ledavaingimant Ajzncy of tha Clty of 3an Biago; San Diago County, Cadfernia,

Dieguanc/Kumeyaay
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2lint Linton

2,0. Box 507 Diegueno/Kumeyaay
santa Ysabel . CA 892070 .
760) 803-5694

jlinton73@aocl.com

[~ig st i3 surrent ealy 35 of the dat2 of this document

distripution o s st 3628 aoi relizve any person ol siatutery responsibility as deflned in Saction 7280.5 of the Health and
Jaiety Coda, Saction 5897.34 of the Public Aescurcas Code and 3ection 3097.53 of the Publlc Assources Cada,

rni3 tiat s only aoelicabla lor contacting lceal Madv: American wiith reqgard to cuitural rasoyrses for th2 sronesad
FF2COTS21121; TEQA MNotles of Compieiion; Procosed Mitigaied neqgatire Ceclaratlon for QUIET 20Nz 2RQUECT;
Zedavsiopment Ajancy of the City of 3an Ciega; 3an Tizge County, Sallfarnia.
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San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc.

Environmental Review Committee

-

4 March 2007

To: Ms. Beverly Schroeder
Centre City Development Corporation
225 Broadway, Suite 1100
San Diego, California 92101-5074

Subject: Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration
Quiet Zone Project

Dear Ms. Schroeder;

[ have reviewed the subject PMND on behalf of this committee of the San Diego County
Archaeological Society.

Based on the information contained in the PMND and initial study for the project, we agree that
no significant impacts to cultural resources are likely to result from the project. Therefore, we
also agree that no mitigation measures for such impacts are necessary.

Thank vou for including SDCAS in the public review of this project’s environmental documents,

Sincerely,

) :;Jﬁf;;é;zﬁjgg::%h
C}ﬁges W. Royle, Jr Chaup >

Hnvirgnmental Review Co*r ntee

ce: SDCAS President
Fle

CEINTAZ CITY
DEVELOPMEINT
CORPORATION

JAR 0B Z00T

) (J‘ !{]_ . e
-~ T
Gopy o
2.0. Box 81108 e San Diego, CA 92138-1108 » (858} 533-0535



EXHIBIT A

@JG!? 3 61 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM
1. Project Titie: Downtown San Diego Quiet Zone Project
2. Lead Agency Name and Address: Centre City Development Corporation (CCDG)

225 Broadway, Suite 1100
San Diego, CA 92101

3. Contact Person and Phone Number: John Anderson
{619} 533-7140

4. Project Location: Downtown San Diego along railroad right of way between Laure!
: Street and Park Boulevard

5. Project Sponsor's Name and Address: CentrelCity Development Corporation
225 Broadway, Suite 1100
San Diego, CA 92101

B. - General Plan Designation: Not Applicable
7. Zoning: Not Applicable
8. ' Description of Project: In order to qualify for a federally-designated Quiet Zone intended to reduce ‘

the impact of train horns on the residents and businesses of downtown San Diego, a series of
improvements are being proposed at 13 raitroad crossings (Figure 1).

The twelve existing crossihgs consist of one-way streets and two-way streets as follows:

Crossing Street Existing Configuration
Laurel Street Two-way (east-west)
Hawthorn Sireet One-way (west)
Grape Street One-way (east)

Cedar Street Two-way (east-west)
Beech Street Two-way (east-west)
Ash Street Two-way (east-west)
Broadway Two-way (east-west)
Kettner Boulevard / G Sireet Two-way (both streets, north-south & east-west, respectively)
Market Street Two-way (east-west)
Front Street One-way (south)

First Avenue One-way (north)

Fifth Avenue Two-way (north-south)

Park Boulevard N/A

Each existing crossing has active railroad warning devices consisting of one or more California
Public Utilities Commission (PUC) No. 8, No. 9, No. 8A and/or No. 10 raiiroad active warning
devices (see Figure 2). All crossings have gates located on the entrance side of the tracks. All
two-way street crossings except Cedar Street and Beech Street have raised medians of varying
lengths and configurations.

The proposed improvements at the thirteen existing crossings would involve physical
upgrades to streets and/or the installation of enhancements including, but nct limited to:

* New raised medians;
» Extension of existing raised medians;
» Pavement repair and/or replacement;

Quiet Zone [-1 February 2007



o Track and crossing panel repair/replacement;
» New andior modified railroad signals;
‘ + Changes in railroad signal warning time durations te be in compliance with current FRA
O 02 3 62 regulations;
» Changes in preemption times of adjacent traffic signals to be in compliance with current
MUTCD requirements and current industry practices;
e New fencing; . -
s Pedestrian barrier railing;
s (Concrete barriers;
s FPresignals; andfor
« Trimming and/or removal of vegetation that potentlally affects clear sight distance.

Also proposed, would be the conversion of G Street from a two-way street to a one-way
eastbound street between Pacific Highway and Front Street, with the addition of diagona! parking

~on the north side. This change in parking would not reduce the number of parking spaces
available in the area but would, in fact, result in a net increase of 10 spaces. At each crossing the
signing and striping would be reapplied, required railroad crossing signage would be added, as
necessary, and detectable warning tiles would be installed on the sidewalks at all approaches to
the tracks.

Other specific improvements at each crossing are summarized below. Figure 2 illustrates the
PUC designations for the different types of active railroad warning devices descrlbed below.

Laurel Street

« |pstallation of the following active railroad warning devices: aone westbound No. 9 exit

gate and one eastbound No. 9 exit gate; ‘

Remova! of the fcliowing active raiiroad waming devices: one No, 9 gaie at California

Street, north of Laure! Street, one No. 8 flasher at northwest quadrant, and one No. 8

flasher at southeast quadrant;

« Extension of western raised median to the east closer to the tracks and west to the Pacific
Highway intersection;

+ Extension of easiern raised median to the east to the Kettner Bouievard intersection;

+ Removal of two existing 50’ long strips of concrete paving located between railroad tracks

- and California Street and immediately north and south of Laurel Street and replacement

with concrete barriers and/or fencing; and

+ Relocation of a tubular steel fencing between Trolley overpass and Coaster tracks farther -
away from the Coaster tracks.

.

Hawthorn Street

« Installation of the following active railroad warning devices: one.No. 9 pedestrian gate on
the sidewalk at northeast quadrant, one No. 9 pedestrian gate on the sidewalk at
southeast quadrant, one No. 9 gate at California Street, north of Laurel Street, and four
flasher lenses on existing No. 9A cantilever structures: and

+ Removal of two existing 50" long sirips of concrete paving located between railroad tracks
and California Street and immediately . north and south of Hawthorn Street and
repiacement with concrete barriers and/or fencing,

Grape Street

« Installation of the following active raiiroad warning devices: one No. 9 pedestrian gate on
the sidewalk at northeast quadrant and one No. 9 pedestrian .gate on the sidewalk at
southeast quadrant;

» Removal of the following active railrcad warning devices: one No. 8 flasher at northeast
quadrant and one No. 8 flasher at southeast quadrant; and

QQuiet Zone [-2 February 2007
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HAWTHORN S
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' GRAPE STREET
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) B CEDAR STREET v

. BEECH STREET

' ASH STREET |

SE FRONT STREET

FIFTH AVENUE

| PARK BOULEVARD

Source: Project Design Consubtants. 22007 1 fnéh = 1200 feet

San Diego Downtown Quiet Zone Figure 1
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PUC#9 PUC #9A

Saurce: CPUC, 272007

Crossing Control Types Figure 2




» Removal of two existing 50" iong strips of concrete paving located between raiiroad tracks
and California Street and immediately north and south of Grape Street and replacement

@@23 65 with concrete barriers and/or fencing.
Cedar Street '

» Installation of the following active railroad warning devices: one westbound No. 9 exit
gate; one eastbound No. 9 exit gate; and one No. 8 flasher between Coaster and Trolley
tracks at end of Troliey boarding platform;

+ Removal of the following active railroad warning devices: one No. 9 gate at California
Street north of Cedar Street;

« Construct western raised median between tracks and Pacific Highway with the exception
of one opening for access to existing driveways to the Jack In The Box and Los Panchos
restaurants;

« Construct eastern raised median between tracks and Kettner Boulevard; and

« Removal of one existing 50" long strip of concrete paving located between railroad tracks
and California Street and immediately north Grape Street and replacement with concrete
barrier and/or fencing. ‘

Beech Street

« Installation of the following active railroad warning devices: one westbound No. 9 exit
gate; one eastbound No. 9 exit gate; and one No. 8 fiasher between Coaster and Trolley
racks at end of Trolley boarding platform; _ )

» Construct western raised median between tracks and Pacific Highway; and

e Construct eastern raised median betwesan tracks and Kettner Boulevard.

Ash Street

» Installation of the foliowing active railroad warning devices: one westbound No. 9 exit
gate; one eastbound No. 8 exit gate; and one No. 8 flasher between Coaster and Troliey
tracks at end of Depot boarding platform;

+ Close opening on existing western raised median so that median is continuous from
tracks to Pacific Highway;

« Close opening on existing eastern raised median so that median is continuous from
tracks to Kettner Boulevard; and .

+ Construction of passive pedestrian swing gate on sidewalk at northeast quadrant.

Broadway

= Installation of the following active railroad warning devices: ones westbound No. 8A
entrance cantitever structure; one eastbound No. 8A entrance cantilever structure: one
No. 8 flasher between Coaster and Trolley tracks at end of Depot boarding platform, one
No. 8 fiasher west of Coaster tracks and end of Depot bearding platform, one No. 9
pedestrian gate on the sidewalk at northeast quadrant, and one No. 9 pedestrian gate at
southwest quadrant; and

» Removal of the following active raiiroad warning devices: one No. 9 fiasher at southeast
quadrant.

Kettner Boulevard/G Street

+ Installation of the following active railroad warning devices: three No. 8 flasher at
northwest, northeast and southeast quadrants;

» Removal of the following active railrcad warning devices: one No. 9A enfrance gate and
cantilever structure for former westbound G Street; one No. 10 pedestrian flasher located
between BNSF track and Trolley tracks at end of bike path;

» Modification of existing presignal configuration for northbound and southbound G Street;
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Extension of northern raised median on Kettner Boulevard to the south closer to the
tracks;

Extension of southern raised median on Kettner Boulevard to the north closer to the
tracks;

Conversion of G Street to one-way eastbound from Pacific Highway to Front Street and
replace existing parallel parking on the north side of G Street with diagonal parking;
Construction of curb “pap-outs” at all four corners of the Kettner Boulevard / G Street
intersection and shifting of all four crosswalk alignments;

Construction of pedestrian barrier railing at scuthwest, northeast, and southeast
quadrants;

Removal of westerly sidewalk from G Street to just north of Trotiey tracks;

Restriction of westerly sidewalk to residenis only between Trolley tracks and F Street
including consiruction of access gate on westerly sidewalk at F Street; and

Construction of pedestrian curb ramps across Kettner Boulevard at F Street.

Market Street

Installation of the following active railroad warning devices: two westhound Mo. 9 exit
gates, two No. 8 flashers between BNSF and Trolley tracks at ends bike path (north and
south sides of Market Street) and one No. 8 flasher at southeast quadrant

Removal of the following active railroad warning devices: two No. 10 pedestrian flashers
located between BNSF and Trolley tracks at ends bike path {north and south sides of
Market Street;) . _

Instaliation of presignal for westbound Market Street located east of tracks; and

Extension of pedestrian barrier railing to be continuous between BNSF track and Troliey
tracks on both sides of Market Street.

Front Street

Installation of the foliowing active railroad warning devices: two No. 8 flashers between
BNSF and Trolley tracks at ends bike path (north and south sides of Front Street) and two
No. 8 flashers located between BNSF track and Harbor Drive (east and west sides of
Front Street); ’

Rermoval of the following active raiiroad warning devices: two No. 10 pedestrian flashers
located between BNSF and Troliey tracks at ends bike path (east and west sides of Front
Street);

installation of presignal for Front Street tocated eas! of tracks; and

Extension of pedestrian barrier railing io be continucus between BNSF track and Trolley
tracks on both sides of Front Street.

‘First Avenue

Instattation of the foliowing active railroad warning devices: two No. 8 flashers between
BNSF and Trolley tracks at ends bike path (north and south sides of First Avenue) and
twa No. 8 flashers located west of tracks {east and west sides of First Avenue);

Removal of the following active raflroad warning devices: two No. 10 pedestrian flasher
located between BNSF and Trolley tracks at ends bike path (east and west sides of Front
Street); and

Exlension of pedesirian barrier railing to be continuous between BNSF track and Trolley
tracks on both sides of First Avenue

Fifth Avenue

installation of the fallowing active railroad warning devices: one southbound No. 9 exit
gate, one northbound No. 9 exit gate, one No. 8 flasher between BNSF track and Trolley
traciks at end of bike path (west side of Fifth Avenue);

Quiet Zone
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« Potential installation of the following active railroad warning devices (subject to future
needs analysis): three No. 9 pedestrian gates located at the southeast, northeast, and

@@'2367 _ northwest guadrants;

10. .

+« Removal of the following active railroad warning devices: one No. 10 pedestrian flasher
located between BNSF and Trolley tracks at end of bike path {(west side of Fifth Avenue);

» Installation of presignal at the intersection of L Street and Fifth Avenue;

« Potential widening of eastern and western sidewalks across tracks (subject to future
needs analysis); and .

« Extension of pedestrian barrier railing to be continuous between BNSF track and Trolley
fracks on both sides of Fifth Avenue A

Park Boulevard

The Park Boulevard crossing does not exist at the present time. Construction of this
crossing is contingent upen construction of a proposed pedestrian bridge near the
crossing. Ultimately, Park Boulevard will be a two-way street where it crosses the tracks.
The Park Boulevard crossing, as currentty approved by the PUC, will include many similar
design features proposed to be constructed at the other twelve existing crossings as part
of the Quiet Zone (as described above). The only change which would directly result from
these quiet zone improvements would consist of posting a sign which say: “No Train
Horns”, '

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: Located in the highly urbanized Centre City environment, the
crossing improvements foliow the raitroad right-of-way corridor through downtown San Diego
(Figure 2). Like many similar urban environments and areas with large population growth
throughout the United States, downtown San Diego has had a large increase in residents adjacent
1o raitroad tracks and crossings. In recent years, the area along the rail corridor has transitioned
from industrial to mostly residential and recreational uses., The noise associated with the
sounding of locomotive and trolley horns has become a major concern of residents and CCDC.
Train horns, especially during the nightiime hours, can have a significant negative impact on the
quality of life of the residents. The Federal government, through the Federal Railroad
Administration {FRA), is addressing the quality of life issues in the Final Ruie for the Use of
Locomotive Horns at Highway-Rail Crossings. In this rule, the FRA set out the regulatory
procedures and technical requirements necessary for the impiementation of a Quiet Zone in which
frain horn noise is reduced. As depicted in Figure 1, the crossing improvements extend from
Laurel Street, to the north, to Park Boulevard, to the south.

Other public agencies whose approval is required: Approval will be required from the California
Public Utilities Commission (PUC). Agreements must also be entered into with the BNSF Railway
{BNSF), San Diego Metropolitan Transit System (MTS), the North County Transit District (NCTD),
FRA, and City of San Diego.
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: -

The environrental factors checked beiow would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one
impact that is a "Potentially Significant impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

-

D Agsthetics ' D Agriculture Resources D Air Quality

D Biological Resources D Cultura! Resources . D Geology/Soils

D Hazards & Hazardous Materials . D Hydrology/MWater Quality D Land Use/Planning
D Mineral Resources | [:] Noise D Population/Housing
D Public Services D Recreation gTransportationfr raffic
EI Utilittes/Service Systems D Mandatory Findings of Significance

DETERMINATION:

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

| find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will

not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures described on an attached sheet have
been added fo the project. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPQRT is required. | find that the proposed project MAY have a significant
effect(s} on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately anatyzed in an earlier document
pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the
earlier analysis as described on attached sheets, if the effect is a "potentially significant impact” or "potentially
significant unless mitigated.” An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only
the effects that remain to be addressed.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
WILL NOT be a significant effect in this case because-all patentially significant effects (a} have been

. analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR pursuant {0 applicable standards and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the
proposecj!(,project.

[
Dist / gf/wwm__ 77:%@%( A3 2007

Signature / Date

Bovec by Sthredey

Printed Name ' Sonig ) P[&.Vl ney For
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Potentiathy
. Significant
~ Potentially Unless Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues and Supporting Information Impact Incorporated impact Impact

1.

AESTHETICS - Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a

b)

c)

scenic vista? The proposed project would
not, in and of itself, impact the views of
the San Diego Bay, San Diego-Coronado
Bay Bridge, Point Loma, Coronado and
the downtown skyline from public viewing
areas Including Balboa Park and
Highway 94. Thus, the project would not
have a. significant impact on a scenic
vista. In addition, the affected crossings
do not possess any significant scenic
resources.

Substantially damage scenic resources
inchuding, but not fimited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within
a state scenic highway? As previously
discussed, the upgrades associated with
the San Diego Downtown Quiet Zone
{proposed project) would not impact the
views of the San Diego Bay, San Diego-
Coronado Bay Bridge, Point Loma,
Coronado and the downtown skyline from
public viewing areas including -Baiboa
Park and Highway 94. As summarized
on Page /-1 through I-5, the proposed
improvements involve minor  street
improvements to ensure safe passage of
trains along the rajiroad corridor. The
affected crossings do not possess any
significant scenic resources. Thus, the
proposed profect would not have a direct
or cumulafive significant impact on
aesthetics and visual quality.

Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings? The proposed crossing
improvements would be minor features
when viewed against existing buildings.
The improvements would involve
standard upgrades commonly found at
various crossings and railroad crossings
throughout  downfown  San  Diego.
Therefore, the existing visual character
and quality aof the improvement locations
and associated surrounding areas would
be unaffected.

0 O O K
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Significant

{TII™e Potentially Uniess Less Than
@G}‘ 3 704 Significant Mitigation  Significant No

issues and Supporting information - Impact Incorporated impact impact
d) Create a new source of substantial fight D
or glare which would adversety affect day D D g

or nighttime views in the area? The
proposed project would not involve a
substantial amount of exterior lighting.
The project is located in an urban
envircnment with a substantial amount of
existing street lighting, traffic signals and
raiiroad signals. The project involves the
installation of reiatively few additional
traffic signals, raliroad signafs and lenses
Therefore, no new source of substantial
light or glare which would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the area.

2. AGRICULTURE  RESOURCES - In
determining whether impacts to agricultural
resources are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to the
California Agricultural Model (1997) prepared
by the California Dept. of Conservation as an
optional model to use in assessing impacts
on agriculture and farmiand. Would the
project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unigue N

: Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide l:] D D
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use? Centre City is an urban
downfown environment which does not
contain land designated as prime
agriculfural  soils by the  Soils
Conservation Service, nor does if contain
prime farmiands designated by the
California Department of Conservation.
Furthermore, the area does not contain,
nor is it near, land zoned for agricultural
use or land subject to a Williamson Act
Contract pursuant fo Section 51201 of
the California  Government Code.
Therefore, no impact (o agricuftural
resources could ocour.

b} Conflict with existing zoning for

agricultural use, or a Wiliamson Act D D D @
coniract? See 2.a.

c) involve other changes in the existing D 7
environment which, due 1o their location D D M

or nature, could resuft in conversion of
Farmland, to non-agricultural use? See
2.a.
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3.

AIR  QUALITY - Where available, the
significance criteria established by the
applicable air quality management or air
poliution control district may be relied upon to
make the foliowing determinations. Would
the project:

a) Conflict with or obstrust implementation
of the applicable air quality plan?
Implementation  of the  proposed
improvements and upgrades associated
with the project would not involve any
changes fo the existing quality of air.
Thus, the project would nof result in a
significant confliict with air quality
plenning from a direct or cumulative
perspective,

b) Violate any air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation? The air
emissions generated by downfown
autornobile trips would not change as a
result of the crossing improvements. The
number of ¥ips would remain the same
and no additional stops would be created
beyond that which already occurs at
crossings. Further, the wait tirme for trains
lo.cross the affected sitreefs would be
unchanged by the ~Quiet Zone
improvements. As concluded in the
Downtown Quiet Zone - (G Street
Conversion and Raised Median Analysis
prepared by Wilson & Company (see
Aftachment |), the level of service af two
downtown intersections would experience
a Ssubstantial reduction in the Level of
Service at buildout. Because the Quigt
Zone project would not generate any
additional traffic, and because the project

mitigation would include improvements to

restore two affected intersections to an
acceptable level of service in the long
term, the project would not resulf in a
considerable contribution to any future
localized CO hotspols. Furthermore, the
total amount of emissions entering the San
Diego Air Basin from downfown traffic
would not change as a result of the
improvements because the improverments
themselves would  not  generate
automobile trips.

" ¢} Resultin a cumulatively considerable net

increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is non-attainment

I T

00 O X8
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@,023 72 Significant -
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' Significant Mitigation  Significant No
Issues and Supporting Information Impact Incorporated Impact impact

under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including
releasing emissions which exceed
quantitative  thresholds  for  ozone
precursors)? See 3.b.

Expose sensitive receptars to substantiai
pollutant concentrations? Residents and
patrons of the proposed project would not
be exposed to substantial levels of air
contarninants as a resulf of the proposed
crossing improvements. Instaliation of the
proposed improvements would include
minor upgrades including, quad gates,
median  islands, cantilever  lights,
pedestrian gate arms, pre-signals and
other improvements afl of which would not

- involve  potentially —adverse impacts

associated with  hazardous  building
materials, the creation of dust, and the
generation of consfruction equipment
ermissions.

e) Create objectionable odors affecting -a

substantial numbper of peopie?
instaflation of the proposed improvements,
as summarized on Fages I-1 through -5,
would not release nor emit objectionahle
odors into the surrounding areas.

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - Would the
project:

a)

Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications,
on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special staius species in
local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service? Due to the
highly urbanized nature of the dowrntown
area, there are no sensitive plant or animal
species, habitats, or wildlife migration
corridors within the area. In addition, the
omamental frees and vegetation included
in the proposed project are considered of
insignificant value fo native wildlife in their

. proposed location. Therefore, no impact

associated with this issue could occur.

L]

L]
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b} Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural D D D &
community identified in local or regional =
plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game
or US Fish and Wildlife Service? See 4.a.

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on D D D ’AV"

federally protecied wetlands as defined
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
{including, but not iimited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or other means? See 4.a.

d) Interfere substantially with the movement g
of any native resident or migratory fish or D D D
wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildiife corridors, or

impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites? See 4.a.

e) Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biclogical D D D ‘E
respurces, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance? See 4.a.

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural D [:I D @

Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan? See 4.a.

5. CULTURAL RESQURCES - Would the
‘ project:

a) Cause a substaniial adverse change in

) the significance of a historical resource D : D D g
as defined in § 15064.57 The crossings
which would be affected by the Quiet
Zone aiready exist. As a result, no
historic  structures would be affected.
Excavation required for the consiruction
of proposed improvements will be
negligible and will occur in previously-
developed/disturbed  areas. The
proposed project sife does not contain
any historic or architectural resources.
Therefore, no  significant  historical
resources would be impacted.

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in D D D }VA

the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to § 15064.57 - The
crossings which wouid be affected by the
Quiet Zone already exist. As a result, no
buried archaeological resources would be
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c)

affected.  Excavation required for the
construction of proposed improvements
will be negligible and will occur in
previously-developed/disturbed  areas.
Excavation below a depth of one foot s
not anticipated with the exception of
individual footings for signs and gate
structures. As such, no direct or
cumulative impact to archaeological
resources would occur,

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geoclogic feature? The affected crossings
are underiain by the Bay Point Formation,
which has high paleontological resource
potential, However, as indicated above,
the proposed project upgrades wouid not
require significant excavation within this
formation as fo cause any significant
direct impacts to potential paleontological
resources. As such, no direct or
cumulative impact fo paleontological
resources would ocour.

Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of formai
cemeteries? As stated in 5.c., the
propesed project upgrades would not
require significant excavation.
Additionally, the locations of the
proposed improvements are not located

-within or near formal cemeteries as fo

cause any significant direct impacts..

B. GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Would the project:

a)

Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

Rupiure of a known earthguake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earth-guake Fault Zoning Map
issued by the State Geoloqist for the area
or based on other substantial evidence of
a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines
and Geology Special Publication 42, The
affected crossings are located in a
seismically-active region. Although no
fauft or fauft zone has been identified
beneath the crossing improvements, the
Rose Canyon fault zone traverses the
downtown planning area. A seismic evernt
on this faull could cause significant
seismic ground shaking on the affected
Crossings. The proposed street

L O

L]

L O
X X

Quiet Zone

14

February 2007



Potentially

Significant
@02 3?5 Potentially Unless Less Than
: Significant Mitigation  Significant No
Issues and Supporting Information Impaci lncorporated impact Impact

9)

upgrades, however, would not
substantially increase the likelihood of
health and safety risks associated with
seismic or geologic hazards.

Strong seismic ground shaking? See
6.b.

Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction? See 6.b.

Landslides? The potential for landslides,
slope faifure and liquefaction to result in
impacts to the affected crossings is
considered low due fo the site’s fiat
fopography and moderate to non-
expansive geologic structure,
respectively.

Result in substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topscil? The site is currently
covered by impervious surfaces. The
proposed upgrades would not after this
existing condition; therefore, nc increase
in erogion or siftafion is anticipated.
Minor excavation will be required during
construction.  However, the proposed
projects will comply with regulations
mandating the preparation and
implementation of a Storm Water
Pollution  Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
which will include Best Management
Practices (BMP's) to control activities that
have the potenfial to cause srosion and
sedimentation.

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that
is unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially resuit in on or offsite landsiide,
iateral spreading, suhsidence,
liguefaction or coliapse? See 6.e.

Be located on expansive soil, as defined
in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building
Code {1994), creating substantial risks to
life or property? See 6.f." The proposed
improvements would not involve the
construction of buildings or structures
creating substantial risks fo life or

property.

Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water? The proposed

OO0
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Significant
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Issues and Supporting information Impact Incorporaied impact impact

improvements would not require sepfic
tanks or afternative waste water disposal
systems. In addition, Centre City is
serviced by a sewage system. [ssue 6.
is therefore not applicable to the Centre
City area.

7. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
- Wauld the project:

aj

Create a significant hazard o the public
or the environment through the routine
transport, use or disposal or hazardous
materials? The propdsed activity would
not involve routine transport, use, or
tisposal of hazardous materiais. Issue
7.a is therefore not applicable to this
activity. '

Create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of

© hazardous materials . into the

environmert?  The proposed activity
would not involve the release of
hazardous materials. Issue 7.0 s
therefore  not  applicable tc  this
development,

Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materiais, subsiances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school? See 7.a and b.

Be located on a site which is inciuded on
a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code
§ B5862.5 and, as a result, would it
create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment? The proposed
project is not located on or within 2,000 ft.
of a site on the State of California
Hazardous Waste and Substances Sifes
List or the County of San Diego’s Site
Assessment Mitigation (SAM) Case
Listing. Therefore, impacts associated
with this issue could nof occur.

For a project located within an airport
land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopied, within two miies of a
public airport or public use airpoert, would
the project result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project
area?  The Laurel Streel, Hawthorn
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g)

Street, Grape Streef, Cedar Sireet, Beech
Street and Ash Street crossings are
focated within the boundaries of the Airport
Influence Area of the Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan for San Diego
International  Airport. However, the
proposed  project  involves  street
improvements and upgrades to crossings
and would not include the construction of
structures or buildings which would result
in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area.

For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project result in
a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?  The
proposed upgrades would nof -occur
within the vicinity of a private airstrip.
Therefore, impacts associated with this
issue could not aeeur,

Impair implementation of ar physically
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or erergency evacuation
plan? The crossing improvements would
not propose any features that would
affect an emergency response or
evacuation plan. Therefore, no impact
associated with this issue is anticipated.
The proposed improvements would only
aperate when trains would already be
impeding emergency vehicles.

Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of lgss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas
or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?  The proposed activity is

lacated in an urban area with no open

fields containing substantial areas of brush
and grass. There would be no risk from
wildland fires. Issue 7.h is therefore not
applicable.

8. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -
Would the project:

a)

Violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements?  The
guality of stormwater and urban runoff
would not significantly change as a resuilt

-of the proposed c¢rossing upgrades and

street improvements. However, mandated
starmwater runoff control measures would
be implemented in compliance with

Quiet Zone
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b)

reguiatory requirements.

Substantially depleie groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially witty
groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aguifer volume or
a lowering of the local groundwater table
level {e.g., the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop to a
ievel which would not support existing
land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)? The

proposed  project  would not use

groundwater nor would it affect the
quality of groundwater beneath the
affected crossings. As such, Issue 8.b. is
not applicable.

Substantially after the existing drainage

pattern of the site or area, including

through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in a manner which would

“result in flooding on or offsite? The

affected  crossings are  currently
developed with impervious surfaces. The
hydrology of at these crossings would not
be substantiafly altered by
implementation of the Quiet Zone as the
site will maintain a simifar quantity of
impervious surfaces and, therefore,
would not affect drainage patterns of the
site or area. In addition, no streams or
rivers are located in proximity to the
proposed improvement locafions.

Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, of substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in ﬂoodmg on
or offsite? See 8.c.

Create or contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing or
pianned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff? The affected crossings
afready contribute urban runoff contained
in surface water runoff in downfown.
Development of the propased upgrades
would not increase the site’s conltribution.
There would be no need for new sform
water drainage facilities or the
construction of new ones.

0 N B N
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f

Otherwise substantially degrade water
quality? The affected crossings alrsady
contribute urban runoff contained in
surface water runoff in downtown.
Development of the proposed upgrades
would not increase the site’s contribution.

Place housing within a 100-year flood
hazard area as mapped on a federal
Flood Hazard Boundary or Floed
Insurance Rate Map or other flood
hazard deiineation map? None of the
crossings are located within a 100-year
floodplain or near a dam or levee. Issue
8.g is not appficable to projects in Centre
City.

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures which  would impede or
redirect flood flows? The affected
crossings are not located within a 100-
year floodplain. Therefore, impacts
associated with this issue could not
ocour.

Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including fiooding as a
result of the failure of a levee or dam?
See 8.g.

-Inundation by seiche, ftsunami, or

mudflow? The proposed upgrades would
not create any additional exposure of
persons to inundation from tsunami
events, as the improvements consist of
minor street improvements.

g LAND USE AND PLANNING - Wouid the
project:

a)

Physically divide an  established
community? The proposed improvements
would occur at existing crossings. No
new crossings would be created which
could divide the community and no
existing crossings would be closed.

Conflict with any applicable fand use
ptan, policy, or reguiation or an agency
with  jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to the general
ptan, specific plan, local coasial program,
or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect? The proposed
improvements would advance the visions

L]
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10.

11.

and goals of the Centre City Commum‘ty
Plan by reducing the adverse impact of
train whistles on residential development.

The conversion of six blocks of G Street
to one-way eastbound would not impede
the goals of the land use goals for
downtown, Parking would actually
increase and be designed fo be “fraffic
calming” which would enhance the
peédestrian experience.  Therefors, no
significant impact associated with an
adopted land use plan would oceur.

Conflict with any applicabie habitat
conservation pltan or natural community
conservation plan? See 9.5,

MINERAL RESOQURCES - Would the project:

a)

Result in the toss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of
the state? No mineral resources exist
beneath  the affected  crossings.
Therefore, no impact associated with this
issue would occur,

Result in the loss of availability of a
locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local
generai ptan, specific plan or other land
use plan? See 10.a.

NOISE - Would the project result in:

a)

Exposure of persons to or generation of
noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards
or other agencies? The proposed
crossing improvements would not resuft in
substantial noise generation from any
stationary sources over the long-term.
Short-term  noise impacts from  the
construction of the various upgrades, as
summanzed on Pages [-1 through I-5,
would be avoided by adherence lo
construction noise limitafions imposed by
the City's Noise Abatement and Control
Ordinance. Upon instalfation of the
proposed improvernents, noise associated

with train horns would be reduced. Thus, .

no significant noise impacts related fo
noise generation would be associated with
the proposed project.
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12

b)

Exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive groundborne  vibration or
groundborne noise levels? As discussed
in Issue 11.a, the proposed activity would
not be subject to excessive groundborne
noise levels. Additionally, the proposed
activify would not expose people fo
excessive groundborne vibrations.

A substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?
See 11.a

. A substantial temporary periodic increase

in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the
project? See 11.a.

For a project located within an airport
tand use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport, would
the project expose people residing or
working in the project aréa 10 excessive
noise levels? See 7.e. The associated
upgrades do not include construction of
residences. As such, this impact would
not be applicable and no direct or
cumulative impact would occur.

For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels? See
11.e.

POPULATION AND HOUSING- Would the
project:

a)

Induce substantial population growth In
an area either directly (for example, by
propesing new homes and businesses)
or indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or  other
infrastructure)? The proposed
improvements would not directly or
indirectly induce substantial population
growth.

Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere? The
proposed  street improvements and
upgrades would not efiminate any
existing residential units. Impacts
associated with this issue would not
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13.

OCCUr,

PUBLIC SERVICES: -

a) Would the project result in substantial

adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmenta! facilities,

. the construction of which could cause

significant environmental impacts, in

order to maintain acceptable service

ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the
public services:

Fire protection? The proposed street
upgrades and improvements would nof
involve the construction of any new
‘structures or generate any additional
increase in population necessitating
new fire protection.

Pofice protection?  As previously
discussed, no population increase
would result from the proposed
improvernents ‘warranting new law
enforcement facilities.

Schools? The proposed street
upgrades and improvements would naot
generate school-age students.  As
such, impacts associated with this
issue area are not applicable.

Parks? The proposed improvements
would not generate a demand on
downtown parks. As  previously
discussed, the proposed  street
upgrades and improvements would not
generate any additional increase in
population.  As such, no direct or
curnulative impacts to this issue area
would occur,

Other public facilities? As previously
discussed, the proposed street
upgrades and improvements would not
generate any additional increase in
population.  As such, no direct or
cumulative impacis to public facilifies
would occur.
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14,

15.

RECREATION:

a)

b)

-

Would the project increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational {acilities such the
subsiantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?
The proposed improvements would not
generate a demand on downtown parks.
As previously discussed, the proposed
street upgrades and improvements would
not generate any additional increase in
popuiation. As such, no direct or
cumtdative impacts fto this issue area
would occur.

Does the project include recreational
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which
might have an adverse physical effect on
the environment? See 74.a.

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC - Would the
project:

a)

Cause an increase in traffic which is
substantial in relation to the existing
fraffic load and capacity of the street
system (i.e., result in a substantial
increase in either the number of vehicle
trips, the volume to capacily ratio on
roads, or congestion at crossings)? The
majority of the improvements and
upgrades involve minor addions (o
existing crossings allowing increased safe
passage of trains through the downtown
area, As such, these improvements would
not have a negafive impact on any
roadway segments or crossings.

For the purposes of this analysis, a
significant traffic impact was determined fo
occur if the proposed actions would cause
the Level of Service (LOS) at an
intersection to drop below LOS E A
significant impact was also determined to
result if the delay at an intersection afready
operating below LOS E increased by more
that two seconds as a result of the
proposed improvements,

As previously discussed, the crossing at G
Strest would involve the conversion of G
Street fo one-way eastbound fraffic. As
concluded in the Downtown Quiet Zone -

0 O O X
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G Street Conversion and Raised Median

Analysis by Wilson & Company
{Attachrnent 1), the conversion of G Street
to one-way eastbound traffic from Pacific
Highway to Front Street would reduce the
LOS in the future from acceptable (LOS E)
fo unacceptable (LOS F) at the following
fwo intersections: {1) G Street/State
Street in the PM peak hour and (2)
Broadway/State Street in both the AM
and PM peak hours. All other studied
intersections would not be significantly
impacted by the G Street conversion.

The Wilson & Company analysis
identifies specific improvements at the
two affected intersections which would
restore these intersections lto an
acceptable level of service. Although
these improvements aren' necessary in
the near-term, they will be required at
some point in the future as downtown is
built out. In order fo ensure that the
necessary improvements at the affected
intersections are carried ouf, the project
will be conditioned to construct the
following improvements concurrent with
the conversion of G Street to one-way:

« G Street/State Street. Add an
exclusive left-turn lane along the
eastbound G Street approach by
modifying the approach from the
existing two shared lanes (& shared
left-through fane and a shared right-
through lane) tc three lanes as
follows: an exclusive left-turn lane,
a through fane, and a shared right-
through  lane. Modify  the
southbound State Street approach
by converting the diagonal parking
to parallel parking and restriping the
approach form the existing single
shared-iane to an exclusive lefi-turn
lane and a shared through-right-
turn lane. :

o State Street/Broadway. Add an
exclusive right-turn lane along the
eastbound Broadway approach by
modifying the approach from the
existing left-turn, through lane and
shared through-right lane to a shared
left-turn lane, two through lanes and
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a right-turn lane.
by Exceed, either individually or D
cumulatively, a level of service standard D D ‘E

estabiished by the county congestion
management agency for designated
roads or highways? See 15.a.

¢) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, D D D @
including either an increase in ftraffic
levels or a change in location that results
in substantial safety risks? The proposed
street improvements would not have any

affect on air traffic. Therefore, this issue
. is not applicable.

d) Substantially increase hazards due io a D
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or D D ' &
dangerous crossings) or incompatible :
uses (e.g.. farm equipment)? The
proposed improvements would use
. standard design features. Installation of
these improvements would  not
‘substantially  increase  or  create
hazardous situations in their respective
locations.

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?
See 7.G. ’

fy Result in inadequate parking capacity?
Normally, - significant parking impacts
would occur if a project is deficient by
more than ten percent in the required
amount of parking which would impact
nearby residential areas or interfere with
Beach access. As the project would not
generate a demand for parking, it would
not have a significant impact in this
respect. In addition, with the exception of
the G Street conversion, the proposed
improvermnents would have no impact on
existing parking, as these upgrades
involve the installation of minor street
changes to increase the security of
railroad crossing for pedestrians and
vehicles. With the conversion of G Street
including the mitigation improvements at
the intersections of G Street/State Street
and State Street/Broadway, a fotal of 14
spaces would be gained on G Street
while 4 spaces would be lost on State
Street; resulling in a net gain of 10
spaces.

1 O
L] [

] O
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8)

Confiict with adopied policies, plans, or
programs supporting alternative
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle
racks)? As the previously discussed in
9.b, the proposed upgrades would nof
conflict with the adopted plans or
programs for afternative transportation. In
fact, they would enhance pedestrian safety
by reducing conflict between trains and
pedesirians. - The proposed upgrades
would enhance the railroad and street
right-of-way grade crossings to maximize
public and - train safety, while also
increasing the quality of life for nearby
downtown residents and businesses by
reducing the noise associated with train
horns.

- Although one of lane restriping actions

associated with mifigation measures -fo
be unfertaken at G Street and Broadway
is located adjacent to an existing bus
stop on Broadway, there would no
significant impact to bus operations or
traffic on Broadway. The buses stopping
at this stop already have the potential of
delaying traffic because there is no bus

_turn out in the existing condition. In fact,

stopped traffic is common on Broadway
during loading and unloading of buses.
So, instead of stopping in a lane which
currently accommodates right turns and
through movement, the bus would stop in
a dedicated right-furn lane. This would
actuafly improve flow for the through
traffic. .

16. UTILITIES AND SERVICES SYSTEMS -
quld the project!

a)

Exceed wastewater treatment
requirements of the applicable Regional
Water Quality Control Board? As
discussed in section 13, the proposed
street upgrades and improvements would
not involve the construction of any new
structures or generate any additional
increase in population necessitating
wastewater treatment services.

Require or result in the construction of

- new water or wastewaier treatment

facilittes or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?
See 16.a. No additional increase in
population would warrant the need of new

I A
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d)

e)

wastewater transmission or treatment
facilities.

Require or resuit in the construction of
new storm water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects? The
proposed  street improvements .and
upgrades would nof substantially affer
existing conditions as lo necessitate new
storm water drainage facilities or the
construction of new ones. '

Have sufficient water supplies available
to serve the project from existing
entittements and resources, or are new
or expanded entitements needed? The
proposed actions would not generate any
demand for water. :

Result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it
has adeguale capacity 1o serve the
project's projected demand in addition to
the provider's existing commitments?
The proposed acfions would not generate
any demand for wastewater treatment.

Be served by a fandfil with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?
The instaltation of upgrades associated
with the proposed project would not
generate substantial short-term or long-
terrn amounts of sofid waste. As such,
physical impacts associated with fandfifl
facilities would be insignificant.

Comply with federal, state, and locai
statutes and regulations related to solid
waste? The proposed project would
comply with all regufations governing the
disposal of solid waste.

17. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF

SiG
a)

NIFICANCE:

Does the project have ihe potential to
degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
anmimal community, reduce the number or

o 0O 0O K
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restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of

-Californta history or prehistory?  As

indicated above in 4.a, due to the highly
urbanized nature of the downfown area,
no sensitive plant or animal species,
habitats, or wildlife migration corridors
are located in the Centre City area. No
aspects of the project would substantially
degrade the environment. Cumulative
impacts are described in subsection b
below.

Does the project have impacts that are
individually  limited, but cumulatively
considerable? {*Cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental
effects: of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the
effects of past projects, the effects of
other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects)? As discussed
above, the improvements and upgrades,
involve minor modifications o existing
crossings afong the railroad corridor to
increase pedestrian/vehicular safety and
uftimately reduce the noise generated
from the horns of passing train through
downtown San Dijego’s. business and
residential communities. The conversion
of G Street to one-way easthound traffic
colid significantly change the peak hour
level of service at two intersections,
however, rocadway improvements are
identified which would avoid this impact.
As such, no cumulatively considerable
impacts would occur from the proposed
improvements.

Does the project have environmental
effects which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirecity? As described
earlier, the proposed street/crossing
upgrades would not result in direct or
indirect significant impacts which would
cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings.

[ I R I
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Date: February 22, 2007
To: Alexandra Elias, CCDC
John Anderson, CCDC
From: Nick Abboud, PE .
Subject: Downtown -Quiet Zone ~ Traffic Impact Assessment of G Street Converston and

Installation of Raised Medians At Selected Locationg

10 Introduction

The purpose of this memorandum is to identify any potential significant traffic impacts and
appropriate remedial actions resulting from the proposed conversion of G Street to one-way
between Pacific Highway and Front Street as well as the installation of additional medians or
the completion of existing medians near selected railroad crossings on Laurel, Cedar, Beech
and Ash Streets. These actions are contemplated as part of the City of San Diego’s efforts to
implement a Quiet Zone in downtown San Diego. The majority of the Quiet Zone
improvements would involve enhancements to intersection controls at existing railroad
crossings to increase public safety. These improvements would include but not be limited to
quad gates, presignals, median islands, cantilever lights, fences, and pedestrian gates. As the
crossing improvements would noi affect the level of service on Downtown streets, this
analysis focuses on the potential traffic diversion and related effects of the proposed
improvements (G Street conversion to one-way and raised medians on Laurel, Cedar, Beech
and Ash Streets) on the level of service at affected intersections. This analysis identifies the
significant 1mpacts expected under near-ierm 2015 and horizon year 2030 conditions
resulting from these improvements and proposes measures as necessary to mitigate
significant impacts.

More specifically, this memorandum documents the following:

1) The resulis of a more detailed review of the San Diego Quiet Zone “G" Street One-
Way Conversion Traffic Study prepared by Korve Engineering, dated September
2005;

2) An update of the Korve Study based on new driveway traffic counts along G Street
and other streets in Little Italy where raised medians are proposed;

3) Results of further analyses idenufying significant impacts, if any, resulting from the
following proposed project improvements:

WiLson & Company, INC., ENGINEERS & ARCHITECTS
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Conversion of G Street to one-way eastbound operation from Pacific Highway to
Front Street with diagonal parking added on the north side excepting the block
between Columbia and State Streets.

e  Installation of raised medians or the completion of existing raised medians on
either side of the railroad tracks at crossings located at Laurel Street, Cedar Street,
Beech Street, and Ash Street.

4) Identification of necessary measures to mitigate the significant impacts associated
with the proposed improvements.

2.0 StudyApproach

The analysis included the following steps:

A.  Review of the Korve Study to identify anv inconsistencies with the recently approved

Downtown Community Plan EIR.

B. Collection of new turning movement counts at the driveways where the one-way traffic
conversion or the raised medians would potentially cause diversion of traffic utilizing
the driveways,

C. Distribution of the diverted driveway traffic onto the adjacent roadway system.

D. Conduct of level of service analysis for the key smdy intersecrions highlighted in the
Korve Study, including those intersections along the segment of G Street between
Pacific Highway and Front Street and those adjacent to the proposed medians to
account for potential impacts associated with diverted traffic. The key intersections
were analyzed with and without the proposed G Street one-way conversion and
installation of raised medians (the Project) under near-term and downtown horizon year
conditions. Consistent with the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (HCM 2000)
methodology, the intersection analysis was based on average vehicular delays
throughout the entire peak hour for all raffic approaching an intersection.

E. Identification of potential significant impacts resulting from the conversion of G Street
to one-way and the additional medians, and identification of measures to mitigate the
significant impacts.

3.0 Review of the Korve Stufy

A review the Korve Engineering Traffic Study was conducted to ascertain the validity of its
results and its consistency with the traffic analysis conducted for the Downtown Community
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Plan EIR. The horizon year base conditions are assumed to be as per the Downtown
Community Plan, which Centre City Develeopment Corporation (CCDC) uses as the guide
for developing their 5-year implementation plans. The following highlights a list of errors in
intersection geometrics and traffic conditions from the Korve study as well as inconsistencies
with the Downtown Community Plan EIR that invalidaie the results of that study.

1.

G Street/Kettner Boulevard: The Korve Study treated the eastbound G Street approach
at Ketmer Boulevard, after conversion to one-way, as having two (2) lanes: a shared
through-night tum lane and an exclusive left tun lane. The updated analysis presented
herein reflects two eastbound one-way lanes on G Street consistent with the plan to
convert G Street to one-way operations. ‘ ‘

Broadway/Kettner Boulevard: The SYNCHRO model in the Korve Study shows a fifth
leg at this intersection that neither exists nor is proposed. This dummy intersection leg
is not associated with any traffic volumes or approach lanes, but has a traffic signal
phase dedicated to it, which increases the signal cycle length to 100 seconds in the
Korve analysis and resuiis in deterioraied levei of service at this intersection. The
updated analysis presented herein reflects the removal of the dummy approach and
revert of the signal cycle length to 70 seconds.

Broadwayv/Pacific Highway: The SYNCHRO analysis worksheets in the Korve Study
present the southbound Pacific Highway approach as having a single left turn lane to
eastbound Broadway under 2030 conditions. The Downtown Community Plan shows a
dual left mum movement for southbound Pacific Highway at this intersection.. The
updated analysis presented herein assumed a dual left-turn movement for southbound
Pacific Highway under downtown horizon year conditions; and a single lefi-turn lane
under near-term conditions. The dual left turn lanes are consistent with the mitigation
requiremenis for the Community Plan for the horizon year.

G Street/State Street: The SYNCHRO worksheets in the Korve Study present the
southbound State Street approach as a single shared lane in the Year 2030. This is
inconsistent with the Downtown Community Plan which shows a two-lane approach:
one through-lane and one lefi-turn lane. The updated analysis presented herein assumed
a two-lane southbound Staie Street approach at this intersection. The two-lane
southbound approach is consistent with the mitigation requirements for the Community
Plan for the horizon vear.

Market Street/State Sireet: The SYNCHRO worksheets in the Korve Study present the
southbound State Street approach as stop-controlled in the Year 2030. This is
inconsistent with the Downtown Community Plan which shows the intersection to be
traffic signal controlled. The updated analysis presented herein assumed the Market
Street/State Street intersection to be signalized in the downtown horizon year scenario.
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The near-term scenario assumed stop-control at this intersection location consistent with
existing conditions and the horizon year analysis assumed signalization consistent with
the mitigation requirements for the Community Plan.

1.0 Impactof G Street Conversion and Rdditional Medians [The Project)

The identification of traffic impacts associated with the G Street conversion and the installation
of the raised medians (the project) requircd an analysis of near-term and horizon year
conditions both with and without the proposed improvements.

AM and PM peak hour intersection analysts was conducted using SYNCHRO Version 6.0
utilizing the HCM 2000 methodology. Consistent with previous downtown traffic assessments,
LOS E or better was determined to be acceptable, with LOS F identified as failing.

The identification of significant impacts associated with the proposed improvements was based
upon the change in overall intersection delay and/or level of service consistent with City of San
Diego Traffic Impact Study Manual guidelines as contained in the City’s CEQA Significance
Determination Thresholds.

For purposes of estimating the traffic diversion due to the proposed improvements, additional
traffic counts were collected during the AM and PM peak hours at the driveways along G
Street that would expenience traffic diversion as a result of the one-way conversion, and the
driveways along Laurel Street, Cedar Street, Beech Street, and Ash Street that would
experience traffic diversion as a result of raised medians installation between Pacific Highway
and Kettner Boulevard as part of the Quiet Zone improvements. The attached F igures 1, 2,
and 3 present the AM and PM peak hour turning movement counts along the study driveways
and the distribution of the diverted driveway trips into the adjacent roadway system. Detailed
driveway traffic counts are presented in Appendix A.

i3 Rear-Term Year 2015 Conditions

Near-term traffic forecasts were prepared for scenarios both with and without the conversion of
G Street to one-way operations and installation of raised medians at the selected locations (the
project). '

The near-term intersection traffic volumes for the without project conditions were derived
from the draft Near-Term 2015 Downtown Traffic Assessment, prepared by Wilson &
Company. This assessment was based on a SANDAG Transportation Model forecast for the
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Year 2015 with the inclusion of all planned and programmed downtown development
projects as identified by the Cenire City Development Corporation (CCDC).

Traffic forecasts for the with project scenario were developed using the diverted traffic
identified in Figures 1, 2, and 3 10 modify the near-term traffic forecasts to account for both
the proposed conversion of G Street to one-way operation and installation of the raised
medians at the selected locations.

AM and PM peak hour intersection analyses were conducted for both the “with project” and
“without project” scenarios; the results of which are shown in Table 1. The SYNCHRO
analysis worksheets are provided in Appendix B.

TABLE 1 Near-Term Intersection Level of Service with Conversion of G

" Intersection Yelay: Delay [ EOSTDalay’
Laurel Street / Pacific Highway 157.7 F.11748| F |158.1| F |1750¢f F
Laurel Street / Kettner Boulevard 10.4 B 10.8 B 10.5 B 10.8 B
Hawthorn Street / Pacific Highway 15.4 B 12.4 B 15.5 B 129 8
Hawthorn Street’ Kettner Boulevard 4.3 A 8.5 A 4.3 A 6.5 A
Cedar Street / Pacific Highway 31 A 5.9 A 4.5 A 6.0 A
. ~ 36% 39% 35% -1 39%
Cedar Street / Ketiner Boulevard (1CU) A (ICU) A (ICU) A (ICU) A
, . 33% 38% 33% 38%
Cedar Street / India Street (ICU) A (ICU) A (ICU) A (ICU) A
Beech Street / Pacific Highway* 10.2 B 11.7 8 10.3 11.7 B
. 35% 36% 30% 34%
Beech Street / Kettner Boulevard (ICU) A (IcV) A (Icu) A (ICU) A
. . 26% 47% 26% 47%
Beech Street / India Street (ICU) A (1CU) A (ICU) A (ICU) A
lash Street / Pacific Highway 6.2 Al 1186} B | 89| A [ 121 B
sh Street / Kettner Boulevard 8.0 A 4.2 A 9.7 A 7.9 A
Broadway / Pacific Highway . 4.2 A 4.2 A {105] B 2.5 A
Broadway / Kettner Boulevard 5.5 A 6.6 A 56 A 5.8 A
Broadway / State Street 83 A 13.1 B 8.9 A 12.1 B
. . . 37% 47% 17% 26%
G Street / Pacific Highway (ICU) A (cu) A (Icu) A (1cU) A
G Strest [ Kettner Boulevard 6.5 A 6.6 A 5.1 A 6.7 A
G Street / Siate Street 10.8 B 12.8 B 9.3 A 136 B
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TABLE 1 (Continued) Near-Term Intersection Level of Service with
Conversion of G Street to One-Way and the Additional Medians

i D A -

: £ 06laVE [TIOSIEDa)
(3 Street / Union Street 7.3
G Street / Front Street 5.6
Harbor Drive / Pacific Highway 6.5
Harbor Drive / Kettner Boulevard 4.4 ) )
Harbor Drive / Market Street 3.0 1.5 10.1
Market Street / State Street 57 49 A | 52 A

Source Wilson & Cornpany, Engineers & Architects, February 2007
* Stop-Controlted analyzed based on ICU methodology since no HCM methodology exists for calculating siop control at 6-iane
{or 3-lane one way) roads

As shown in Table 1, all study intersections are forecast 10 operate at acceptable LOS under
near-term 2015 conditions both with and without the one-way conversion of G Street and the
installation of the raised medians, with the exception of the Laurel Sweet/Pacific Highway
intersection. The intersection of Laurel Street/Pacific Highway is forecast to operate at LOS F
both with and without the proposed improvements. However, the added delay and resulting
project impact at this intersection is below the applicable threshold of significance ( >2.0
seconds). Therefore, no significant impact is attributed 1o the proposed improvements under
the near-term conditions.

4.2 Horizon Year 2030 Conditions

The 2030 horizon year traffic forecasts for the without project scenario were derived from the
previously conducied traffic analysis for the Downtown Community Plan EIR. it was also
assumed that all mitigation measures identified in the EIR would be undertaken prior to 2030,
the assumed horizon year. The Downtown Community Plan was approved by City Council in
April 2006.

Traffic forecasts for the “with project” scenario were developed using the diverted traffic
identified in Figures 1, 2, and 3 to modify the honizon year traffic forecasts 1o account for the
proposed conversion of G Street to one-way operation and instaliation of the raised medians at
the selected locations.

AM and PM peak hour intersection analyses were conducted for both the “with project” and
“without project” scenarios; the results of which are shown in Table 2. The SYNCHRO
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horizon year analysis worksheets are provided in Appendix C and Appendix D for the
“without project” and “with project”, respectively.

TABLE 2 Horizon Year Intersection Level of Service with Conversion of
G Street to One-Way and the Additional Medians

A = A =

ectic L DelEy | KOS | Delav L EO S Delay fEOS | Delav ['EOS:
Laure! Street / Pacific Highway' 536 | D D 1525] D
Laurel Street / Keftner Boulevard 17.2 B B 233 C
Hawthorn Street / Pagcific Highway 217.1 F F |323]| C
Hawthorn Street / Kettner Boulevard 10.3 B B 7.7 A
Cedar Street / Pacific Highway 4.8 A A 10.3 B
Cedar Street / Kettner Boulevard 7.8 A A 1.0 B8
Cedar Street / India Street* 8.7 A A 1.7 B
Roech Street/ Pacific Highway 7.2 A A 254 C
Beech Street [ Kettner Boulevard 10.1 B B g8 A
Beech Street / india Street 6.2 A A 8.8 A
Ash Street / Pacific Mighway 38.6 D D 78 A
" |Ash Street / Kettner Boulevard 45.3 D D 8.4 A
Broadway / Pacific Highway 9.1 A B ;478 B
Broadway / Kettner Boulevard 11.3 B B 60.2 E
Bioadway i Staie Stretss e SEHA05.8
G Street / Pacific Highway 121 B B
G Street f Kettner Boulevard 9.8 A A
GStest St Strestst s o 813
G Street / Union Sireet 25,7 C | 40.5 D | 214 C 19.2 B
G Street / Front Street 11.6 B 7.3 A 10.6 B 7.3 A
Harbor Drive / Pacific Highway 7.3 A 7.6 A 6.8 A 7.1 A
Harbor Drive / Kettner Boulevard 7.0 A 14.0 B 9.4 A | .15.8 B
Harbor Drive [ Market Street 7.9 A 11.0 B 8.7 A 12.1 B
IMarket Street / State Street 4.5 A 90 A | 58 A | 99 A

Source Wilson & Company, Engineers & Architects, February 2007

Table Notes;
- Significantly impacied intersections are shaded in the table with boided detays and LOS idenlifying the failing peak period.

' The delay and LOS are based on mitigated 2030 condition (Cycle length increase from 70 seconds to 105) per the approved
Downtown Community Plan. .

As illustrated in Table 2, based upon the City’s applicable traffic impact significance criteria
{change to LOS F or >2.0 seconds of additional delay under LOS F conditions),
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implementation of the proposed G Sueet conversion and raised median changes would cause
significant traffic impacts at the following two (2) intersection locations:

- G Street/State Street — PM Peak Hour.
- Broadway/State Street - AM and PM Peak Hours.

43 Mitigation Measures

The following mirigation measures are recommended for the significantly impacted
intersections, with proposed mitigations further illustrated in the attached diagrams:

1. G Street/State Street: Add an exclusive lefi-turn lane along eastbound G Street
approach by modifying the approach from the existing two shared lanes (a shared left-
through lane and a shared right-through lane) configuration to a three (3) lane
configuration: an exchisive lefi-turn lane, a through lane, and a shared righs-through
lane. Existing parallel parking can be maintained on each side of G Street. Also,
modify the southbound State Street approach by converting the angle parking (13
spaces) to parallel parking (9 spaces) and restriping the approach from a singie shared
lane to an exclusive left turn lane and a shared through-right tumm lane. Details are
illustrated in Figure 4.

The width of G Street between Columbia Sireet and State Street is 32 feet, which
would allow for eight-foot parallel parking lanes on each side of G Street plus three
"~ (3) 12-foot lanes, two (2) through lanes and one (1) right tum lane. The on-street
parking on the east (receiving) leg of G Street would continue 10 be converted from
parallel parking (8 spaces) to angle parking (12 spaces) on the north side of the block.

o

Broadway/State Strect: Add an exclusive right-tum lane along the eastbound
Broadway approach by modifying the approach from the existing left-turn, through
lane and shared through/right lane configuration to an exclusive left-turn lane, two (2)
through lanes, and a right-turn lane. The eastbound Broadway approach is 44 foot
wide, which would allow for a 12-foot left tumn lane (existing} plus two (2) 11-foot
through lanes and a 10-foot right turn lane. Details are illustrated in Figure 5.

As it is typical of the bus operation along this corridor io have bus stops in the travel
lane, use of the right-tumn lane would be shared by vehicles turning right onto
southbound State Street and by buses going straight through the intersection (Current
eastbound Broadway bus routes go straight through this intersection without turning).
According o a recent field review of existing bus stop locations along Broadway
between Harbor Drive and Twelfth Avenue, twenty (20) bus stops are currently
adjacent to through travel lanes, requiring buses to stop for passenger pick-up and
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drop-off , in the right travel lane which 1s shared with through traffic on Broadway.
Temporary lane blockage by buses during passenger pick-up and drop-off at the bus
stop currently occur at these tocations. At Broadway/State Street, the proposed right
turn lane blockage would be temporary and would occur outside the through travel
lanes, thus minimizing impact to through traffic. Figure 6 identifies those locations
on Broadway where bus stops currently share the right travel lane with through and
turning traffic. This arrangement 1s acceptable to Metropolitan Transit System (MTS),
as expressed by their Senior Service Planner at a recent site meeting with CCDC
representative. MTS. requested that the addition of a “Buses Excepted” sign i
supplement the right turn only sign.

The intersections detays and LOS both before and after the proposed mitigations are presented
in Table 3. The SYNCHRO analysis worksheets for the horizon vear with project conditions
after mitigation are provided in Appendix E. For reference, a listing of the improvements
within the Quiet Zone study area that are assumed for the horizon year per the Downtown
Community Plan is provided in Appendix F.

TABLE 3 Horizon Year Intersection Level of Service with Project
(Conversion of G Street te One-Way and the Additional Raised Medians)
After Mitigation

Broadway / State Street

G Street / State Street 19.8 B 61.4 E 1.7 B 65.2 E

Source Witson & Company, Engineers & Architects, February 2007

As shown above, implementation of the identified mitigation measures would reduce the
project impacts to a level of insignificance.

4.0 Summary of Key Findings

[n summary, the traffic analysis of the proposed conversion of G Street to one-way operation
along with impiementation of raised medians at selected locations, concluded the following:
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1. Under near-term 2013 conditions, all key study intersection would operate at acceptable
Level of Service both with and without the proposed improvements, with the exception
of the Laurel Street/Pacific Highway intersection. This intersection would operate at
LOS F under both scenarios, with minimal and insignificant increases in delay at this
location under the with project scenario. Implementation of the proposed project
improvements would therefore not cause any significant traffic impacts under near-term
2015 conditions.

Under 2030 horizon year conditions, implementation of the proposed G Sireet
conversion and raised median changes would cause significant traffic impacts at the
following two (2) intersection locations based upon the City’s applicable traffic impact
criteria (change to LOS F or = 2.0 seconds of additional delay under LOS F
conditions):

!\)

. Broadway/State Street - AM and PM Peak Hours
. G Street/State Street — PM Peak Hour

The following mitigation measures are required to reduce project impacts to a level of
insignificance under forecast horizon year conditions:

1. G Street/State Street: Add an exclusive lefi-turn lane along eastbound G Street approach
by modifying the approach from the existing two- (2) lane configuration to a three- (3) lane
configuration: an exclusive left-tumn lane, a through lane, and a shared right-through lane.

1]

Broadway/State Street: .Modify the castbound Broadway approach from the existing left-
turn lane, through lane and shared through/right turn lane conﬁduranon to a lefi-turn lane,
two (2) through lanes, and a right-turn lane.

Attachments: Figures 1 through 6.
Appendices A through F (on file at CCDC)
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Figure 1
Driveway Traffic Redistribution
Due to Raised Median on Laurel Street
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QUIET ZONE STATUS- CALIFORNIA CITIES

b200

Currently four jurisdictions have Quiet Zones in place in the state of California. Three other jurisdictions are in the proce=s
of implementing Quiet Zones in the near future. Per the FRA, none of the quiet zones have issues of train horns blowingJ

in violation of the quiet zones. Staff contacted the following jurisdictions in California regarding their Quiet Zone programs.
and obtained the following responses (Downtown San Diego Quiet Zone is BNSF Raitway for freight):

crossings

Jurisdictions Railroad i# of Crossings Status
UP/BNSF 6 crossings Per City of Richmond stalf, railroad companies are generally complying
Ri with quiet zone requirements. Enforcement has been easier for local
-Richmond . A . -
lines. For main lines which serve trains from other parts of the country,
somelimes engineers are not aware of the quiet zone restrictions.
Light rail Per Cily of San Jose staff, light rail is complying with quiet zone. The
San Jose City decided not to proceed wilh quiet zones for freight rail due o t.ht'a.
anticipated costs and legal risks to the City after conducting a feasibility
sludy. ,
Light rail, UP | 5 crossings Light rail shares lines with freight rail. Per City of Campbell staff, light
rail is complying with quiet zone.  Freight rail (Union Pacific) runs only
-Campbeil about three limes a week, and therefore, hasn't been the main source of
noise. There have been some compliance problems with UP.
BNSF 8 crossings Quiet zone program is not officially in place yet (lo be implemented in a
Placentia few months). But the City has lemporary agreement with BNSF Railway
for night quiet zone. Per City of Placentia staff, BNSF Railway is
complying with agreement. ‘
UP 42 crossings (1/3- | Per City of Sacramento Staff, Union Pacific is complying with quiet zone
_Sacramento 1/2 of them have | slatus, after working through some initial issues.
been
implemented)
West Sacramento upP Consi'dering 2 Quiet zone program is not in place yet. Will be implemented in few
Crossings months.
UP/BNSF Considering Quiet zone program is not in place yet. Currently in planning stage. -
Riverside approx. 16
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REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF
THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO

RESOLUTION NUMBER R-

DATE OF FINAL PASSAGE

A RESOLUTION OF THE REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF

THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO CERTIFYING THAT THE

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY HAS REVIEWED AND

CONSIDERED INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR THE QUIET

ZONE PROJECT MAKING CERTAIN FINDINGS

REGARDING THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT AND RELATED ACTIONS;

APPROVING AND ADOPTING A MITIGATED NEGATIVE

DECLARATION WITH RESPECT THERETO.

WHEREAS, the Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diego [Agency] 1s engaged

in activities necessary to carry out and implement the Redevelopment Plan for the Centre City

Redevelopment Project Area; and

WHEREAS, in order to carry out the objectives of the Redevelopment Plan, specifically,
upgrading the quality of life in downtown San Diego, the Agency seeks to move forward with
the Quiet Zone Project [Project] which requires that G Street convert to a one-way street

eastbound between Pacific Highway and Front Street; and

WHEREAS the Quiet Zone Project, and in particular the G Street conversion, proposes

diagonal parking on the north side of G Street between Pacific Highway and Front Street; and

WHEREAS the 1nstallation of necessary signs, street markings, and traffic signal
modifications is needed for implementation of the G Street one-way conversion and the creation

of diagonal parking; and

WHEREAS the Quiet Zone Project recommends the installation of improvements at each

of the thirteen railroad crossings; and

-PAGE 1 OF 3-
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WHEREAS, the Agency prepared an Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
[MND] to further assess certain potential environmental impacts of the Project, and circulated
such MND for a thirty-day review pgriod, seeking comment and consultation with citizens,
professioﬁal disciplines and public agencies pursuant to the California Environmental Quality

Act of 1970 [CEQA] and state and local guidelines and regulations adopted pursuant thereio;

WHEREAS, the MND relating to the proposed Quiet Zone Project, along with responses
to the concerns raised during the review pertod, have been prepared pursuant to CEQA and said

gwdelines and regulations; and

WHEREAS, the Agency, in connection with its consideration of the proposed Quiet Zone
Project, has reviewed and considered the information contained in the MND; NOW,

THEREFORE,
BE IT RESOLVED, by the Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diego, as follows:

1. The Agency hereby certifies that the Mitigated Negative Declaration regarding
the proposed Quiet Zone Project has been prepared and completed in compliance with CEQA

and state and local guidelines and regulations adopted pursuant thereto.

2, The Agency hereby further certifies that the Mitigated Negative Declaration was
presented to the members of the Redevelopment Agency, and that the information contained in
the Mitigated Negative Declaration, has been reviewed and considered by the members of the

Redevelopment Agency.

3. The Agency hereby further certifies that the Mitigated Negative Declaration

represents the Agency’s independent judgment and analysis.

4..  The Agency hereby finds and determines that:

-PAGE 2 OF 3-



062411

- (RA-2007-27)
a. The Project will have no significant effect on the environment with
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in the MND.

b. " The final Mitigated Negative Declaration is hereby approved and adopted.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Agency is directed to file a Notice of
Determination [NOD] with the Cierk of the Board of Supervisors for the County of San Diego

regarding the Project.

APPROVED: MICHAEL J. AGUIRRE, General Counsel

By W 1; A

Carol A. Leone
Deputy Counsel

CAL:cig

10/03/06

Or.Dept:CCDC

RA-2007-27
Council:Companion R-2007-283
MMS#2477

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was passed by the Redevelopment Agency of the
City of San Diego, at its meeting of

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY

By :
Jeannette Santos, Deputy Secretary

Approved:

(date) JERRY SANDERS, Executive Director

Vetoed:

(date) JERRY SANDERS, Executive Director
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RESOLUTION NUMBER R-

DATE OF FINAL PASSAGE

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN
DIEGO APPROVING THE CONVERSION OF G STREET
FROM A TWO-WAY STREET TO A ONE-WAY EASTBOUND
STREET FROM PACIFIC BIGHWAY TO FRONT STREETAS
PART OF THE DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO QUIET ZONE.
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of San Diego [Council] 1s engaged in activities
necessary to carry out and implement the Redevelopment Plan for the Centre City

Redevelopment Project Area; and

WHEREAS, in order to carry out and implement the Redevelopment Plan objectives,
specifically, upgrading the quality of life in downtown San Diego, the Centre City Development
Corporation [Corporation] has reviewed and fecommends that the Council approve the
conversion of G Street from a two-way street to an one-way eastbound street, from Pacific
Highway to Front Street, as part of the Downtown San Diego Quiet Zone Project [Project];

NOW, THEREFORE,
BE IT RESOLVED, by the Council of the City of San Diego, as follows:

1. That pursuant to authority conferred by and in accordance with the provisions of
San Diego Municipal Code section 82.19, G Street will be converted to a one-way street,

eastbound, between Pacific Highway and Front Street.

2. That the installation of the necessary signs, markings, and traffic signal
modifications on G Street for implementation of the one-way conversion is approved, and the

one-way regulation shall become effective upon the installation of such signs or markings.

-PAGE 1 OF 3-
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3. That the Council authorizes the City Clerk to deliver a copy of this resolution to

the Executive Director and members of the Council.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Council, as Responsible Agency under the
California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA), has reviewed and considered, prior to approving
the one-way conversion, the final Mitigated Negative Declaration [MND] SCH No. 2007021121
dated April 3, 2007 covering this activity, prepared by the Centre City Development Corporation
as Lead Agency. The Council directs the City Clerk to file a Noticé of Detemination with the

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors for the County of San Diego relating to this project.

APPROVED: MICHAEL J. AGUIRRE, City Attorney

/ 7
By W ; LN
Carol A. Leone
Deputy City Attorney

CAL:cfq
06/11/07
Or.Dept:CCDC
R-2007-283
MMS#2477

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was passed by the Council of the City of San
Diego, at this meeting of .

ELIZABETH S. MALAND
City Clerk

By
Deputy City Clerk
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Approved:
(date)
Vetoed:
(date)

JERRY SANDERS, Mayor

JERRY SANDERS, Mayor
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ORDINANCE NUMBER O- (NEW SERIES)

DATE OF FINAL PASSAGE

AN ORDINANCE AUTHORIZING ANGLE PARKING
ON G STREET BETWEEN PACIFIC HIGHWAY AND
FRONT STREET.
WHEREAS, changing G Street from two-way to a one-way stl;cet from Pacific Highway
-to Front Street is a condition to implementation of the proposed Downtown San Diego Quiet
Zone; and

WHEREAS, the City Transportation Engineering Division of the Engineering and
Capital Projects Department has reviewed the situation created by the proposed one-way
conversion of G Street and determined, using accepted traffic engineering principles, that angle
parking can be installed with an adequate margin of safety between Pacific Highway and Front
Street with the implementation of the conversion of G Street to one-way traffic; NOW,
THEREFORE,

BE IT ORDAINED, by the Council of the City of San Diego, as follows:

Section 1. That pursuant to the authority conferred by and in accordance with the
provisions of California Vehicle Code section 22503 and San Diego Municipal Code section
86.03, the creation of an angle parking zone on G Street between Pacific Highway and Front
Street, is hereby authorized;

Section 2. That the installatic.'n of the necessary signs or markings is hereby authorized to
be made on said street, and the regulations hereinabove imposed shall become effective upon the
installation of such signs or markings.

Section 3. That the City of San Diego as Responsible Agency under the California

Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] has reviewed and considered a Mitigated Negative

-PAGE 1 OF 3-



n02418 (0-2008-5)

Declaration, SCH No. 2007021121, dated April 3, 2007, covering this activity, prepared by the
Centre City Development Corporation as Lead Agency.

Section 4. That a full reading of this ordinance is dispen_sed with prior to its final
paSsage, a written or printed copy having been available to the City Council and the public a day
prior to its final passage.

Section 5. That this ordinance shall take effect and be in force on the thirtieth day from

and after its final passage.

APPROVED: MICHAEL J. AGUIRRE, City Attorney

ey,

By { /&4/14 A X LTy A
Carol A. Leone
Deputy City Attorney

CAL:cfq
07/12/07
Or.Dept:CCDC
0O-2008-5
MMS#2477
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I hereby certify that the foregoing Ordinance was passed by the Council of the City of San
Diego, at this meeting of .

ELIZABETH S. MALAND

City Clerk
By
Deputy City Clerk
Approved:
(date) JERRY SANDERS, Mayor
Vetoed:
(date) JERRY SANDERS, Mayor
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