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PREFACE TO THE DRAST EIR

The legislation auticrizing the Navy Broadway Complex project is the National Defense
Authorization Act for fiscal year 1987, Public Law 59-661. Tae Navy and City of San Diego
executed a Memerandum cf Understanding (MOU) agreeing to enter into a development
agreement, which will include a development plan and urban design guidelines for the project.
Because both the Navy and the City of San Diego must approve the development agreement, both
an environmental impact statement (EIS) in accordance with the National Envircnmental Policy
Act (NEPA) and an environmental impact report (EIR) in accordance with the California
Environmental Guality Act (CEQA) ars being prepared to address the potential environmental
imgpacts of the propesed project.

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

Tae EIS was prepared o fully comply with the provisions of bota NEPA and CEQA, and contains
ali discussions required by 2ach act. As provided by Section 151350 of the State CEQA Guidelines,
an EIR "may incorzorate by refersnce all or pertions of acother document which is 2 maiter of
oublic record or i generally available to the ublic.” Tais EIR incorporates by reference the EIS
for ine Mavy Breadway Complex project. Thae EIS fully complies with CEQA and the Siais
CEQA Guidelines, so the EIS shall also serve as the EIR for this project. The EIS is being
circulated concurrently with and to iae same agencies and members of the puplic as ihe EIR.
Trerefore, a summary of the contenis of the EIS is not necessary within this SIR. Tae address
io submit comments and request additional informaiion is provided below.

CONTACT FOR INFORMATION AND SEND COMMENTS TO:

Officer in Charze

Western Division Naval Facilities Enginesring Command Detachment
Sroadway Cemplex

333 West Beech Sirset, Suite 101

San Diego, California 92101-2837

(519) 532-3291
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CONCLUSIONS TO EIR:

An Environmental Impact Statament (EIS) was preparad to address
the environmental impacts of sach of the proposed alternatives.
This EIR incorporates the EIS by raference. The EIS addressad
land use and applicakle plans, transportation and circulatien,
aasthetics and viewshad, public services and utilities, —
sociceconomics, the physical environment, biclogical resources,
air quality, noiss, cultural rescurces, public hesalth and safaty,
and energy and conservation.

The praferrasd alternativa, Altarnative A, would include a 1.9-
acra open space ar=a, a musaum, and specific design guidelines
consistent with existing plans. Beneficial impacts to land use,
viewsheds, recrszational facilitias, and sccioeconcmics would
rasult from this altermativa.

The preopesad altermativas would include transportation demand
managament measura2s that would raduce the petential air quality
impacts of the »roj=ct. According to the California Air
Rasources Board, incorporation of these measuress would
demonstrate consistency with the State Implementation Plan.

The Ragional Air Quality Strategy astaklishes a geal of
maintaining a Levael of Service {LOS) C or oettar Lo reduce i
of times and vahicular emissicns. Cumulative davelopment in %}
projeact vicinity would crz2atz2 congesticn (Lavel of Service D or
below) at six intersecticns. The propeosad projact would
contributa a substantial increment to this congestion at ona %o
two of these intarsections, City of San Disgo standards provide
that this incremental contrikbution to the regicn'’s non-attainment
of ozona and carbon monoxide standards is a cumulatively
significant unmitigatad impact.

' RECOMMENDED MITIGATION OR ALTERNATIVES FOR SIGNIFICANT
UNMITIGATED IMPACTS: ‘

The No Project altermative, which would retain the sita in it
zurrent cenditien, would 2liminata impacts Lo air quality and
traffic circulation. Other altarnatives ceonsiderad in the ZI
would have similar impacts to ths proposad droject. Theasa
altarnatives would have a cumulativaly significant air quality
impact.
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MITIGATION MTASURIZ INCORPORATED INTO THE PROJECT
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in order to wmitigata a

72rsa clrculation impachts, lmtersacti
laprovaments would e mads ia phases timed o somstrucilon on thz
7arlous blecks of the sroject sita, Tha lmprevaments includz the
addition of “urm lanes at ha Broadway/Pazific Fighway
intersection and th2 signalization o Ha : northn of
3ro2dway and the Facidic Highway/Harh saction,
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NOTICE OF PRZPARATION (NOP) FOR &
CALIFORNTA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)
DRAFT ZNVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

LEAD AGENCY:
The City of San Diego, California
PRCPCSED ACTION:

The Department of the Navy, im coordipation with the City of 3an Diego, i3
propoaiag to radevelop it3 laad known as the Navy 3roadway Complex, The
project site 13 located on approximately sixteen acres ia downtown San Diago
adjacent to the San Diego Bay wazarfront and consists of eight city blocks
that ara hounded »y Harbor Drive on the west, Market Strset on the south,
Pacific Aighway om the =2ast, and 3roadway om the north (3ees Zxhiditsz 1 aad
he zite I3 currantly improved with a serias of 3sixtaen miscellaneous
of a2 and waszhouse bulldiags conzaining in axcazs of one million squara faet
nf gross floor arsa, The bulldings were conarructad berwean 1322 and 1343,

The Navy 1s proposing to consolidates ip modarm facilitias the 3Jeneral
regional administrative activitias of the naval shore astablishment in the San
Diego az2a. These facilirias ara tn be cenirazl o the 3an Diago rmnawval
commands, the populatien of rhe San Diago area and vagiocnal transportation
3ystcama. The Nawy’'s objectiwve i3 o zedavelop this 3ite shrough a public/
privat2 partnership dasigned zo meer :the Navy's ragional adminisrrariwve office
space  aeeds iz a  manmar thatr will compliment San  Diago’s
redevelopment. Approximataly oce million squarz fa2: of Nary office spnace
contemplatad zo be daveloned on zhe sita by a privaza develover(s) fo 3
the Navy, Addirional mizad-use {2.z, offica, hotal, specialty raiail) privat
davelopment on the 3ite2 will be allowed which i3 iniandad :to ofisst the ces
of the Nawy=occuvled spaca tharaby raducing cost to the faxpayar,
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4 conceptual wmaster plan aad urban design guildalines w#ill be prezpared in
coordinazion with the San Diago community rhrough the City of 3San Diage to
guide tha dzvelopmenz of the 3it=z, Iz is proposed tchat the Nawvy and the City
will 2ntar into a davelopment agra2ement a3z the wmechaniazm for aporoval and
conizzol of the 3ita’s davalopment,

ENVIRCNMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

Prior o entaring izte auch a dawalopment agr2emear, the City of San Dlago
13 requirad oo prapara an ITavirommental Impact Rwvert (RIR) ia zsampliianc: wich
tha CEQA, Tha Mavy will a2lsc te orasaring an Eavirzownmental Iapact Starzament
(EI3) for 1tz wrovosad actioms iz compliancs with the ¥atiaral Invizozmeantal
Poliey  Aex (NEPA),  Bacaunza of izsuas commom £o beovh ard  zo  facilinaza
admindszrazion, joint ha2rings znd 2eatizngs will 2 zonduciad Jor “ha NEIPA and
CEQA avnce3zizas,

Tha TIR will %a 3 full 3o9pae document whatn w11l cawvar 211 macsars of
poc2aiial emvizommental aocmcst: (an faitlal 3tudy 13 aon atzached e this
NC?). The a2nvircamencal anmalysis will addzesaz, Duz oz be Limizad o, zraific

pe fronr accazs, aazehazlas and via
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corridors, public services and  wutiliriss, sociceconomics, geology and
selsmizity, axtraczadbla Tascurzes, aydrslegy and drainage, biology, andangarad
soecias and cricical habdbitat, ailr quality, noisa, cultural rTa2gour=as, coastal
zone managzment, puvlic healih and safery, and a2nergy consarvation.

Alzernacivas that ara being comsiderad inelude wvariaticms of private--and
Navy devalopment on tha Broadway Complex sit2, Navy-only davalopment of the
3ita, development of an altermative site ia downtown Sanm Dizgo, and ne action,

CCMMENTS CN THE SCOPE OF THE ZiR:

me Ciry of Saa Piago i3 requestiag any comments you may hrave ragardiag

the 3cope of the aenvirommental analysis ia the EIR., Bacause of i3sues common

£o both the Yawry's anvircnmental raview and chis procass and %o facilirata

adminiseracion, the Navy i3 desigzpated to collacr and diszeminmata quasticns

ad comments zT2garding thils procass to the City of San Diszo for rasponse.
Plzase submit comments, iz writing, %o the address »rovidad balsw:

Officer ia Chazrga
Wegtern Division
Nawal Facilitizs Engineeriag Command Detachment
Broadway Complax
1220 Pacific Highway
San Diago, Califsraia 92132-3130C
Aztn: Captain Wayne Soodermozz, CEC, TSN
fuzation3 ghould be addressed o zae same addz233 or if2laphona iaguizdlas can
ba dirvaczad o Anthony Prineini, Ganeral Counsel, Breoadway CJomplax 2=
ffice, ar {51%3) 332-3291. Writian commeni3 musi s submitzad 57 Dacambar
1338,

Ia addicion, jolnt pudlic scopiag meetings will be hald o raceive wrictan
and oral testimony from govarmmental agsncies aad zhe public adou: issues :tha:
3nould be addregsed in tha EZIS/EIR. A morning sassion has been schedulad for
agancy rapr:zeutatiyes and an 2vaning seaszion for members of the oublic, The
avaning session will adjourn at 11:30 P.M. or @azrlisr, if all commeunts have
Baex Tac2ivad. The 3coping m@earings will ba coaductad by Capraiz Wayma
Goodarmoza, the Officar in Charg2 of the Broadway Complax Proiect 0ffica, The
meezings will be 4iaformal.  Individual spealara will be raqueated o limit
thelr 3zavzmentd £o five minutea, Writtan statamancs will ha aceaprad ar zhe
meatings oY Zhay may be malled to the address givan abors,
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3cza me2:ings wlll be opea oo the z2azaral pasliz 11 cha times aad
locatlons indlcatad below:

[
#orning Sa3dlion Zyaninz S233lo0n :
Yorzabar 14, 1333 = 9309 a.m., Morember 143, 1333 - 7:50 2,2,
Ciley Admindszrazica 3ulldiag Cley Admindgewacion 3uilding
12%he Floer 12182 Tloor
202 'C' Brraaz 202 727 Zraa:
3az Diage, CA 32101 Jam Diazo, CA 22101
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Officer in Charge

Westarn Division

Maval Facilities Engineering Command
. Detachment, Broadway Complex
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DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS)

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

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

PROPOSED ACTION

Redevelopment of Navy Land Xnown as the Navy Broadway Complex, San Diego, Califcrnia

LEAD AGENCY

Department of the Mavy

ABSTRACT

The Mavy has identified a need to consolidate the rsgional administrative activities of the San
Diego naval shore establishment in modern facilities at a site central to other Navy {acilities in
San Diego. The Navy Broadway Complex is centraily located on approximately 16 acres in
dowatown San Diego, adjacent to the San Diego waterfront. The site is proposed for
redevelopment through a public/private partnership tc meet the Navy's regional administrative
‘"'LFIC\., space needs in a manner that will complement San Diego’s bayfront, while retaining suprort

ctivities for the continued operation of ¢ the adjacent Navy Pier. Appreximately 1 million square
feet of office space is needed for use by the Navy. Additicnal mixed-use private development
(2.g., office, hotel, retail) on the site will be included o offset the cost of the Navy-cccupied
space, thersby reducing the cost to the taxpayer. Itis ?:‘T'_'J[‘OSEﬁ that the Navy and the zity will
enter into a develcpment agreement as the mechanism for approval and controt of the site’s
development.

The EIS addresses the issues of tratfic and circulation, land use and planning, aesthetics and view
corridors, public services and utilities, socioeconomics, geology and seismicity, hydrology and
drainage, biclogy, air quality, noise, cultural resources, coastal policy consistency, public health and
safety, and energy conservaiion. Alternatives assessed in the EIS include variations of combined
orivate and Navy develooment on the Navy Broadway Ceomplex, Navy-only construction on the
site, development of the site in cenjunction with an alteraative location in downtown San Diego,
and 2o action.

CONTACT FOR INFORMATION AND SEND COMMENTS TO:

Orficer in Chargs

western Division Naval Facilities Enginzering Command Detachment
Broadway Complex .
335 Wast Beecn Strzel, Sujiz 1] '
San Diego (“aum«. 2 521012937
!

. -\
v

"COMMENTS ON THE DRAST Ti%

ey . , \ 84 A oo
ritian comimeiis musi e received ac the above addi=ss by: 14 JUN e




PREFACE TO THE DRAFT EIS

Tae legisiaticn authorizing this project is the National Defense Authorizaticn Act for fiscal year
1987, Public Law $9-661. The Navy and City of San Diego executed a Memocrandum of
Understanding (MOU) agreeing to enter into a development agreement, which will include a
development plan and urban design guidelines. for the project.

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

This document is the EIS, for which the Department of the Mavy is the lead agency. The EIR,
preparad in accordance with CEQA, is being circulated to the public by the City of San Diego
simultaneously wita this £IS. The EIR incorporates by reference the EIS. The public is invited
to review and submit comments cn either or both of these documents.
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SECTION 1

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS,
AND MITIGATION MEASURES

1.1 INTRODUCTION

Tae Navy Broadway Compiex is an existing facility in downtown San Diego, California, which is

he location of the Naval Supply Center, San Diego; the Commander, Naval Base, San Diego; and
severai cther activities. Constructed r‘nmanly between 1921 and 1944, the Cf‘mpiex consists of
approximately 400,000 square feet (SF) of administrative office and 600,000 SF of warchouse uses
on a 15.6-acre site near the San Diego Bay waterfront. It is bounded by Broadway on the north,
Harbor Drive on the west and south®, and Pacific Highway cn the east, and is centraily located
amidst the 17 other Navy instaliations in the metropolitan San Diego area. The lccation of the
Navy Broadway Complex and other Navy installations is depicted in Figure 1-1.

In 1582, the Navy reviewed a plan to provide an efficient, upgraded, and centralized administrative
facility for numercus Navy installations in the San Diego area. The Navy Broadway Compiex was
selected as this facility because of its central location, apprepriate size, land constraints on area
Navy operational bases, and adjacency o the Navy Pier which will continue to operate as a key
military asset. The Chief of Naval Gperations (CNO) approved this centralized administrative
office complex concept {called co-lecation) at the Navy Broadway Complex in 1983, Subsequently,
it was determined that approximately 1 million ST of Navy office space weul d be geef‘ea to
accommedaie the regional administrative office program, and :edevelonment cf the site would te
necessary.

Construction of Navy officss, or other military uses, is typically funded through Military
Censtruction (MTLCO\I) appropriations, which are taxpayer funded and Congressionally approved.
However, the Navy began uonsxdehﬂg a public-private development venturs whereby a private
developer would finance the construction of the new central naval facility in exchange for a
ground lease for a portion of the site. In this way, the Navy offices could be provided at 2
reduced cost to taxpayers. An advisory group--the Broadway Complex Coordinating Group
(BCCG)--was formed in August 1985 under the auspices of the San Diego Association of
Governments (SANDAG) to serve as community adviscrs for the planning of the Navy Broadway
Complex and to initiate consultation with local government authorities.

A, co-location program was introduced, which provided for the Federal Government to retain title
to the property and to lease portions of the property for private revenue-generating uses that
could offset the cost of Navy facilities. A key objective of the co-lccaticn program was 0
encourage private land uses that are compatible with Navy administrative uses and su:zouqdin
land uses. Federal legisiation was passed in 1987 (P.L. 55-681) ihnat aul._'lOf' zed the pursuil Of a
public-private veniurs o uuulﬁ"’}&’lt the co- iocatfcn U.ic:°m on fhe ol' (ses Aprpen dix A AY. This

legislation specified that detalied plans and tzrms of the development -d te formulated by the
Navy and the San Diego community through coordination with the :JM,G

Harbor Drive uatil recently was known as Market Street aiong tae southern boundary
of the site, and i5 occasionally referred o as such in the EIS.

1-1
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. The Navy and City of San Diego signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) in June 1587

o help implement P.L. 99-661. The MOU specifies that the Navy and City will enter intc an
agreement for the future develcpment of the Mavy Broadway Complex site. According to the
MOU, the development agreement will include a development pian, urban design guidelines, and
phasing for the project (see Appendix B).

1.2 PROPOSED ACTION AND ATTERNATIVES

The Department cf the Navy propeses to redevelop the Navy Brcadway Compiex with up to |
million square feet cf Navy offices and up to 2.5 million square feet of mixed commercial office,
hotel, and retail uses. To implement the project, the Navy is prepesing o enter into a leng-
term ground lease of preperty on the Navy Broadway Compiex to a private party(ies). In
consideration of the lease, the Navy would obtain its administrative offices without compensaticn,
cr at substantially below 'narkct value, thereby developing needed Navy facilities at a reduced cost
10 taxpayers. Tae g*sun lease would be with a private party, and weuld aliow for the
development and oneration of a mix of private office, hotel, and/or retail uses on a portion of the
Navy Broadway Compiex, along with the Navy offices. The existing Navy Pier and rail Lnes

serving the pier would be retzined for use by the Nawy.

The development agresment betwesn the Navy and the City of San Diego would guide the
redevelcpment of the complen Se**aram frem this project, the Navy has alraady started a
modernization vlan to relocate existing warshousing functions on the Navy Broadway Complex
{o other, more modem storage facilities in tne San Diego region.

121 PROCESS FOR ALTERMNATIVES PLANNING

Propesed alternatives to the redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex have been formulated
through an extensive planning process. Tarough the BCCG, as well as through general public
respenses (o the potential redevelopment of the site, fhe Navy has 3renarea and refined
aiternative plans to provide a pre;e:ed deve;opmnt pian that meeis the oojectives of th
community while also satisfying the nesds of the Navy for 1 million SF of office ¢ space at a

“.duc cost to taxpayers

The expressed community objectives for redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex include
the foilowing:

T

s Provision of a significant open space arsa at the foot of Broadway.

(=3
? Opening of access through the site 1o provide a link between the downtown
core, residential arsas, and the waterfront,

® Creation/protection of view corsidors aleng Broadway, S Sirset, T Sirset, and
Fanlir= Y !
G Sireet. )
3 Provision of public uses, such as 2 mussum.
The Navy had to balance these community objectives with consideration of coastal development

nclicies and financial objectives for the project. In addition, the Mavy needed to comsider a

1-3

JB/6€40001.1



trapsiticn of land uses from the high-intensity commercial office, hotel, and residential uses to
the east and the waterfront to the west. '

The Navy first examined a concept developed in 1586 as part of an overall study of Navy opticns
for the site. The concept included nearly 5 million SF of development on the site, which wouid
have been accommodated with several high-rise structures, approximately 400 feet high,
throughout the site. The Navy rejected this alternative because it seemed tco dense for the
waterfront.

Several other alternatives were considered during the planning process, each with up i
1 million SF of Navy cffices. A relatively large amount cf specialty retail was considered (over
100,000 SF) within a mixed-use development that also included offices and hotels with
approximately 3 million SF of cverall devclopme 1it.  This alternative was rejected because of
insufficient market demand for this amcunt of specialty retall, given expansion of the nearby
Seapcrt Village specialty shopping center and proximity to a regicnal shepping mall (Horton
Plaza).

Residential use (860 dwelling units} was considered within an approximately 3 million ST
development that also included Navy office and hotel uses. This alternative was rejected because
it did 2ot srovide sufficient revenues on a per-squars-toot basis to offset the cost of Navy cifices
and would result in a more intense development to provide a financial return equal to other
alternatives. '

1.2.2 SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES

The potential alternatives were nar:‘owe" to seven, five cf which are consistent with the objectives
of prcviah‘ ap to approximately 1 miillion SF cf Navy offices at a reduced cost to the taxpayer.
Table 1.2-1 presents a statlstical summary of each alternative. The Navy’s preferred alternative
{Alternative A) is described here in more detail than the other six. A detaiied description of each
alternative is presented in Sect;cn 3, beginning on page 3-1.

Aiternative &

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

» A 1.3-acre public open space arsa would be provided for community use at the
foot of Broadway, adjacent to the waterfront (see Figure 1-3). This area could
potentially be combined with adjacent properties 10 creaie an even larger open
space that could be considersd a new waterfront gateway 1o dowztown San
Diego (Tigurs 1-4).

J3/6¢40001.1




. 'I‘AIBLIﬁl .
LAND USE SUMMARY OF P OSED ALTERNATIVES

_ Land Uses
(in Square Feet)

Parking Total
aN avy Private " Public Uses “  Above-Ground Total Square
Alternatives  Oflice” Indostrial  Office Hotel Retail Open Space  Museum Floor Area” Spaces” Feet FAR?
A 1,000,000 0 650,000 1,220,000 25,000 a 9851E()r%2)h 55,000 (80032());1000) 3,105 3,250,000 5.45
9 paces :
B 1,000,600 0 900,000 1,220,000 25,000 © 25 1 ,g(r)g)h 55,000 (00 300,00{; 3,355 3,500,000 5.88
b spaces
C 1,000,000 0 0 1,220,000 25,000 0 0 225,000 2,455 2,470,000 4.15
(600 spaces)
D 20,000/ 0 1,430,000 1,440,000 25,000 21,000 0 0 2,905/1,205 2915000/  5.40°
980,000 (0.5 acre) (4,110Y 980,000
(1,000,000) (3,995,000)
3 1,000,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,230 1,000,000 1.68
r 1,000,000 0 650,000 1,220,000 25000 152,000, 55,000 365,000 3,105 3,315,000 5.70
(3.5 acres) (1,040 spaces)
G 405,753 601,276 0 0 0 0 0 0 425 1,007,029 1.69

The requesied Navy office square footage would be 1,000,000 SE. If not filled by the Navy, the remaining square {ootage could transfer to commercial
office uses.

Retail square foolage excludes ground-level support retail that would be integrated into privaie office and hotel uses.

Square lootage and acreage arc approximale.

Includes only the square {ootage in above-grade parking stiuctures.

Inciudes both above- and below-grade parking spaces. 7

Total square [ootage devoied io above-grade, enclosed structures. The square footage of open space areas is not incladed.

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

Includes oanly the open space located on the Navy Broadway Complex site.

Figures showi are: MNavy Broadway Complex/Alternative Site and the total, which is shown in prareniheses.

AR is for Navy Broadway Complex only.
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® Pedestrian corridors would be developed along E, F, and G Strees and would
be upgraded on all streets surrounding the site so that access between the
downtown core and the waterfront would be improved (see Figure 1-5). Access
along the waterfront would also be improved by providing a midblock pedesirian
passage parallel to the bayfront.

® View corriders along E, F, and G streets would be opened to the waterfront.
e Cround-level retail would be provided to encourage pedestrian use of tie area.

The anticipated mix of uses for Alternative A is shown below. Depending on market conditicns,
the square foctage may be modified, with the overall squars footage not exceeding 3,25C,06 SE.

Navy office: 1 million SF

Museum: 55,000 SF

Commercial cffice: 638,000 SF

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

Retaif: 25,000 ST

Above-grace pariking: 306,000 % (806 spacss)
Total parking spaces: 3,165

@ @ @ ¢ @ 8 e

This aiternative wculd be designed so that the tallest buildings are or the northeastern area of

the site clcsest to downtown San Diego, while shorter structurss step down tc the waterfront io

midwest 2ad south, The tallest building would be up to 400 fest in height, with the other
buiidings ranging from 160 to 350 feet. Buildings would have a slender design to provide cpen
wview corridors.

This slternative mests the basic projest objectives of providing one million 87 ¢f Mavy cifice space
at 2 reduced cost to taxpayers. Because 2 substantial portiorn of the site is deveted to public opexn
space instead of buildings, ofi-setting local government financial coniributions would be nezded
for certain public infrastructure ieprovements (e.g., rcacway and streetscape improvements).

Alternative B

Alteraative B (Tigure 1-6) would be developed with 3,500,000 S of mixed uses (including
300,000 Sr of above-grade parking). The intent of this alternative is to provide sufficient private
develcpment to meet the Navy's office objectives without nancial contribution from local
government for infrastructure improvements. Proposed uses are similar to Alternative A
However, 300,000 ST more commescial office and 1.4 acres less open space would be developed,
as shown in Table 1.2-1 (page 1-5). The §.5-acre open space in this alternative would be a public
plaza at the corner of Broadway and Harbor Drive.

Tais alternative meets (e basic project obiectives.

Alfermadve |

Alternative C {Tigurs 1-5) wouid te developed with 2,470,000 57 of mixed uses (i

~—y o 0 ] : T : Lot H 2 H . : 1,
225,600 8% of above-grade parking). The intent of this siternative is 10 smppasize rsha
i

Sl 2wl
of the exsting buildings as the means for achieving the Navy’s office obiectives. Existing Navy
buildings would be rshabilitated on the northern talf of the site for Navy uses only, with hotels
1-5
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on the southern half. This alternative would require the least amount of private development
to suppert Navy cffices without any [ocal financial assistance. Unlike Alternative A, no
commercial coffice would be developed, and, due {0 space constraints and the configuration of
existing buildings that wculd be rehabilitated, oper space and a museum would aot be provided.
Proposed uses are listed in Table 1.2-1 (page 1-5).

This alternative meets the basic preject cbiectives.

Alternative D Is intended to evaluate how an aiternative site for the Navy's cifice otjectives could
be developed. It would requirs private develcpment on the Navy Broadway Complex sits to
generate sufficiert revenue for acquisiticn and use of 2 secend site. Alternative D would be
developed with 2,915,060 SF of mixed uses, including approxmately 20,000 S& of Navy offices,
at the Navy Broadway Comgplex, and approxmately 980,000 SF of Navy offices on a site in the
eastern area of downtown San Diego (Figure 1-7). A minimal Navy presence (20,000 SF) would
remain at the Navy Broadway Complex tc support the Navy Pier. Propesed uses on the Mavy
Broadway Complex would be similar to Alternative B in intensity and layout--with 0.5 acre of cpen
space--but additiona! commercial office ard hote] uses would be developed in place of Navy
offices to mee! project financial cbiectives. No museum would be provided. Proposed
deveiopment is listed in Table 1.2-1 (page 1-5). '

Thais alterpative meets the basic project objectives.

Alternatve £

Ajternative E {Figurs 1-7) wouid inciude coustruction of 1 million SF of Navy offices on the Navy
3roadway Commplex site and no private Jevelopment. Tais alternative svaluates traditicnal
tazpayer-fnanced congrassicral funding for construction. Construction would primarily involve
the rehabilitaticn of the two largest buildings on the property, and construction of cne new
building. Due to the configuration of buildings that would be rehabilitated and the need to
minimize expenditure of public funds, zc opexn space or museum would be provided. Tabie 1.2-1
(page 1-3) hists the uses that would be developed.

Altheugh this alternative provides one wmillion SF of Navy offices, it does not meet the basic
project obiectives of providing the Navy offices at a reduced cost to taxpayers, because it relies
on direct Faderal appropriation of tax dellars fo totally finance the project.

Alternative T

= ure 1-8) wouid be similar to Alternative A, and would be developed with
3,315,000 3F of mixed uses {including 353,000 55 of above-grade parking), but includes nc
deveicoment on the mest nerthern of the four blocks on the site. The intent of this alternative
s to mammize open space ousite, particularly at the foet of Broadway, Approxdmetely 3.5 acres
of open scace would be provided, 1.4 acrss mors than with Altsmnative A In order 4o provide
tkis additional open space, development on the other thres Tiocks of the site would De intensified
{compared with Alternative A), and up io 300-foot-iall buildings would be buil, Provosed use
s :

are listed in Table 1.2-1 (page 1-5).

JB6EAGE01.1
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e

This alternative meets the basic objectives of the project; however, local government financia
assistance would be needed for certain infrastructure improvements.

Ajternative {z
Alternative G (Figure 1-8) is the no-acticn alternative, so there would be no new develepment

is
on the Navy Broadway Complex. Existing uses that would be retained are listed in Table 1.2-1
{page 1-5).

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

Develcpment of any of the alternatives would require a number of discreticnary acticns. Provided
below is a list of acticns that may be required and for which this envircrnmental document may
be used:

? Final project approval by Secretary of the Navy and the United States Congress.

o

» Develcpment Agrseme“t (City of San Diego/Navy). in addition to allowing
development of the project, the development agreement would bind subsegquent
develepers io specific conditicns and will provide mechanisms for pericdic

Teview.

® Naztional Poilution Discharge Eliminaticr System (NPDES) sermit {California

=

Rezgicral Water Quality Conirol Beard).

= et ol P Y. PP N Pt e ame i A
> rederal Avi aLI’“" Admirnisiraiion Construction Notilication {A“Bdﬁxcu Aviaticn

Coastal Consistency Determination {California Coastal Commission)
Y ;

14 ENVIRONMEMTAT, SCOPING

On October 18, 1688, a Notice Of Intent (NOI) for the Propcsud Navy Broadway Cornp

Froject Enwvircnmental Impact Statement (EIS } was oublished in the Federal Register in
accordance with the National Envircnmental Policy Act {(NEPA) as 1*‘1’10’1&:“16:m:e“T by the
Department of Navy. A Notice Of Preparatiocn {NOP) of an Ervironmental I:n pact Report (EIR)
in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was Leleasbd concurrently.
The NOI and NCP briefly described the prepesed acticn, pessible alternatives, and the scoping
" proesss, and provided the name and address of a contact perscn. The comment pericd ended on
December 16, 1988, Cooies of the NOI and NOF are oresented in Appendix C. A copy of the
MOP is tresented in the EIR.

?

The purpose of the MOI and NOP was to (1) notify restonsivle agencies and the‘general public
acout tae propesed “-’3]&:, {2y soficit SOmments or issuss that sicuid be addressed in ihe
gnvircnmental document, and {3} {oster coordination snd cooperation.

In addition to the NOT and the NOP?, two 3
sclicit additicnal public and agency commer ‘t

oring mestings were held on November 14, 1988, 10

Ct'l s {-J
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The following agencies submitted responses to the NOI and NOP:

. United States Department of Health and Human Services
° United States Department of the Interior--Fish and Wildlife Servicss
) United States Environmental Protection Agency
] California Office of Historic Preservation--Department of Parks and Recreation
» California Department of Transportation--District 11 .
* California Ceastal Commission '
° Caiifornia State Land Commission
® California Department of Fish and Game
° City of San Diego--Transportaticn Planning Section
s County of San Diego, Chief Adminisirative OE;m..
® San Diege Unified Port District
o San Diege Metropolitan Transit Development Board
° Centre City Developmeznt Corporaticn
Copies of the specific NOT and NOP responses are available at the address shown on the cover
Tage.
1.4.1 SCOPING COMMENTS

Responses to the NOI and NOP and comments 2t public scoping mestings requested discussicns
of the following topics in the decument.

Land Use/Plznning

* Address compatibility of the prepesed project in scale and character with the
adjacernt planned land w

C Address consistency of the project and alternatives with the redeveicpment
plans and other relevant land use plans and policies of the City of San Diego
and the San Diego Usified Port District.

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

? Evaluate impacts on public shereline aceess, with respect to the Coastal Zone
Managenent Act (CZMA) and the California Coastal Act. Evaluate the
opening of £ apd T Sireets and the extensicn of G Street to the shoreiine.

» Addrass potential imoacts on pedesttian activities on the waterizont,

H
2

—rmima the ghortoe P oL g S, Q. . - A
? Determine the shori-range 1raiic impacts of project deveiopment.

TB/6640001.1




v

Determine datly traffic, potential long-range impacts of the development, and
a qualitaiive level of service azalysis of affected roadways.

Include intersection capacity atilizaticn {ICU) apalysis at all potentially affected

intersections.

Consider parking demand that may be generated by the p royec and any impact
cr adjacent cr nearby public and/or private ca-strest zad off-strest parking
Tes0urces

Evaluate applicability cf parking strategies currently being considered in

downtown San Diege.

Aesthetics and Viewshed

]

Address the compatibility, scale, and intensity of the alternatives wita all adjacent
Address consistency of the zlternatives wztd City of San Diego adopted uwrban
desipn standards and criteria.

Discuss the effect of the preiect on view corricors.

Include a shadew analysis.

. Public Services and iJilities

@

lq

inclucde a discussion of (e open space and public amenities for recreation 1o
be p:cvzczed cosite.

Discuss the sewage and wastewater ireaiment requirements of the project and
impacts on the ?01-‘. Loma Wast swate Treaiment Plant.

Discuss impacts of incrzased flows from the project on the existing wastewater
treatment system, especiaily on the system’s ability t0 mest National Poflutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) or state-issued permit conditions.

Discuss any compliance problems that the *City experiences with the current
sewage treatment and conveyance system ( enforcemem actions, consent decrees,

LY

eic.) and the potantial impacts of the proposed project on compiiance problems.

Determine the consistency of the project with the Regicnal Water Quality
Control Rcard’s (RWQCR) new nonpoint-source water management Drograms.

1

vizonment (Geology/Hydrology/Waser Juality)

J3/6640601.1
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a

Driscuss notential adverse impacts from any increased nanoff, sedimentation, soif
=3
Bt

; o vmion meilitoms —c gam "
rosion, andfor urban poilutant on stTsams and walSIlourses On OF neg



® Analyze the effect of groundwater pumping at the project site and throughout

Centre City. Address potential underground contamination cn the Navy .
Broadway Complex.

® Determine the project’s compiiance with state and local water quality
managerent plans.

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

Biclegicsl Resoureas

. Evaluate shading effects to the marine envircnment that would result from
construction of structures located owver or adjacent to the San Diego Bay
wateriront.
8 Evaluate dirzset, indirsct, and cumulative impacts 1o mcif‘g‘cai Sscurces.
Afr Guali
* Analyze existing air quality conditions; describe viclations of Federal and state
air quality standards.
o Determine :oni'o*:nity of each aiteraative with the 1982 Siate Impiementation
Plan for the San Diego air basin. .
> Ewvaluate impacis o air quality based on increases in vehicle trips and mileage

associated with the full buildout of the oroject

Cultural Resources

@ Consider Section 106 of the Naticnal Historic Preservation Act, 20d its
implementing regulations 36 CFR Part 8C0.

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

Public Healih and Safety

® Discuss whether any hazardous substances or hazardous materials ars known or |
suspected to be on the site, and whether they pcse a threat tc public health,
sax.fy, orf the epvironment ag 4 result of contamination of alr, soils, or surfacs
water or groundwater. Refersnce any studies the Department of Defense bas
performed orcontracted under the Defense Environmental Restoraiion Program
(DERP y or iae Ipsiallation Resioration Program {IRP), and discuss ke
pertipent '*'*‘gi:zgs of such studies.

JB/€640001.1



. 1.5 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONM”“WAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Table 1.5-1 lists the environmental impacts of esach alternative and aeS":;a,es the impact 2s
beneficial, not significant, significant but mitigable, or significant and unmitigable {i.2., unavoidable
significant impact). A .significant impact is defined as a substantial adverse change in the
envircnment.

Based on a comparison of the impacts of the alternatives, Alternative G, the no-acticn ajternative,
is the epvironmentally superior alternative. No envircnmental changps weuld cccur with ?his
alternative, sc there would be no significant impacts. However, none of the public benefits of the
prcjc t would occur either. This alternative, thersicre, does not meet the basic cbjectives of the

'3['916\,'_.

iternatives A, B, and D are sovironmentally superior alternatives that include new development
on the Mavy Sroadway Complex. Each of these alternatives has substantial pubiic benefiis o four
envircnmental resources: City of San Diego and regicnal planning policy f‘onsisie'*q watertront
access, recreational facilities, and socioeconomiics. A;f"'"lauve A has a substantially larger 0pea
space area { 1.9 acres versus 0.3 acre) at the foot of Broadway than Alternatives B and D, which
would be a beneficial effect as cc.af,w with reczatly adopted regional plans amendefj {0 guide
development in the project vicinity (SANDAG Ce ] [ Ther ,.ore,

Jternative A is the snvironmental] v preferred alternative that meets both w'ore ¢ and commun

cpen spacs objectives.

1.3
All envircnmental issues assgciated with development of any of the seven propesad altersatives
have been addre sed. Thers are 1o unresolved smvironmental issues,

The project, because of its iocation between San Diego’s downtown and wateriront, has generated
substantial public interest, esmeciaﬂj related to the intensity of development of the siie and the
orovision of open space 2f the foot of Broadway., These issues are discussed in detail in this
document.

1-15
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Envirovyaenint

Resouree

(Bection in document)

Lund Use
Compatibility
(Section 4.1)

Wateriroim Acress
{Section 4.1)

Altepnsitive &

Project is
compatibhes with
surrounding Jand
uses and provides
active pedestrian
uses such as open
space aiea (1.9
ascres), pedestrian
coriidors, and
wiuterfront museum,

(B

Preject woutd sub-
stantially improve
vraterfront access by
exiending E, T, and
G Sireets through
the site to the

Alierpptive B

Same as Alt. A,
excepl optn space
area is smaller (0.5
ucre), (B)

Same as Al A (B)

TABLE 1.5-1

Alternative ©

Same as Al A,
excepl no apen
space is provided
and no muscun is
provided. (N)

Seme as Alt. A (B)

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Aliergative )

Same as Alt. B,
except no Ruseur
is provided. (B)

. Saue as Alt. A (B)

Alernative £

Compatible with
surrounding land
uses, but no
pedestifan
ameniiies created,

(M)

Wouid improve
waterfront uccess
across sile,
althouph access
would be primarily

ucross parking fots,

wateyiront and (1)
providing
pedestian-oriented
iprovemants, (B)
JB/BEAGIVELE
Key: Ench impact is Foloved by one ol the following notations:
B - Spbstantisl beneficial environmental change.
I - ¥t signilican, e, environmentat change is not substantial and advesse,
S - Signflicant but miligablz, i.c., environmental change is substantial and adverse, and enn be mitigaled 10 5 level below significance,
s - Unavoidablz adverse impacy, Le, environmental change is signilicant and cannot b2 reduced 10 & level below significance.

Alternntive F

Sume us At A,
excepl larger open
space area cieated.

(B)

Same as All. A. (B)

Alternalive G

Same a5 Alt. B, (M)

Mo aceess across
the siie 1o the
walerfront would
be provided; car-
rent canditjons
would remain. (N)

——er




Eavivoninenin}
Resonpcee

(Section 0 docwianent)

Caoustal
Developiaeat
Policies
(Section 4.1)

Sau Dicgo Associue
tiou of Govern-
ments Central
Buyfronl Design
Pincipies Com-
potibility (Section
d.1)

JW/GEAGGULES

Alternanlive &

Project is consistent
with public aceess,
coastal development,
and visusl resource
policies of the
Calilornia Coastal
Act. {I)

Project is cousistent
with general
principles adopted
for development of
propeities located in
San Diego’s Centrat
Hayfront, {B)

Abternntive B

Sume as Al A (N}

The lack of a large
open space area at
Broadway/Harbor
Drive (only s 0.5-
scre plaza would be
provided onsite}
would not fully
mect the inient of
contributing 10 a
“significant civic
place” at this loca-
tion. However,
such a feature, on a
somewhat smaller
scaje, could still be
provided. Al other
basic guidelines
would be followed.

()

Wey: Each bmymct is tollgwed by oue of the lollowing notations:

TABLE 1.5 {continued}

Alternative C

Same as Alt. A, (N)

A significant
element of the
guidelines, pro-
vision of an open
space area at
Broadway/l{arbor
Drive, would not be
provided, This
would substantially
affect the ability to
implement a locally

adopled plan. (8/U)

Alteynative [y

Same as Ali-A (N}

Same ns B, al-
though no cultural
featuses (ie, &
ruseunt} would be
provided adjacent
to the open space,
which is an element
of the design puide-
lines. Other pedes-
flian amenities
would bz provided.

™M

Alteypitive E Alterpative F
Same as Al A, Same a5 Alt. A (N)

although the degree
to which access
thiough the site is
provided would-be
less than Al Al

(M)

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

B - Substantial benclicial enviroumental change,

M - Not significant, i.e., enviconmentsl change i not subsiantial and adverse.

S/M - Sigaificant but mitigabie, i.c., environmental change is substantial and adverse, and can e saitigated 1o a level below sigaificance.
S0 - Unavuidable adverss iinpact, ie., environmental change is significant and cannot be reduced 10 a level below signilicance.

Alernative G

None of the coastal
poticies for public
access, coastal
developinent, or
visual resources
would be
implemented. “The
current conditions
would be retained,

N

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

——



Envirpamenia)
esOnyCe
(Section ip docnuient)

S Diego General
Plon CompatibHity
(Seciion 4.1)

San Diege Cenlie
City Cowarmunity
Thin Corapotitdlity
(Section 4.1}

City of San Dlego
Colvmbia aud
Faiina
Redevelopinent
Plun Compatjbility
(Section 4.1)

FB/66403011.5

Ahgruoiive A

Mixed-usa
development of the
sile is consislent
wiibh land use
designations for the
site. (1)

Prujoct creales a
swang linknge
stween downiown
und waterfront and
implements goals of
providing open
space at the fvot of
Broadway s
waterlvont-oriented

jund wses, (B)

Provides a logical
and complementaiy
transition between
redavetopiment
project areas and
the waterfront. (B)

s

Altergutive B

Same as Alt, A, (N)

Same as Al A. (B)

Same as Alt. A (B)

t )
Key: Eoch impact is [ollowed by one ol the following notations:

TABLE 1.5-1 {continued)

Alterpaiive C

Same as All, A (N)

.Same as Alt. A
with respect to
waterfront linkages
and waterfiont
oricntation. (M)

Would not provide
open space at the
foot of Broadway,

(5/U)

Sume as Alt A (B)

Atternmtjve

Same as Alt. A. (N)

Navy oflice site in
Ceatre City East is
likely to be con-
sistent with fand
use designations.

(N

Same as Al A st
tre Navy Broadway
Complex. (B)

Navy office site i
Centre City East is
likely to be
consistent with land
use designations in
that arca. {W)

Same as All. A (B)

Alterpative E

Alfernative F

Office uses are
consistent with land
use designations for
the site. (1)

Sume as Alt. A (N)

Same as Alt. A
with respect to
watetiront lakages
and wategfront
oneutation, (N)

Same as All, A. (B)

Would not provide
open space af the
foot of Broadway,
(8/J)

Would be
compatible with
redevelopment
projecl areas,
although transition
to the waterfront
would not be as
eomplemeniary. (N)

Same a5 Ali. A. (B)

B - Substautinl beneficial environmental change,

I « Mot signaificant, ie., euvivonmental chonge is not substantinl und adverse,

S5M - Significant but mitigable, ie., environmental change is svbsiantinl and adverse, and can be mitigated 1o 8 level below sipnificance.
s/ -« Unavoiduble adverse impact, i.e., environmentol change is significant and cannot be reduced to a level below signifieance,

Alterpative G

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

No development is
proposed, so
community plan
compaiibitity is not
applicable. (N)

No elements of
cuirent operations
are incompatible
with adjacent
redevelopment
praject areas. (N)




Favironmenial
Hesource

{Section in document)

Snu Diego Urbun
Vesign Prograia
Carapatibility
(Section 4.0}

Shovi-Term Trallic
luipacts
(Sectlon 4.2)

JB/G64000EL.S

Alternstive A Alternative §

Would implement
pedesuiun {along E,
F, G Strects,
Hroadwiay and
Harbor) design, and
open space (a1 the
foot of Broadwny)
features provided in
the city’s progann.

Same #s Alt. A (B)

Bevelopuient of
Phase f of ihe
praject (by 1995)
would not
substantialiy affect
any iitersections.

o

Same & Al A (N)

Rey: Each fnipnet s Iollowed by one of the following notstions:

TABLE E.5-1 (continued)

Alteruative ¢ Alisenalive 1)

Same as Alt. A
wilth respecl o
pedestdian and
design featuies
slong E, F, and G~
Styeets and Hambor
Drive. (B)

Sume as Alt. A (B)

Wauld nat provide
pedestrian
orientation glong
Broadway as no
ope space would
be provided. (U)

Same a5 Al A (M) . Same o5 All. A (N}

Alteyuative §

Would not
implement the
desipn features of

the city's program,

(W)

No new develop-
ment would ocsur
by 1995, 50 no
tiucrease in traffic
would oceur. (N)

bi] - Substnentinl beneticial envivonmental chanpe.

N - Not significant, Le., envhonmental change is not substantial and adverse,

S - Significant bat mitigable, ic., anvitomaental change is substantinl and adverse, nrid can be itigated 1o 8 level below signilficance,
& « Unavoiduble ndveise impact, i.2., environmental change is significant and canqol be reduced ta o level balow significance.

Alteruaiive F

Suine as Al A (B)

Same as All. A (N)

Alieinative G

Would not
implement city's
program, bul ao
change fiom
curient condilions
would occur, (N}

No pew develop-
ment wauld occor,
50 no. iocreass in
teaffic would resuft

N



TABLE L5-1 {continued)

Euvironmentst Ablegnutive 4 Alernmtive B Algrgative C Alteypative Alicrpptive £
Tesource
{Section in documeni}
Long-Terin (he opevetion of Same s All. A, Same as All. B, Same 65 Al A Same o5 AlL B,
[nterscotion several intersections except the (S/M) (S/M) {8/M)
Traific in the vicinity would intersection of
Impacis be substantially BroadwayfHarbor
(Section 4.2) affected: would also be
adversely affected.
@ Chrape/Pacific Tntersection fin-
(S/mM) proverents associ-
v Brosdway/ ated with the pro.
Haibor (5/M) ject or pro-
v Broadway/ grammed by the
Pacific (5/M) City of San Diego
¥ Broadway/ woutld reduce
Front {8/M) intpect al each
imersection to
lulersection belaw significance.
i oveImnents (3/M)
associated with the
moject o pro-
gramined by the City
of Sau Diego would
reduce jnpact a1
coch inlersection 10
betow siguificance.,
JB/G640GD1 1.5
-
Key: Each impact Is lollowed by one of the following notalions:
B - Substantisl beaeficial envivonmental change.
& - Not significant, i.e., enviionmental change is not subsiantial and pdverse.
SM - Significaul but mitigakle, i.e., environmental change & substantial and adverse, and can be mitigated 1o a leved below sipnificance.
S0 - Unavoidihle adverse dmpnet, i.c., environmental change is siphificant and connat be reduced 1o a level belaw sipnilicance,

Aernplive F

Some as AlL A
(i)

Alternative G

Na new develop-
ment will occur so
there will be no
increase in traffic.

(N}

-




Eunvironmenial

(Section ie docwment)

Long-Teria
Rondwuy Segmaewi
Ympacts

(Sectiva 4.2)

JB/664001 1.5

Alternative A

Substantial traffic
will contribute to
Gavercapactly
conditions alung
several segments of
roadway.

w  Pacific Highway
south of
Broadway (5/M)

v First Aveous
sonith of Ash
(SIM)

Planned imiprove-
nents along First
Avenue would
reduce to below
signilicance
crpected impacts
alung the segmient
soutis of Ash.

Alieroutive I

Same as Al A,
(5M and SAT)

Key: Each impmict is fullowed by one ol the following notations:

&

TABLE 1.5-1 {(confinued)

Altersinitve C

Same as All. A
(SM and 5/U)

Alterpagive

Substaeniial traffic
will contribute te
overcapacity condi-
tions in vicinity of
Navy Broadway
Corplex along
Pacific Highway
south of Broadway,

(5/M)

Alepnative E

Same as All. A
(5™ and S/U)

B « Substuntial bereficial envisonmental change.

N « Not significant, 1.€., envisonmental change is not substantial and adverse.

S/ - Signilicant but witigable, i.c., civironmental change is substantial and adverse, and can be witigated to a leved below sipnificance.
S - Unpvoidsble adverse ipact, ie, environanentsl change is significant and cannot be reduced 10 & level below siguilicance,

Alternutive 7

Same as Alt, A
{S/M und 5/U)

Alternutive G

Ho new
development will
occur 50 there will
be no tncrease in
traflic. (N}



Eqvirostmeycul
Resonree
{Sectior in decument)

Parklog Impucis
(Suciion 4.2)

Yiewshed Impacis
(Sectiou 4.3)

'TARLE 1.5-1 (continued)

Alterpative 4 Aliernative Alternatjve C

With iplemen-
1ation of a Travel
Dermand Mnnage-
welit program,
sufficient parking
would be provided
1o meet parking
demands onsite. (N}

Same as Alt. A, (N) Saute as Alt. A {N)

Viewshed would be
ahered by replacing -
or upgrading the
existing buildings
with more intensive

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

Alteinative D

Sume as Al A,
except 5 percent of
lbe parking for the
Centre Cily East
site would be
provided in offsite
facilities in that
area. (N}

Samie as Alt. A (B)

Alternaijve E

Sume as Al A, (N)

The site would
appear visuaily
similar from most
views, so would not

Alterpative F

Suwe as Alt, A (N)

Same 55 Al A,
excepl developraent
on Block 2 may
substantiatly

Alternative G

Current parking
conditions would
remain unchanged.

(W)

There would be no
change from
current conditions
s0 no impact would

be a substaniial contrast with the accur. (N)
development. change from scale of
Froject would be curent conditions. surrounding
. designed o be However, view development,
— visually compatible obstructions across introducing an up
N with the sur- the sile from G 1o 500-fool-high
o ronmding viewshed, Street toward the bailding that wouid
would beneficially witerfront would stund out from
uffect viewshed by be removed. (V) certain strect-end
apening wp view viewpoinls. May
corridors along substantially
Brosdway and £, F, contrast with
and G streets. (B) surrounding
development. (SA)
JB/66AGOD1 1S
‘\'t
Fey: Each fmpact is lollowed by oue of the lollowing notations:
B - Substantial benelicial environmental change.
M « Not signifieamt, i.e., enviionmental change is not subsianiial and adverse,
SM « Signilicant but mitigable, ie., environmeatal ehange iy substantial and edverse, and can be mitigated (0 & level below significance.
50 « Unavoiduble adverse impacl, e, environmental change is significant and cannot be reduced 10 a level below significance,
-1,
¥




Eavicopmentay
Resoures

{Section iu decwmeal)

Shading Impacts
(Sectlon 4.3)

Pulice Protection
{Section 4.4.)

1B/66400011.5

alierpaiive &

Substuntially lurger
shadows would be
cast fiom the site.
Beepuse: the poject
area chimale is
generally moderale,
shade is not, itself,
considered adverse.
Mo substantial
shadows would be
cust an apy resi-
dential uses.  {N)

Pulice protection
i be provided (o
the site witlont
substantially
affecting the sbility
of 1he Sun Diego
Police Depurtment
io yovide services
1u the project

vicinity. (N)

alternative B

Same as Alt. A (N)

Sarae as Al A (M)

Key: Each impact is tollowed by one of the lollowing notatious:

TABLE 1.5-1 (conlinued)

Alierpuiive C

Same as All. A,
although shadows
would be less than
with A (N)

Sarite as Alt. A tf*l‘)

Allernaiive N

Same 85 Al A (IV)

Ssme as All. A, (W)

Alierpative £

Shadows would ot
be substantially
greater thun
euitent condiiinns
as only 50 feet in
height would be
edded on one
structuye. (M)

Same as Al A, (W)

B - Substmninl benelicial environmental change, .

N - Mot signilicant, Lo, environments] change is not substnntinl and adverse.

S - Significant bwt wilignble, ie. environmental change i substantisl and adverse, and can he mitigated o level below signilicance.
S5 - Unavoidable adverse: impael, ie., environmentsl change is significant sand connot be reduced 1o a level Lelow sipnilicance,

Allernative F

Suine as Alt. A,
sithough shadows
associsted with
Block 2'develop-
wment would be
jonger than AlL A.
(N)

Same as Alt. A (M)

Allerpative G

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

Same as Alt A, (M)



TABLE 1.5-1 (continued)

Fuviropmenis) Alteruniive 4 Allcrnative B Alterptive C Alternniive D Alteypative E Altevaative F
{Section 1o docunient)

Alterpative G

Fire Protectiou Fire protection Same as Alt A Swwe ns Al A Same as Al A Sane as Al A Same a5 Alt. A,
(Section 4.4) devices (e.g., roof {H) (N) {N) ' (GH] (N)

sprinklers) that will

be required will

provide sufficient

profection under

curjent water tlow

pressures {o the site

(2,500 gallons/

winute). Sufficient

tire protection

pevsoanel are

availnble in the area

0 provide

cileigency services

o the sile without

affecting the ability

w provids services

to the pruject

vicinily, (N)

No changes in the
existing conditions
would occur, so o
affect an fire
protection would
cecur, (M)

JB/66400011.5

)

Key: Ench inpoct is {ollowed by oue of the following notutions:

)] - Substanmtial benelicial environmental change.

N - Mo stgnificant, i.e., envivonmental change is not substantinl end rdverse.

SM - Significaut but mitigable, i.c., environmentsl change is substantinl snd adverse, and can be witigated Lo a level below signifiennee,
5/0 - Unavoidable adverse impact, i.e., environmental chonge is significant and coanot be reduced to a level below significance,




Envirogmetu)
Resomree
{Section in decoment)

Schouls
{Section 4.4)

Recreatiounl
Facilities
{Sectivn 4.4)

JB/6AL LS

Aliernative 4

The number of Navy
personnel in the
region woukd remain
unchanged. #n
influx of new non-
wilitary personnel
could cause
sceondary impacts
that contribute
cumulatively 1o
schools in the San
Diego area that are
HEdr or Over ca-
pucity. School fees
for private develop-
et would be
isuplemented, (S/M)

Wo wxisting
recreation facHities
wouald be adversely
alfected, A
significant opiic
spice area (1.9
seres) would L
jnovided at ihe foot
of Broadway. (B)

Allernstive B}

Same as Al Al
(S/M)

Sapie as Alt. A,
except the open
space area at the
foat of Bioadway
would be smalter
(0.5 ame). (B)

TABLE 1.5:1 {coutinued)

Altegrutive € Alteruntive 1)

Same as All, A Sarne vs Ali. A
(SM) {(SM)

No existing Same as All B.
1eczeation facilities (B}

would be adversely

affected. (N)

Alteryative E

Military pevsonnel

in Lhe region would
refucate to the sile.
No increase in fe-

gional employment
waunld resull, 50 6o
incyease in students
wortld he expecied.

)]

Same as All, C.
(N}

lieoyinijve F

Same ss Al A
(S/M)

Same as All A,
excepl 8 larger
Open spsce arca
(3.5 acres) would
be placed at the

foat of Broadway.

(B)

Key:

54
N
S/M
5/0

Ench impact is [oBuwed by one of the {ollowing notations;
e
- Substantial benelicisl eavitommental change.
- Wot significant, i.c., environinzninl change is not substantial and adverse.
- Signiicant Lut miligable, ia., environmental change is substantial and adverse, and can be mitigoed © o Jevel below significance,
- Unavaidable adverse bapact, Le, envivonmental change s significant and cannot be seduced 1o & level holow signilicince.

Alteimative G

No changes in the
existing conditions
would oceur, so nie
affect on schools
would occur, (N}

No change [iom
existing conditions
would resull, sa
there would be no
impact. (N}



Euvivonnitnie)
Jesaured

{Section v docihieat)

Water (Sucifon 4.4)

Yasicwnicy
{Section 4.4}

JB/E6AULN1T.S

"y

Aliciaaiive &

Existing vater
suppfies snd
conveyance [acilities
are sulficicnt 1o
provide water
services Lo the site.

N

Existing sunitary
sewer lines are not
sufficient to trans-
port the increased
amounts ¢f wasle-
water froin the sile,
50 woull need 10 be
upgraded. (5/M)

The Point Loma
Wastewater Treat-
ment Plant has
sufficient capacity 10
aceommotlute
project Hows
withiout adversely
sftecting the plant’s
ability to provide
services O its ability
1o eventually meet
clean witer
stapdaids. (N)

Alieruniive B

Same as Alt. A
M)

Same as Alt, A,
(M)

Same 25 Al A
(M

Key: Euch impact is Tallowed by oue of the following notations:

B - Substantisl beneficial envisonmental change, )
N < Mot signilicanl, i.c., envivonmental change is nat substiatizl and advese.
SiM - Significant but witigable, Le., environmental change is substinntial and adverse, and can bie miligated fo o level below significance,
S « Unavoidulle adverse impact, Le, environmental chapge is significant and canrot be ieduced to n level below signilicance.

TABLE 1.5-1 (continned)

Altevnative € Alternative 1)

Same as AN, A Same 8z Al A,
)] (N}

Saree us Al A Samie as Al A
(S/M) (SM)

Sanie as Alt. A, Same as All. A
(N} ()

abevyaiive

Same as Al A,

(M)

A veduced amount
uf wastewater than
cuiienlly generated
would result from
this alterpative, and
it could be handled
by existing couvey-
ance facilities. {N)

Smne &y AR A, -
except the net fiow
fiom the site would
be less than current
vonditions. {N)

Alternntjve F

Same as Abt. A
()

Same us Alt. A
(5m)

Same as Alt. A,
(m

Alterpative G

There would be no
chaoge from
existing conditions,
50 no impact wauld
octur, (N)

There would be uo
change fiom exist-
ing condiiions, so
ne impact would

accuy., (N)

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




Favipomenia)

Kesonree

(Section iu docusnent)

Sotld Waste
Disposal

(Seclion 4.4)

Socloecososlcs
(Sectiou 4.5)

JB664G0011.5

Key:

8
N
S
S

Allernative g

Exisiing and
planned laodlills
would be able 10
acconmnodaie solid
wasle peperaled by
the project without
substantisliy wffect-
ing the abilily to
handie salid waste in
the vegion, (M)

a1 sstimated 8,700
new employment
opportunities would
be created st the
Pavy Broadway
Cowmplex, 8 posilive
effect on job
formation in
downtown San
Diego. {B)

Alternative B

Same as All. A
N

Same as AdL A,
excemt 11,900 new
employment
opporlunities would
be created. (B)

Ench impact i followed by one ol the following notitions:

- Substinting Leneficial enviconmental change.
- Not signilicant, i.e., environraental chanpe is not substantind and adverse,

TABLE L.3-1 {conilnued)

Alterpativg C

Same as All. AL
(N)

Same as All, A,
excepl 5,800 new
eraployment
opportunitics would
be created. (B}

Allesnagive 1

Same as Alt, A,
(N}

Same a5 AlL A,
except 14,500 new
employmeit
opportunities would

bz created. (B)

Alterpative B

Sare as Alt. A
(M)

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

However, these
personnel would be
relocuted from
other bases in the
region. (IN)

Significant but mitigoble, i.e., environmental change is substantial and advesse, and can be faitignted 1o a level below signilicance.
Unovoidnble sdverse iinprct, i.e., environmental change is significanl nnd easnot be reduced 1o » level below sipnificance.

Alterpative F

Same as Alt. A
(1)

Same Bs Alt. A
(8)

Allgpnaiive G

There would be no
change from
extstiitg conditions,
50 no impact to
landfills would
oceur. (N)

Mo changes in
employment would
occur. (N)



A1

FABLE 1.5-1 (continsed)

Enviropmenin) Aligronijve A Alternative | Alternative C Aleynative 1) Altzppative B Alernative F Alternative G
Resonrey

{Section in document)

Evosion During construction Same as AlL A Same 85 All. A Same as All. A Same 85 Alt. A Same as Al A No new construe-
(Section 4.6} onsile s50ils would be (5/M) (SM) (S/M) (/M) ‘ (S/M) tion would occur

exposed 10 rain and
oither hydraulic
forces that could
eventually convey
sediments to the
ocen, potentially
significantly
affecting marlne life.
Au excsion control
plan would be
implemented.  (S/M)

50 no impacts to
erosion would
result, (N}

Selsndeliy There is e Same as All A Saime a5 Ali. A Same as Alt. A Same as Alt. A, Same as Alt. A
{Sectiou 4.6) puiential that a (5/M) (5/M) (S} (S} (S/M)
brinch of the setive
Rose Canyon fauli
may bisect the site.
The project could (R
be subjected 1o
SEVEre SEIsIic
shaking, with a
potential onsite
liguefaction hazard.
Compliauce with -
building codes
woulldl be necessary.
(SM)

No new construc-
tion would oceur,
so there would be
no change from
cuirent conditions,

IB/GG40001 1.5

“he

Key: Each impaet 5 (ollowed by oue of the following natations:

B - Substantial beneficial envisonmental change,

N - Not signiticant, i.e., envivenmental change is not substantial nnd sdverse,

SM - Significaint but mitigable, ie., environmental change is substantial and adverse, nind can be mitignled to a level below significunce,
S0 - Unnvoidable adverse impact, i.e., enviconmentzl change is significant and cannot be vedured to u level helow significance,




Eavironmental
Resource

{Seclion in dovnaeat)

Extractable
Resonrees
{Sectivn 4.6)

Hydirology
(Section 4.6)

Rupoll Waier
Qanliiy
{Sectlon 4.6)

IB/66400011.5

Allerumibvs g

Mo knowa
extyactable 1esources
ave localed on or
be-neath the sile.

()

Because the project
site is alremly
covered with
imperviouy
matedials, no
increase in runoff
from the site would
resull. (W)

Accidental fuel spills
during construction
could contaminate
water guality.
Nuotification of
public officiats and
immediate cleanup
wuuld be necessary
in this unlikely
instance. (14)

Allerpuiive B

Same as Alt. A
(N}

Same as AlL. A
(M)

Sume &3 Al A
(N)

Key: Each fanpact is fullowed by one of the following notations:

TABLE 1.5-4 {voniiuued)

Alterpalive C

Sanie as All. A,
(M)

Sume os Al A
(M)

Suine as AlL. A
(M)

Alieynnijve [y

Same a5 Alt. A,
(M)

Same as Al AL
(N}

Same 85 Al 0

{

Alterustive ¥

Same as All A
(M)

Same #s Ai. AL
an

Saine &3 Ak, A
(")

] ~ Subsiantial beiclicial environmental change.

N - Mot significant, .., envivomnenta) change is not substantiab and adverse,

SiM - Signilicant bul mitigable, i.e, environmentn) change is substantial and adverse, and can be mitigated 0 u fevel below significance,
5/0 - Uunvoidnble sdverse impact, ic., environmental change is sighificant and cannot be 1educed to a level below significance,

Alteynniive F

Same as Al A
{N)

Same a5 Alt, A,
(N)

Same as Al A
(R

Alicrautive G

Szme as Al AL In
addition, no new
development would
accur, (N)

Mo change in
curren! conditions
would occur so
there would be no
increase in runofi,

(M)

No new constroe-.
tion would occur,
s0 there would be
no potential iinpact.

M)

s



TABLE 1.5-1 {roniinuned)

Lavirpnnenia plierymtive A Alternative B Alteyuative C Alternziive D Alicvpaiive |
Resomice
(Section i docuinent)
Cuustruction Air During coustruction, Sume as Al A Same as Alt. A Same as AlL A Same as Alt. A
Emissious equipracnl emissions M) (N} ()] (€1)]
(Sectien 4.6) fuom the sile would
be substantial.
Because this is a
teimporary effect
and would not
contLibute
substantially to the
viulation of air
quality staudards,
the impact is not
significant. (N}
Constroctlon Dust Fugitive dust Sume as Alt. A Same as Al A. Sume as Alt. A Same as Al A
Generation cieated during {S/M} (5™ (Sfif) (EM)
(Sectiou 4.6) construction could
e create shorl-term
%‘-ﬁ puisance inpacts.
’ Iust contiol
meusures would be
required. (S/M)
IB/66400011.5
Key Ench impact is fullowed by one of the following notlions:
B - Subsiantin beneficis]l environmental change.
N - Mot significant, i.e., envivomnentaf change i8 not substantial and adverse.
5M - Significant but miligable, ie., environmenial change is substantin] and adveise, and can be mitigeied 10§ level below signilicance,
5/0 - Unawoidnble adverse ainpuct, ic., environmentaf change is significant snd eannot be reduced 1o a level beluw significance,

Alteypafive

Surue as AlL A
)

Same as Al A
(5/M)

Alterputjve G

Mo new construc-
tion would occur
wiih Lhis alierna-
tive, 50 there would
be ne impact. (N)

No new construe-
tion would occur
with this altema-
tive, so there would
be no impaci
refated to dust.

]




Faviropigeaiu)
(Section in docuruent)

Biologlcal
Resonrces
(Secilon 4.7)

SBAE640001 LS

Tervestrinl biological
TESOUFGEs are not
present because the
site i3 ulresdy
developed, so no
impaets would
oceui. No
substantint shudows
would be cast over
the bayfront dwing
the tivie of the day
when the sun is
direct (aiter 9:30
a.m, even duing
the: wilter seusan),
thus avoiding any
potemiod significant
effects (o mmine
life, Rellective glass
would be prohibiied
i1 tall buildings
veducing the
possibility for bird
strikes. (M)

Allexnalive B

Sume a5 Al A
(N)

Key: Ench impnact is tollowed by one of the {oHowing nointions:

] - Substuntinl bend

cial envitonmental change.

Aleruative ©

TABLE 1.5.1 {continued)

Alierpstive 1

Same ss All. A, Sumie ms Al A
(M) [R)]

W - Mot signilicant, ie., environmental change ¥s not substantisl and adverse,
S§/M - Significant but mitignLle, Le., envisonmental change & substantinl and adveise, and can be mitigated to a level below signilicance,
s < Unavaidalde adverse impact, i.e., environmental change is signilicanl and cunnot be reduced to w level below significance.

Aliernagive E

Same 53 AlL A
(M}

Alternutive F

Same as AlL A
(N)

Alternniive G

No change in
existing conditions
would occur, so
there would be no
impact 10 biological
resources, (N)



TABLE 4.5-% (confinued)

Lyviponpeiial Hepnntive 4 Alternugive Alteyuaitve G
Resomrce

(Section in docunpient)

Loug-Term Substantial new Same as Alt. A Same as Al A,
Vehicular vehicle tips would (SM) (5/M)
Emissions be generated. An
(Section 4.8} extensive Travel
* Demand
Muanageme:n
Program would be
implemented 1o
substantjully reduce
the use of single-
ocecupancy vehicles.
The siy quality .
naiageraent plan
and Stute Lople-
aweinlation Plan are
Leing updated 1o
reflect coivent
pt growlh conditions.
G Primary means to
i veduce emissions
will be reduction in
single vecupancy
vehicles. The
project would be
compatible. (S/M)

SBAGAG00ILS

"

Wey: Each impaat is [ullowed by maie of the tollowing natwtions:

B - Substantial benelicial envivenmental change.
N - Not significant, ie., environmental change is not substantial and adverse.

M;‘|}!]liw§ 1]

Same as AlL A
(S/M)

Alerngtive B

Ssmne as Alt. A
(S/M)

5/ - Significant but mitigable, i.c., envirosmental change is substantial snd adverse, and can be mitigated 10 a Jevel below signilicance,
SU - Unovaoidable mdverse iinpact, i, environmental change is significant and cannal be reduced 1o a level below sipnificance.

Aletjve I

Same as Alt. A,
(54}

Allernative G

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




Eaviron mepil
Resouree

{Sccilon fn doteimeanl)

Lonig-Terw
Yehivular
Emaissions -
Cusnulative
{Sectivw 5.8)

Carbou Muioxlde

Alerpative 4

There would be
sulficient congestion
ul an intersection
afer project tiafiic
wiitigntion to resuolt
inn & significant con-
uibution to cumu-
tative regions! air
uelity impacts.

(5/U}

Carbon inonoxide

2hternative §

Same as Alt. A,
excepl two
inlersections would
have suthicient con-
gestion sfier
mitigation o result
in a significant
contribulion 1o
cumulative regional
air quality impacts.

(5rv)

Same as Alt. A

TABLE 1.5-1 feontipned)

Alteraative C

Same as Alt. A
(5/0)

Same o5 AL A

pllerputive Ty

Alteypative .

Same as Al A Sume as Al Al
(8/13) (s

Sime as Alt. A Same as Alt. A

Evissions conceatrulions (N} (N) M) (N)
(Section 4.8} ussociaied with
watfic vould be
withiu fedesal and
staie air quality
slapdards. (3)
JB/G640001 1.8
Key: Eich irpact i (ollowed by one of the following sotadons:
] - Substastinl beneficial enviromaental change.,
M - Mot sigaificant, Le, envitarnental change 5 not substantial and adverse.
S . Signilicant but mitignble, i.c., environmental change #s substantial nd adverse, wnd can he mitigated to 2 level below signilicance.
510 - Unuvoidable sidverse bnprel, L.e, envitonmental chisnge is significant and cannot be vedoced to a level below significance,

Alternntive F

Same 85 AlL A,
(81)

Same as Alt. A
(M)

=
1]
=4
=
s
5>

No new develop-
ment would aecur,
50 there would be
no inciease in
cumufative
intersection
congestion. (N)

Mo increase in
vehicle emissions
would occus, so oo
carbon monoxide
increase would
result. (N)



Cavironpiental

Resource

(Section iu dotuineni)

Coustruction Noise
{Suction 4.9}

Trafilc Noise
(Scciton 4.9)

181664600118

Allernniive A4

Tewmporary
consiruction noise
could create sig-
uilicant nujsance
noise impacts,
especially on week-
ends when the
nearby vaterfront
would be actively
used. Construction
would be scheduled
in accordance with
focal noise

urdinanees.  {S/M)

Although long-term
noise would increase
over exisiing levels
us a result of
increased tralfic, no
sensilive ieueptors
viould be
siguilicantly affected,

i

Aliggpative 1§

Same as Alt. A
(5/M)

Same as Alt. A
(M)

Key: Each ipact is fultswed by oie ol tre following notations:

B - Substantial benelicial eovironmental change.
N - Naot signilicant, i.e., environmental change is not substantial and adverse.
S - signil'icam bt mitigable, ic., environmental change is subsiantial sud adverse, and cin be mitigated 1o a level below significance.
s/u - Upavtidable adverse impact, ie., environmentat change is sipnificant and cannot be veduced 1o a level below significance.

TABLE L3-1 (continned}

Allerpative € Alterputive [

Same s AN A Same 8s All. A
(S} (S/M)

Same as Alt. A Same as Al A.
(N} (N)

Alterpative £

Same as Al A,
(S/M)

Same ay Al A
(1)

Alleynutive F

Same as Alt. A
(3M)

Same as AlL A,
(N}

Allen]]quvg q

No new construc-
tion would oceur,
50 there would be
no impact related
10 conslruction
noise. (N}

No new traffic
wauld be generated
by this alternative,
although it would
be expused 1o
increused noise
from general raific
growih in the
project area. ()

J——




Euvijommeninl
Resiree

(Secibon iu duromient)

Qusite Noise
{Section 4.9)

J8/6640001J.5

Allernnijve 4

Haoicls constyucied
on the site woeuld be
within the 65 dis
CMEL from mraflic
noise, which could
create substantial
nierior noise levets,
Engineering design
1o veduce juterior
noise levels would
we aecessary. (5/M)

Alternniive b

Same us AlL. A
(S/M)

Key: Each impare is follewed Ly one of the following notations:

}]
N
SIM
s

- Substantisl bencticial enviranmental change.
- Not sigflieant, te, enviionmental change is not substantial nnd adverse,

TABLE 1,5-1 (continuned)

AMerauiive C

Same as Alt. A
(S/mM)

Alteynutive 1)

Same as Al A,
(3/M)

HNo Liotel uses arg
proposed so no
tinpact would occur.

N)

Significant but mitigable, i.e., environmental change is substantial and adverse, sad can be miligated 1o a level below significance.
Unavoidalde adverse impact, ie., environmental change is significant ad cannor e reduced to a level below significance.

Altevantive |

Sume as Alt. A
(3/M)

Alterpative G

No new
developinent would
otcur, so there
would be no
impact, ()



Gt

Lavironienin) Alerpative 4

(Section in Qucomen)

Subsurface
Cuitaral Ressyrees
(Scction 4.10)

IB/GEANKN 1.8

TR
-

Site is undertain
with arlifacts from
waterfront
development
between the 18805
end 1910s. These
waterisls are buried
beueath the dredged
fiil placed owsite 10
crente dry land for
mare development.
The archzeology,
while containing
many artifacts, lacks
stialigraphic
iutegriiy, snd
context, and i
theretore uniikely to
conlyibute important
fnfurmation nboult
San Diego’s early
history. The
uichuealogicat
resources do not
appear 1o qualily [or
inclusion in the
MNativnat Register of
Histonic Ploces.

This has been
coulismed through
consultation with
the California Staie

Allernaiive B

Same as Al A
M)

Key: Ench impnet is fullowed by one of the kdlowing notations:

B - Substantial benelicizl environmenltal change,
R} « Not significant, i.e., enviromnental change is not substantial and adverse,

SM « Significant b mitigable, ie., environmental change is substantial end adverse, mod can be mitigsted to & level below sipnific

TABLE 1.5.1 {continued)

Aliemat[vn C

Smne as Alt. A
N

Allernative

Same as Alt. A
)]

Allernative E Alieriutive ¥
MNo subsurface Sane as Al A
excavation would (N)

oceuy, 56 ihere
would be no impact
to subsurface
archecology. (N)

1= =N

S0 - Unavuiduble sdverse hapact, i.e., envisonmental change is significant and canmot ke reduced to a level below signilicance

lterpative

Same as Al E.

(M)

—r




Resunres

(Section i docuuaeni)

Historicnd
Archacolopy
(Section 4.10)

JB/6646001E.S

Toy:

3]
N
Sl
S

Treynaijve A

Historic Preser-
vation Otficer,
Excavation for
foctings sud other
below-grade
construction woeld
destroy any
archasolopy thn
tuight exist but this
vould not result in
the boss of a
significant resource,
Should aa
unismticipated
significant
‘archacologicu
vesouree be
discovered during
pioject excavations
it would be
cvitluoted and, if
found to be
inportant, it would
be treated in
uceodance with 36
CFR 80001, (N)

Navy Broadway

Complex Buildings 1

and 12, combined
with the Navy Pier
{loeated outskie the

Eunch impact is lolluwed by one ol 1he {ollowing notations:

- Substwntinl benetictal enviromnental change.

« Not significma, i.c., environmenisd change is not substantial nnd adverse.

- Signi['i(:'ﬁnl Lt miligul?lc, te., _cnvirun_mcnlal change s suhsl_nnl-inl and adverse, wnd can be mitigated 10 o level Below significnuce.
Unavuidnbls adverse impnet, ie., enviconmental change s siphificant and cannot be reduced to a level below signilicance.

TABLE 1.58-1 (conlivued)

Alternative G

Mo building
modification would
occui, sa there
would be po
impact. (N)

.



TABLE 1.5-1 (contimsed)

Eavivoumesin) Alteviniive 4 Alterpudive 1} Allevnative € Alternntive ) Alcrpative £ Alterpative F Alterantive G
Resopree

(Secition jn document)

project boundaries)
forra & unit that
represenis every
najor period of
Navy development
st this location.
These stiuctures for .
nearly 50 years have .
besn an
architectoral anchor
to the Sun Diego
Hailor und skyline.
As 8 unit they
appear to quslify foy
the Mational
Hepister of Historic
Pluces. Demolition
or any sobstantial
wodilicaiion of
these struciures
would constitue a
signilicant kmpact.
Specific mitigation
will be developed i
consultation with
California SHPO
putsuant w the
regulations (36 CFR
800) for
ineplementing
Section 106 of the
Mationa! Historic

JB/asq000L LS

S

Key: Each impaet is tollowed by one of the following nowtions;

B -« Substantinl beneficial environmental change,

N - Mot significant, ie., enviionmental change is ool substmin and adverse,

SmM - Significant but mitigablks, i.c., environmental change i substantisl and adverse, amd cn be witigated to o level below signilicance.
S/U - Uuuvoidable adverse impact, ie, enviroamental change is significant and cannot e reduced 1o a level below significance,




Ligviroursiening

Iesonsce

(Section i docancad)

Histarical Disevic
Elgibility
{Seciiou 4.190)

IB/66400011.8

Alteyuniive 4

Preservation Act (16
U.S.C. 470{). The
Navy proposes to
vecord Buildings 1
and iZ in
accordance with the
Histovic Ametican
Buiklings Sucvey
Standaids priar 1o
demolition ov ’
wmodification. (S/M)

Several bulldings
within a three-block
area of the project
are either fisted,
cligilbde for lisling, or
appear to qualify for
Listing on the
Matioaal Regisier of
Historic Places. The
project will not
affect the use or
inteprity of these
stractures. (N

Alteypative B

Sume as AL A
()

Key: Euch impact is (Ollowed by one of the following notations:

TABLE 1.5-1 {continued)

Allernatjve C

Samc a5 All. A
(M)

Alevipatiye I}

Sapic as Alf. A,
(0]

Alieypaijve §

Sanie as Alt, A.
()

3 - Subsinntisl benelicial environmental chanpe.

N - Mot signilicant, i.e., environmental change is not substaatial and adverse.

S - Significant bul snitigsble, i.c., envitoninental chanpe is substantial and sdverse, and gan be mitigated o a level below sighilicance,
s « Unovaiduble adverse impacy, ie., environmenial change is significant and cinnot Be reduced to u level below significnnce.

Alievpufjve

Samne as At A,
(N)

o change in
existing uses would
occur, so there
would be no effect
on nearby historic
resources, (N)



,.
L
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TABLE .51 {contbnued)

Envirosijentsd Altcpaaiive A . Alteypative B Allepuative C Abterpaiive ) Alerpative E Llterpative F Altcypative 6
Resouree

(Secifon iu docuneni)

Soifl Couiaiminatiou  Minor hazardous Same o5 All. A, Surae as Alt, A Saime as Alt. A Same as Al A Same a5 Alt. A,

{Section 4.11) wasle spilis were (&M} (5M) (SIM} (SM) (8M)
located oF may be
localed on ihe site.
in addition, trans-
forness that contain
PCBs are [ucaled on
the site although
nGne me known 0
be leaking, Because
the presence of
hazardous waste can
affect public bealth,
this would Lo
considersd a
signilicant impact
with any of ihe
ahternatives, ‘There
are no knowa major
huozardous waste
spifls or leaking
undeiground stor-
nge tanks on the
site. Remediul
netion 1o remove
aud properly dispose
of any hazardous
waste found on the
site will oeceor,

(5/M)

There would be no
change in the cur-
rent onsite condi-
tions, so no hnpact .
would occur, (N)

IB66A001 LS

*n

Key: Encli imapact is Jollowed hy one of the foliowing notations:

i} - Substantisl beneficial envisonmental change.

I - Not significaint, e, envitonmental chinge is not substantal and adveise,

S - Significant but mitignble, i.c., environmental change is substantial and sdverse, nod can be mitigated to a level below significance.
S0 - Unmavoidable adverse inipact, i.e., environmentsl change is significant and eanuot Ge reduced 10 a level balow signilicnnce,

—




Epvlioupiea]
Resourey

(Seciion lia dovunsent)

Asbiesioy
(Section 4.1E)
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Alverauiive

Most of the existing
buildings on the sile
contain asbestos. A
potenatial public
Teelib hazard woukd
vesult during
deralition, when
ashestos fibers could
becoing air-borne.
The pruject woutd
be reuired
comply with the
Federal Clean Air
Act to protest the
pubilic frow expo-
sure (0 ashestos.

(SiM)

Alternative B

Bame as Alt. A
(S/IM)

Fey: Enach iimpact is (Wllowed by one of the {ollowing notations:

i1 - Substaptinl Leneticial enviconmental change.
N - Mot sigailicant, i.c., environmental change is not substantial and sdveise.
S/ - Signilicant hut mitigable, i.c., environmental change is substantial and adverse, and can be mitigated to a level below signilicance.
srg - Unnvoidalde adverse impaet, e, envitonmental change is significant and cannot be reduced to a level below signilicance.

TABLE 1.5-1 (vontivued)

Aligs pafive C

Same as Alt, A
(5}

Alseraative ¥

Same as All AL
(S/M)

Alternative 1

Same as Alt. A
(5/M)

Alterpative

Saine a5 AlL. Al
(8/M)

ieyintive G

There would be 1o
change in currend
sile conuilions,
Asbestos (0 onsite
buildings does nac
presend an
imminent health
viste. (N}



TABLE L5 {cottinned)

Envivomaentsl Alteyintive 4 Aliernative B Iterintive C Altesmgtive D Aliernative E Alierpative | Altcrimtive €
Resonvee
(Section o decursent)

Gromidwater - A groundwaier Same us Als. A Same as Alt. A Same as All. A, Ho groundwater Same as Al A Same 85 All. R,
(Sectiou 4.11) plutae thai has been (5M) (5/M) {S/M) dewalering would {S/M) ()
contaminaied with be necessary, so no
hydioeatbons is iinpact would ceeur.
{ucated an estimated (™)

13 mile and down-
gradient of the Navy
Beoadway Complex.
Gioundwater quality
iesling at the site
found no evidence
of comtuninalion.
Althwough anlikely,
groundwater
dewatering during
subsurface ton-
struetion could draw
o the plume toward
& the site. A Nationat
Pollution Dischnrge
Eliination Systen:
(NPDES) permit
application will be
filed with the
Regionzl Water
Quality Control
Board (RWQCB).
The project would
comply with any
conditions specified
in & NPDES permil.
(S/M)

[#)9

JBAS640001 1.9
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Key: Each impact is (ollowed by one of dhe [sliowing notitions:

B - Sutstimtial benelicial enviranmenin] chanpe.

[ « Nousignificant, T.e., envivonmental ehange is not sebstantiab snd adverse.

SM - Significant but mitigatile, i.e., environmental change is substantial and adverse, and can be mitigned 1o o level below significance,
50 - UanvoidiLle sdverse hnpact, ie., environmental change is significant and canuct be reduced 1o a level below significrnce.




Enviponingts)
Resauree
(Section b dacinaeni)

Alrerati Heighis
(Seciiou 4.11)

Waiueal Gas

Alternolive A

e d0-fool-high
Guilding on Block 1
wnul(l EKCCEE‘ non-
operational
imaginary height
surfuces, bul based
w8 Federsl
Aviation Aduinis-
wration (FAAY
detzrmination,
woutld not sesull jo o
Lurznvd 10 uir
aavigation,
Buildings on the
eastealy aieus of
Blocks 1, 2, snd 3
would be ubstiuce-
tion lighted, per
EAA standaids, (N)

Huiuial gas could be

Allernutive

Same as All. A,
except the building
on Bluck 1 would
be 300 feet high. Tt
would nevertheless
exceed imaginary
surfaces, bul would
nat result in a
hazard ta air
navigation. The
project woukl
comply wilh any
FAA-imposed
conditions, (N}

Same as All. A

TABLE 1.5-1 {(conifuned)

Alternntive €

All buildings would
be below any FAA
imaginary height
suifaces, und would
not resubt i a
huzard (o air
navigation, (N}

Same a5 All. A

Alevuniive J¥ Aliernative E

Same as All. B. Same as Alt, C.
(M) (M}

Sume as Al A Sawe s All AL

(Section 4.12) provided withuut (N) (N) (P} (G
adversely affecting
the ability of the
Sun Diego (Gas and
Elewttic Comnpany
(SDHGE) 1 provide
SCIvices to s
servive wrea, and
withtn adversely
ulfecting conveyance
facifisies. (1)
JH/6640001 1.5
Key: Each impact is folluwed by one of the following sotutions:
B - Substantial beneficial enviconmental change,
H - Naot significaat, i.s., envirosmental change is not substanial and adverse.
5M - Siguificant but niitipable, i, environments] chanpe is substantial and advesse, and can be mitigated to a level below significance.
S/ - Waavaidalde adverse impadt, Le., enviconmemal change is significant and capnot be reduced o a level Below significance,

Alternative T

The 500-foot-high
building on Block 2
would exceed
operalianal
imaginary height
suifaces, but based
an previous FAA
determinations,
would not ifkely
resull in a hazard
16 Air navigation,
The project would
comply with any
FAA-imposed
conditions. (V)

Same as Alt. A
(N}

Alternative G

Nu pew
development would
occut, 30 (here
would be no effect
On air navigation.

™)

No new develop-
ment would occur,
50 there would be
no bnpact on
natural gas, (N}
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[#4]

TABLE 1.5-1 {cosilinued)

Farivenimet alizinutive & Alternutive B terputive C Altevititive ) Alierpintive |
Respnuree

(Section Ty docwment)

Electvicity Cuonveyance facilities Sume as All. A Same vs Alt. A Same us Al A Same as Alt. A

{Section 4.12) are nol sufficient to (5) (5) (5) 5]
provide sdequate

electrical service 10

{he site. A pew 12

KV looped system

woukd be required.

2)

JBBEAGI0 L 1.5
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Key: Ench impact b followed by one of the following notations:

B - Substanthil bevelicial environmental change,

N - Mot signilicant, i.e., environmental ehange is not substantial nnd adverse.

SM - Signilicant but mitigable, L.e., environmental chanpe is substantinl and adverse, and can be naitigated 10 o kevel below siguificance.
SiU - Unavoiduble sdverse impact, ie., environmental change is significant and cannot be reduced 1o a fevel below significance.

Abtzviuative I

Same as Al AL
6]

Aleypadive G

No new develop-
weit would oceur,
50 there would be
70 impact on
electrical service,

(N}

i




SECTION 2
PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

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

Tie United States Department of the Navy is the owner and/or operator of 18 administrative,
support, and operational installations throughout the City of San D1ego area. One such facility
is known as the Mavy Broadway Complex, which primarily contains administrative and warshouse
facilities, and is the lccation of the Commander, Maval Base, San Diego; the Naval Supply Center,
San Diego; and several other Department of Navy activities. As previously shown in Figure 1-1,
the Mavy Broadway Complex is centrally located to the other Navy installations.

The Navy Broadway Complex is located on approximately 15.6 acres in dewntewn San Diego aear
the waterfront. Onsite structures were built primarily between 1922 and 1944, with a small
gatchouse added in 1956. Thae site curreatly houses 405,753 square feet { S’Z) of office, 179,616 SF
of industrialfwarshouse buildings, and 421,660 SF of industrial uses for the Navy with a ictal
1,067,029 SF of development Although outside of the boundaries of the proposed project, the
adjacent Navy Pier is supported by personnel at the Navy Broadway Complex and is part of the
complex.

Tae Naval Suppiy Center initiated long range vians in 1979 to move much of the warehousiw
frem the Na‘ry Br::aciway Complex site io new, modern facilities iccated at existing navai
operaticnal tases in the San Dle:ro region. Subsequent to this, a regional s ‘mdy of Navy
administrative and facduy rzquirements was conducted. Tae study reaffirmed fhat the Navy
Broadway Complex with the Mavy Pier was essential for national security purscses and also found
that consolidation of administrative tersonnel at one lccation would free valuable operational
space at the cther instailations. The Navy Broadway Complex was determined io be the most
suitable facility for co-location because of its:

® Central location in relation ¢ other Navy instailations;

® Proximity to several major regional iransportation facilities, including light rail
transit lines, a railroad, sever al ous lines, aud an extensive {regway complex;

4 Ideal size to support necessary office space.'

This cc-lccaticon concept at the Navy Broadway Complex, with continued creration of the adjacent
Mavy Pier, was aporoved by the Chief of Maval Overaticns in 1583, A nezd for apnrodmaieiy
i milion SF of upgraded office space has since ceen ideniified o accommeodaiz MNavy
acmainisiraiive personnel.

Tze gyoical means oy which comsiruction of Navy oificss, or other wnilitary faci h.‘es is funded is
sirouga Military Construction (MILCON) amror*r'at:crs which 212 iapayer-funded and
r2ssicrally asoroved. rTcwevei, Conf?"ﬂs.) ,...Adom.d mrougn Pucde Law {7.1.) 59-661, 2
soncapt srovcsed oy Navy olanners and « "0*:::11":&'-/ grouss oy which the site would e develoted
1 redieed oost 10 the axpayers tarouga a oublic/orivate venturs, 2L 59-6€1 was 2 soinTonent

£ 1587,

of e Wational Defense Autherization Ast o

2-1
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The legislation allows the Secretary of the Mavy to enter into long-term leases of property on the
Navy Broadway Complex, providing that in consideration of the lease, the Navy obtains withcut
comrensation, or at substantially below markst value, administrative office facilities for the use
by the Navy, thersby providing needed Navy facilities at little or no cost ¢ the taxpayer. The
lease would be to a private party(ies), who would develop private uses on a portion of the site,
with the Navy offices on other pertions of the site.

Pursuant to P.L. $9-81, the Navy is propcsing to redevelop the Navy Breadway Ceomplex with
the following uses:

. Up to 1,000,060 square feet (SF) of Navy administrative offices.
s A mix of private office, commercial, and/er retail uses up io 2,145,006 SF in size.

The propesed development and alternatives are described in detail in Secticn 3. A copy of
P.L. $9-861 is provided in Appendix A

The Navy and the City of San Diego entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) on
June 1, 1987 tc guide the planniag and approval process for redevelopment of the Navy Broadway
Complex The MOU sgecifies that the Mavy, in copsuitsiion with the City of San Diego, will
prepare a development plan and urban design guidelines that will define the nature of
development that will cccur on the Navy Broadway Complex. The development plan and urban
design guidelines would become part of a development agreement between the Navy and the City
cf San Diego. A copy of the MOU is nrovided in Appendix B.

w5
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SECTION 3
ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

31 PROTJECT LOCATION

The site of the propesed project, kncwn as the Navy Broadway Complex, is located in the City
of San Diego, California, within the downtown arsa known as Qnt City. Tae regional location
of the site is depicted in Figure 3-1. The Navy Broadway Complex is located in the western arza
of the City near the San Diego Bay waterfront, as depicted in Figurs 3-2. it is bounded by
Broadway on the north, Pacific Highway on the east, and Harbor Dr;ve crn the south and west.
The Navy Broadway Complex, which consists of approximately 15.6 acres, is located on eight city
blocks. As shown in Figure 3-3, the eight city blocks are consolidated into four larger blocks,
noted in this document as Blecks 1, 2, 3, and 4 from north to scuth, with zach bounded by Pacific
Highway on the east and Harbor Drive on the west, and separated by the extensicns of E, F, and

G strasts,
3.2 AT TERNATIVES

The planning process for the co-location of administrative offices at the Mavy Broadway Complex
was initiatad in 1979 when relocation of warshcouses on the site was Srst considered, followed in
1983 by approval of the co-location concept by Chief of Naval Cuerations. The formation of the
adviscry Broadway Complex Coordinating Group {BCCG) served as the next step iz the planning
nrocess. it was not until passage of P, L 56-661 in 1987 ihat the process 10 generate detailed
'?eveicmmeqt concepts icr ihe Navy Brcadway Complex was initiated, Since that time, and
partic ulaf'y since 1988--after 2 project development team was assembied--a number of aiternatives
to redevelopment of the Navy Brcadway Compiex have besn systematically examired.

Tae fcllowing criieria were considersd in developing alternative concents:

e Provide up tc 1 million square feet (SF) of administrative offices for the co-
location cnsite of Navy administrative personnel in the San Diego Region.

? Maintain 2 Mavy presence at the Navy Broadway Complex This is raguired
by the need to provide support personnel for the adjacent Navy Pier, which must
continue in operation for national security purposes. Tae Navy Pier is used for
ship berthing, storage, and load-outs. In order o suppert the MNavy Pier, a rail
line that bisects the site and is used periodically would be retained.

° Allow for private development cpportunities through a ground !ease such that
sufficient lease revenues are generated to significanily or fully offset the cost of
Navy officss.

ity pzoject that provides open space at the

Fy

3 Develop 2 igh -gualt ef
opens view corridors between the downiown cors and the water
pedestrian access and public '!L.S\,..., and resulis in an aesthetically pi 2sing project.
This responds 10 community desires as expressed in local policy plans and
through the BCCG.

20:of Br Sadway,
o
ir

ont, matimizes
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Seversl alternative concept plans were considered but rejected in the planning process. Each
alternative included a mix of land uses that inciuded i million SF of Navy offices. Each
alternative was evaluated for its consistency with the criteria expressed above, and its compatibility
with planning policies.

Several alternatives with variaticns in overall square footage were considersd, but were found (o
either be insufficient in size to cffset the costs of the Navy offices or were tco intense to meet
community cbjectives. These alternatives were rejected from further consideration.

An alternative that included over 100,060G SF of specialty retail, alcng with a mix cf other uses,
was considered. Althcugh this alternative would have met with criteria that were being considered
for redevelopment of the site, it was rejected because of insufficient market demand for this much
specialty retail, given the expansion of the nearby Seapert Village specialty retail shopping center
and the Horton Plaza regional shopping mall.

A mixed-use development that would have included 860 residential vnits in mid- and high-rise
structures on a portion of the site was also considersd. This alternative was r2jected because it
would not have provided sufficient revenues per square foct to offset the cesis of Navy officss.

A final alternative that was considered was similar to the Navy's preferred alternative,
Alternative A, and was announced 1o the public in March, 1989, This alternative included a
mixed-use development of Navy and commercial offices, a museum, heotels, and a small ameunt
of retail. It also included 1.3 acres of open space at the northwest area of the site, 2t the foot of
Broadway, Tae taliest ouilding would bhave been 350 fee: in height. Subseguent io ixe
nnouncement, there was community discussicn calling for additicnal open space at the 7

Broadwzy. In response o this comrmurity input, this alternative was revised azd replaced by an
iternative that provided 1.9 acrss of coen space ai the foot of Broadway and a 400-foot-nigh

vilding. ’

i)

i

va

-]

Thae Navy narrowed the potentiial development concapts to seven alternatives after consideratios
of potential alternatives and after recelving community input on a preferred aiternative. Tae
seven alternatives are corsidersd in the environmental impact analysis, and are listed below and
described in detail in the foilowing sections. Table 1.2-1 (page 1-5) summarizes sach alternative.

Altsrnatives include:

b

L The propesed action (le., the vreferred altemative) and thres mized-use

development alternatives on the Mavy Broadway Complex.

9 ostruction of only military uses on the Navy Broadway Complex using
traditional congressionaily funded Military Constructicn (MILCOM).

Bl

—- ey e ) = : 1 . rtea? e Fatod -
8 Ar alternative with development of primarily privats commercial and office us2s

on tae Navy Broadway Complex and deve
site in the essizin area of downiown San Diege. z

)

lopment of Mavy offices on 2 second

sk e wla

i

? Toe no acitlon alisrnative, whersby existing Mevy uses on the sits remain

unchanged.

[N
[
Lh
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The raticnale for selecting each cf these alternatives for further consideration is discussed in
the following sectiops.

Tae Navy Broadway Compiex would ve developed accerding to design guidelines to be adopted
by the Navy and the City of San Diego. Draft design guidelines have been prepared for the
project and are presented in Appendix D. The guidelines would become part of the development
‘agreement o be adepted by the City and Navy. The guidelines describe allowabie land uses, land |
use intensities, maximum helghts (by block), and parking standards. With the excepticn of the ™
Alternative E, which includes military construction only, and Alternative G (zo action), each of
the alternatives is gererally consistent with the design guidelines. Alternatives E and G ars not
consistent with the guidelines because they retain the site for exclusive Navy use.

The mix of land uses shown for each of the proposed mixed-use alternatives (i.e., Alternatives A,
B, C, D, and T) is based on anticipated market conditions. Depending on actual market
conditions zt the time of development, modifications in the square footage of each proposed lanc';
use may occur. However, in no event would the overall square fcotage of developm..m excee.
the total squars foctage shown for cach altermative.

321 AITERNATIVE A

iternative A implements all the criteria that were established in developing the alternatives,
and is conceptually iilustrated on Figure 3.4, Alternative A is the Navy's preferred alternative,
and it includes the foilowing publc benefits:
@ A 1.8-acre open space would be provided at the foot of B "'adwaj {sez
Figure 1-2, page 1-6). This open spacs area would help implemesnt a iong-
suaudmg desire by the Cdy of San D*eao to provicde a gateway to the City from
the waterfront. Tie City of San Diego and the San D;ego Upified Port District
may contribute adjacent property to create an even larger open space at the foot
of Broadway. \Cuordmaticn with the City and v‘*e Port District would be
neasded tc reserve the adjacent arsa as open space. I reserved, an
approximately 10-acrs oper space area at the foot of Broadway could be
provided. (Ses Figure 1-3, page 1-7). The provisicn of ocpen space outside of
the project boundaries is oot a part of this project.

® The project would provide up io 53,000 square feet of unimproved space for
a community-sponsored group to have a museum, which would be criented
towards showcasing ‘?"e maritime heritage of the City, and the historical
signiﬁca"w- of this section of the waterfront. Together with the open space on
Bleck I, the museum W‘lu selp to create 2 pedesisiap snvironment oriented to
the waterfrent (see Figure 1-2, page 1-6).

@
Il

, ¥, and G Sireets, which u*rsntlj terminate at the eastern boundar; 7 Of F the
site (at Pacific Highway), wonuld be extended and developed with broad sidewalks
:J:)LG‘* the site 1o provide vehicular 2nd pedesirian access bétwaen downiown
-_-d the wme::::,‘:t (zee Figurs 14, page 1-3). G Sirest wonlc provide si dpwa"("

5 1o 30 fest wide that would be ;auescaped o enbance pedestrian and visu
access tetwesn é: e Marina peighberhocd io the 2ast and the & Street Mole at

the waterfront.
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® Tailer buildings would include slender towers rising from broad bases and would
be copstructed on ihe inland side of the site nearest Broadway, stepping down
to the waterfront and to the south to provide a visual transition betwesn the
higher density downiown core io the 2orth and east and the lower deasity
waterfront and specialty retail tc the west and south. View corridors along E,
F, and G strests would be enhanced to maximize public views of the waterfront
from corridors.

Thze basic preject objectives of providing Navy offices at reduced cost to the

-taxpayers would be met, although some local firancial assistance by the City ¢

San Diego for infrastructure improvements (e.g., roadway and strestscape

] -

improvementsy would be required.

Alternative A inciudes development of 3,250,000 SF of mixed uses cn the Navy Broadway
Complex. The conceptual illustrative for this alternmative shows the tailest buildings con the
northeasterly area of the site, peaking on Block 1 with other structures stepning down in height
towards the Seaport Village shiopping center to the scuth, and o the waterfront on the west, as
shown in Figure 3-4. Figure 3-5 depicts an illustrative site plan for Alternative A, {It should be
noted that all figeres showing the alternatives are conceptual 2nd intended only o zepresent ao
illustrative example of the scale and possible general appearance of development.) Figurs 3-6
depicts massing guidelines for this alternative.

o

Description of Altermative A

Alternative A would include a mix of open space, Navy cifice, museum, hotel, commercial office,

and retajl land uses in up o 3,250,000 ST of development. The gross fioor arsa ratio (FAR) for
this alternative would be 3.45. The vrecise mix and lecation {by block) of land uses would be
determined by markst conditicns. For purpases of this analysis, the following iand uses by zlock

are assuraed.
Block 1

A 630,000 SF commercial office building and approximetely 1.9 acres of open space ars propesed.
If a contigucus segment of Broadway is abandoned and the Port District dedicates an adjacent
similarly sized area of open space, an approximately 10-acre-open space arsa at the foot of
Broadway couid be created, as depicted in Figuere 24, Broadway could be re-routed around ih
open space o ifs terminus at Harber Drive.

The comimercial office building would include a strest-ievel pedinm, upen which a stepped jower
would be developed. The office pediun would have a 75-fcot setback from Broadway to create
a visual link 15 the waterfront and would be 400 feet high. Iis iallest component would be next

¢ Pacific Fighway at the easterly end of the site, and it would siep down towsards the onen space

e

nd the waterfroni. Ground-level support retail and restauran: vses would be included. An
it e oo A . Pyt S T o4 2 3 42 = o 2.7 3 IR
strative cross section of this pian is devicted in Flgurss 3-7 and 3-8 g

¢

wm
3

,;,.
il
fafoey
]

Delow-grade carking would be provided ior 350 venicles, which is 1 space per 1,600 37,

JB/e640001.E1
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. Block 2

Up to 1,000,000 SF of Navy office uses would be developed on Blcck 2. A 23-ficor tower with
a maximum aeight of 350 feet and 369,060 SF wouid be iocated on the eastern half of the block
aleng Pacific Highway. On the western half of the biock, an existing Navy building (Building 12)
weculd be rehabilitated or a new butlding of 486,000 SF would be developed. Approximately
100,000 SF within Building 12 would be new construction added above the roof of the existing
building, if that building were rehabilitated. Within the Block 2 square foctage, a museum of up
to 53,060 SF i size would be provided, with its principal entry on the greund floer criented to
the open space on Block 1 at the foot of Broadway. Figure 3-7 also depicts an illustrative cross

section of this bicck

A total of 1,230 parking spaces would be provided, 430 below grade and 80C in a five- to six-
floor, 300,600 SF encapsuiated 2bove-grade struciurs. Fleet vehicle parking and storage would
be provided for 230 vehicles within this total. This is equal to about 1.23 spaces per 1,000 SF, of
which 0.23 space per 1,000 SF would be for storage of those vehicles and one space per 1,000 8F
weculd be for patrons/employess of the Navy offices.

Block 3

This bicck would be developed with a 1,000-room, 745,000-SF hotel. As conceptually shown in
Figure 3-4, two midrise towers would be constructed on 2 single base. A tcwer up to 250 fest
high would be constructed on the sasterly area of the site adjacent to Pacific Highway, stepping
down to-z 150-fcet-tigh building on the wesierly aree of the site toward Harber Drive, Tae otel

. weuld include ground- and second-level support tetail and restaurants, and conference and
ballrocm facilities. An illustzative cross section of the proposed Block 3 development is depicied
in figurs 3-8, -

Belcw-grade parking would te provided for 750 vehicles, which is approwimately 1 space per
1,800 &% or 0.75 spaces per room.

Block 4

lcck 4 would be developed with a 50C-room, 475,000-SF hotel that includes an additional
25,0C0 St of retail and/or restaurant uses. Unlike the support retail that would be provided in
the mix of land uses on Blocks 1 ard 3, the retail on Block 4 would be independent of, but
ancillary io, the hotel uses proposed on this bicck. As shown in Figure 3-4, the developments on
Biocks 1, 2, and 3 step down towards this block, which wouid have a maximum structural height
of 150 fest. As with the other development on the site, the tailer structures on Bleck 4 would
be on iae easterly area of the biock, stepping down to lower structures as the site approaches the
waterfront to the west. The hotel would provide retail uses on the ground floor. Figurs 3-8
depicts an lilustrative cross section of Block 4 development.
Below-grade parking would be provided for 475 vehicles at a ratio 0.

4 spaces per 1,800 3F of retail

J3/6646C01.E1
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Phasing Plan for Alternative A

The phasing for this and all other alternatives would be dictated by market conditions. A possible
phasing program is depicted in Figure 3-9, For purposes of azalysis, it is assumed that the project

wculd be developed over an approximately 11-year period. Based on markst conditions, the

" timing and onsite location of development may differ from the phasing shown herein. Open space

would be provided in the last phase. This is because Navy offices would not be constructed until .
the third phase of the project, after sufficient private development has occurred to offset the cost

cf the Navy offices. Building 1, which currently has 319,000 SF of Navy offices and is lccated on
the site of the future open space, would need to be retained on the site until new Navy offices
are completed.

The phases and associated construction activity are as foilows:

* Phase 1.-1992-19¢4: The hotel on Block 4 would be developed.

® Phase 2--1995-1897: Building 12, located on the westerly area of Block 2, would
be rehatilitated and expanded. At the same time, the buildings on the sasteriy
half of Block 2 and all bmidmgs on Block 3 wouid be dcmolmned and the siie
used for temporary surface parking.

? Phase 3--1998-2000: The commercial office would be consiructed on the easterly
area of Block 1. The new Navy office would be constructed on the sasterly area
of Block 2.

] Phase 4--2001-2003: Building 1 would be demoiished for the construction of the
open space ared the hotel on Block 3 would be constructed.

3.2.2 ALTERNATIVE B

Alternative B is similar to Alternative A, but includes more commerzial office space and less opern
space. This alternative is intended 1o meet the project objectives with no financial 2ssistance from
the City of San Diego. Alternative B includes an additicnal 250,000 SF of commercial office
space for a total onsite deveiopment of 3,500,060 SF. This would be sufficient to fully offset the
cost of the new Navy offices.

Less open space would be availabie on Block 1, whers the additional commerrial coffics is
proposed.  Alternative B inclucdes a 900,000-ST commercial office development in a 300-foct-
high building on Block 1. As shown in Figure 3-10, the 1.5-acre open space in Altemative A
woud be raduced to a 0.5-acre pedestrian plaza located at the foot of Broadway. Consclidation
of adjacent City and Port District land is aot considered in this aiternative, and the circuiation and
configuration of Broadway would not be altered.

All other land uses on Blocks 2, 3, and 4 would be the
maritime museum and public and visual access to the water

JB/6646C01.E1




d A
2 DEMCLTION ON BLCCK 2 + 3
FCR SURRACE PARKING

/.

a QFFICE (650,000 SF)

CH ST
o NAYY GFFICE ($59.000 5F}

CN BLOCK 2 4 1230

STRUCTUFZED PARKING SPACES
a TOTAL NAYY CFFICE =

1 MILLION SF.

P@ssibie Phasing Program
Alternative A
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PROGRAM

Grosg [
Block Square Haight
Mumber Land Use Foaiags Parldag {Foat)
1 Commercial Office - 200,000 500 oo ¢
Open Spaca (0.5 Acra) below-grade
2 Mavy Cffice: ’
- Bidg. 12 331000 420 30
- NMew 588,600 below-grade
Museum 35,000 a2ce
2Cve-grade
Ancua-Crade Parking eI
3 Hetia 745 750 2EC
saicw-grace
4 Hetal 475,800 375 1EC
RAatail 25000 10
zeicyegrada
Taial — 2,300,300 il o

Séxaﬁ‘w:'; = 3.438 Grass TAR

Alternative B
Navy Broadway Complex Project
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Alternative 3 is similar to Altematlve A in terms of building massing and layout, with the tallest
buildings on the acrtheasterly area of the site—in this case peaking on Block 2 at 350 feet--
stepping down tcward B:cadwa v on the north, Seaport Vmacp on the south, and the waterfront
to the west, as shown in Figure 3-1

Descrintion of Alternative B

iternative B would include a mizx of N amj office, museum, commercial office, hotel, open space,
and retail uses in up to 3,500,000 SF of development. The cveraﬂ TAR for this alternative weuld
be 5.88. Az with Alternative A the location and mix of land uses would be determined by markst
conditions. Propesed uses, by block and approximate heights, are described below.

Block 1

A 5C0,0C0-SF commercial office building would be developed. The commercial office building
wouid be similar in design to the building propesed in Alternative A, but weuld sxrend
velopment 0 cover mors arsa "f the bleck (see Figure 3-4 2nd Figurs 3-‘\,). As corceptually

_ uhown, the office umdu*«r would include & stepped rc;ws:r up 0 JCO feet high with an achacsni:
150-foot-tall wing *o the north. These structurss weuld step down o aowe*-h ng bases located
to the west, ad;ac i to a §.5-acre pedestrian piaza. Ground-level retail uses wnula be provided

aa:ac..n‘“ 0 the ﬂe.‘estnan pla.,a.

-
i~

000

[
(2]

Below-grade parking for 960 vehicles would be provided, which is 1 space per

ne develooment on these blocks wourld te the same as with Alternetive A Please see the

Phasings Plen for Altermaiive B

Phasing for Alternative B would be the same as for Alternative A, Please see Secticn 3.2.1
{vage 3-14).

3.23 ALTERNATIVE C

Alternative C is intended to provide the mizimum private development necessary to oifset the

costs of providing 1,000,060 SF of Navy offices. Instead of new offices on BIOCK 2, supperied in
part by commercial office on Bleck 1, Alternative C focuses on rehabilitation of the two largest
existing omsite buildings, Bmld ncrs 1 (on Bleck 1) and 12 (on Block 2); aupplemeqted DY 4 new
low-rise Navy office building also on Block 2 (see Figure 3-11}. The costs of rehabilitating the
Two existing bLiif"-‘ans and puilding a new one Cn Bicck Z would ce ofise? by the same amount of
hotel aznd retall on Blocks 3 and 4 as in Alternatives A and B. Total onsite develcoment.
inciuding Navy cffices, would be 2,470,000 37,

Alibough sgsits development, comparsd  with
Altzrnetives A 2nd B, ifs configuration would not zilow for the nrovision o
Block 1 at the foot of Broadway, because that s Toe current lgeation of Build!
a museum would noi be financially supportable with this aiternative,

Wl e would reduce the oal
Lai5 wSrnacve woull ISdu L3S (Dia

i
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PROGRAM

Greas Max,
Block } Squarn Height
Numbar Lland Usa Footage Parking {Faat)
1 Navy Offica 366,000 220 1C0
{Bldg. 1) surface
2 Mavy Cffica:;
- Aehad Bldg. 12 286,000 400 150
oelow-grads
- Maw 2484060 30
2bove-grads
Accove-Grade Parking : 228.5C0
2 Hewal - TASCCO 730 280
calcw-grads ;
4 Hotai 475,000 375 180
Aztail 28.0C e

selow-srads
Total e 2,470,000 2,423 -

She Sgosiy = 3.15 3033 FAR
3340301 1188

Aliernative C
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configuration of Broadway would not Ce altered, but E, F, and G streets would be extended
through the site, with G Street serving as a major pedestrian linkage.

Alternative C is different from Alternatives A and B in terms of building massing and laycut. The
stepping down of structures toward the waterfront, as found in Alternatives A and B, would not
ceceur with this alternative. Instead, the massing would generally foliow existing patterns found
on Blocks 1 and 2, with the higher structures on the westerly area of the blocks, as conceptually
shown in Figurs 3-11

Description of Alternative

o
-

Uses propesed for Alternative C are described below. The overall FAR for this alternative would
be 4.15. Building heights are approximate.

Block 1

Thne existing building on the westerly area of the block, Building 1, would be rehabiiitated io
include 366,000 ST of Navy office uses. The sxisting building height, 100 fset, would be
unckanged. Creund-level retail would not te included in this building.

Surface parking for 230 vehicles would be provided on the sasterly area of the block. The parking
ratio for this block would be combined with additional Navy office parking that would be provided
on Block 2 to arrive at an cverall Navy office parking ratio of 1.23 spaces per 1,600 8%, This is
delineated further in the discussion of Block 2.

Block 2

o £

This block would include Navy office uses only. Building 12, on the westerly area of the bicck,
would be rehabilitated to incluce 385,600 SF of rehabilitated and 100,660 ST of new oifice space

within a 150-fcet-high structure. A 130-foot-aigh building housing 14R,000 ST of cffice space

~

would te constructed on the easterly area of the biock

A total of 1,000 parking spaces would be provided, 400 below grade and 600 in a three- to
ave-flcor, 225,000-SF above-grade structure. Including Block 1, a total of 1,230 parking spaces
{230 for fleet vehicle storage) would be provided for 1,000,000 SF of Navy office space, a ratic
of 1.23 spaces per 1,000 SF of office (of which one space per 1,000 SF would ke for emrioyes
use).

Blocks 3 and 4

The development on these biocks would be the same as with Alternative A Please ses the
descrintion in Section 3.2.1 {page 3-13)

- AYTY = -,
Phasing Plan for Aiternative © '

4

Y, sagm oy a T il e 3 Tyl ~ -t o e
aAltzrnative C wouid be phased as iollows {depending on market conditions):

Phage 1--1592-1504: The actel on Block 4 would be developed
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) Phase 2--1995-1997: Building 12 would be rehabilitated and expanded on
Block 2. At the same time, existing buildings on Block 3 and the easterly arsa
of Block 1 and Block 2 would be demolished and the areas used for temporary

surface parking.

® Phase 3--1968-7000: Building 1 would be rehabilitated cn Bleck 1.

@ Phase 4--2001-2003: The new Navy cffice would be constructed on the easterly |

arza of Block 2, and the hoiel would be constructed on Bicck 3.
324  ALTERNATIVED

Alternative D was developed to consider development of most of the Navy cffices at a locaticn
cther than the Mavy Broadway Complex, with the costs of the Navy offices supported primarily
by private development on the Navy Brcadway Complex. The Centre City East arsa--where
Sarn Diego’s new civic center is proposed--was considered the most likely alternative lecation for
Navy office uses due to the potential availability of parcels that could accommodate nearly

1,000,000 SF of .office space and due to its proxmity to the MNavy Broadway Complex

(approximately 1 mile).” This area is shown in Figurs 3-2, page 3-3.

The Navy would retain approxmately 20,000 SF cf office space at the Navy Broadway Cemplex
to previde the minimum necessary suppert personnel for the continued operation of the Navy
Pier. Appreximately 580,080 SF of Navy offices would be provided in the Centre City East arsa.
To offset the Navy’s costs, 2,915,000 SF of mostly privats, mixed-use develcoment {excepi the
20,000 ST of Navy offices) would be provided at the Navy Broadway Complex. Total develcpment
with this alternative would be 3,365,600 SF, :

A 0.5-acre pedestrian olaza would be provided at the northwesterly corner of Block 1 at the foot
of Broadway, and E, T, and G streets would be extended through the site with G Street providing
a major pedestrian linkage. A maritime museum wouid not be zroviced because insufficient
revenues would be generated by the project.

Alternative D is similar to Alternative B in terms of building massing and layout on the Navy
Broadway Complex. The tallest buildings would te on the northeasterly area of the site, with
heights peaking on Block 2 and stepping down towards Broadway on the north, Seaport Village
orn the scuth, and the waterfront on the west, as shown in Figure 3-12. Blocks 1, 3, and 4 would
be developed zs proposed in Alternative B. Block 2 would have 3 300-room hotel on the westerly
ar=a cf the bicck. “

Tne Navy offices would be developed in a 980,000-SF buiiding that covers two currently
unspecified biccks in Centre City East, as conceptually shown in Figure 3-12. Thre building would

be designed to have a siepped nodium base leading o a 350-foot-hizgh tower,
= Py Y p=J =4

H

j impindeA i A ol o danasih almer By Wil . -]l TAD -
Uses inciuded in Altermative D ere descrized telow bv tiock. Thez ovemall TAR on

Broadwsy Compiex would be 54 and the ofisite developrent would have an
approgmaiely 7.0, Building heighis are approximate,
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PROGRAM

OFF=-SITE NAVY OFF
CENTRE CITY EAST ARER
980,000 G5 F.

1,205 PARKING SPACES

m

Gross Maz.
Block Square Haight
Numbar Lond Use Footage Parking {Faat)
1 Commaercial Ofice 300,008 80 A0
Open Spaca {0.5 Acre) taicw-grada
2 Commardial Sffics 33C,0¢0 780 350
Hetel 200,3C2 selcw-grade
Mavy DTffice 20,600
z Heial 745,080 750 250
) Salow-graca
3 Hate! 478,000 75 120
Aetzil 25,008 1CC
oalow-grada
O 3ite Mawy Office 380,200 305 3E¢
ralew-grade
Akbove-Grads Parking 1€0,5C0 4C0
3bove-grade
Tatai _— 2,285,508 4,110 -

iCnap
cH
Site Tdnsity = 3.4 Brose FAR

Allernative D

Navy Broadway Complex Project
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. Block 1

The develorment cn Block 1 would be the same as with Alternative B. Please see ih

in Secticn 3.2.2, page 3-13.
Biock 2
Thze ’“sterly area

20,000 S© avy office in a tower up io 350
design of ihis bu 7vdmg weould be similar to the

Alternative A (see Figure 3-4 and Figure 3-12). The aﬁ"zc: on the
hotel tower 1ocatua on the westeriy area of the block

to a 200-fc =o*—i" i
200,600 SF of spa
750,000. Grou

ce and would include 300 suites.
nd-level ratail us

a of Bleck 2 would be develeped with 530,600 S& of commercial office
feet bigh, rising from a broad podium base. The

e description

and

Salava

proposed in the same lccation in
easterly area would step down
be hotsl wmud nave
biock would ke

building i

Total square footage on this

es would be ;,rr*vzde" in both buildings

Below-grade parling would be provided for 780 vehicles at a ratio of 1.04 spaces zer 1,000 S7.

Blgcks 3 and 4

The development on these blocks would be the
descriptico in Section 3.2.1, page 3-13.

Dilsite

lccaticn. The mamum beighi

Parlcng for 1,205 vehicies would e provided--8C5

spaces in a 160,060 SF

one space per *,()GO SF for empicyeses/oatrons.

A iotal of 980,060 8F of Navy office uses would be develeped at the offsite
of the buliding weuid be 350 fzetl

above-ground parking structurs
office would be provided, of which 0.23 spacs per 1,

same as with Alternative A. Please ses the

Centre City Zast

spaces in a ueicw-cror_nc stracture and 400
A ratio of 1.23 s5paces Der _,JCO SF or

0ce S F weuld be for fleet vehicle storage and

Phasing Plap for Alternative D
Alternative D would te phased as follows (depending on market conditions):
2 Phase 1--1962-1504: The hotel on Block 4 wouid be develcped.
3 Phase 2--1993.1997: The first 500,000 SF of offsite Navy offices would be
develeped
B Phase 3-1998.2000: The scmmercial office and pedssirian plaza would be
censtructed on Bleck 1. The hotel would be developed on Block 3
T
? Zhase 4.-2001-2003: The commercial office (with 20,000 5% of \4=«f7 fice) and

a suitzs hotsl wonld te

JB/ECACC0T.E1

comsiructed

=7

=H
2 DT ~F ~frad . = .
280,000 8% of cifsite Navy offices would be constructad.

on BLJC;\ 2. In addition , th
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3.2.5 ALTERNATIVE E
Alternative E would provide 1,060,000 SF of Navy offices on the Navy Broadway Complex with
no private develepment. Traditional funding mechanisms, i.2., Congressicnally eppropriated tax
dollars, would be used to finance construction. The project would consist solely of devélopment
13. No open spaces or pedestrian plazas

re 2-

of 1,660,000 SF of Navy offices, as depicted in Figu

would be developed on the site, nor would there be an extension of E Street, F Street, and
G Street for vehicular access through the site. Pedestrian access through the site would not be’
inhibited by fencing or any cther physical barriers, but it would be primarily across parking iots

instead of alcng sidewalks.
ernative would

Descrintion of Alternetive F
5 proposed in Alternative £ are described below. The overall FAR for this ait

8. Building heights ars approximate.
abilitated to include

Use
be 1.6
r2h
£ -y T o Al
feet 2igh. In zddition, 270

Bleck 1
Building 1 would be retained or the westerly area cf the block and
356,000 8F of office space. The puilding would be 5 maimum of 100

surface parking spaces would be provided.
e block and wouid be rehabilitated and
truction

the

f il

Block 2
Building 12 would be retained on the wesierly area of th
expanded io include 486,000 35 of office space, 160,600 ST of which would te new cons
on the rocf of the building, The building would be up to 150 feet kigh. The sasterly arsa of
biock would be used for surface parking for 360 vehicles,
Block 3
A aew 148,000 3F office building that would not exceed 100 fest in height would be consizucted
cn the westerly area of this block The zasterly area of the block would be used for surface
parking for 207 vehicles.
Total
.23 spacss

Rlock 4

This block would be used for surface parking, A total of 393 spaces would be provided
pariing on the site would be 1,230 spaces (230 for flest vehicle storage), a ratio of 1.23
of whick one space per 1,000 SF wouid be for employees/patrons.

~LF;
CLLCS,

aan 10
1 F 5

per 1,600 ST of

Phasine Plan for Alterpotive 7
e altarnative werld he Aagel 3 3 Tt
iternative wouid be develcped in one phase, betwesn
&
. Pl

s o2

It is assumed that th

IB/e640061.EL



PROGRAM

Block
Number itand Use

1 Navy Offics:
-Bigg. 1
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. Bidg. 12

Gross
3quara
Footaga

2£6.L50

388,000

Parking
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0

v B
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- Maw 1,000 3urfaca
3 Navy Orfica:
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surtacs
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Project -/
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3.2.8 ALTERNATIVE ¥

As discussed in Section 3.2, page 3-3, subsequent to the public announcement of the Navy's

proposed concept for redeveiopment cof the Navy Broadwsy Compilexr, which included

approximately 1.3 acres of open space on the 3.5-acre RBlock 1 site, there was. community

discussicn of previding a larger cpen space at the foct of Broadwsy. Thae prepesed concept was

modified to create 1.9 acres of open space at the foot of Broadway (Alternative A).

A coneept was also developed, Alternative T, reserving the entire 3.5 acres on Block 1 for open
bres b

space. The density of developinent on the other thres blocks would be increased egual to the full

_development program for Alternative A, in order o provide sufficient development to offset the
zosts of providing Mavy offices (se2 Figure 3-14}. Lccal Znancial assistance from the City of San
Diego for infrastructure improvements (e.g., roadway and sirestscape improvements) would be
required. Adjacent propersy to the north under the control of the City of San Diego and the San
Diego Unified Port District would te added to create ap even larger cpen space at the foot of
Rroadway. A significant waterfront gateway to downtown San Diego could be created at the foot
of Broadway., Develcpment of this slternative is not contingent upon the Gevelopment of adjacent
City and Port District propetty.

The public benefits offered by this alternative would be the same as Alternative A, except that
mcre public open space would be provided, Because the same amount of develepment as showz
in Alternative A would be required to sufficiently offset the costs of Navy.offices, developmen

on Blocks 2, 3, and 4 would be intensified. Building heizhts on Blocks 2, 3, and 4 weuld be
higher than Alternative A, wiih iowers up {0 500 fest high on Block 2 (insiead of Alternative A's
350 fest), 550 feat high on Block 3 (insiead of 250 feet high), and up to 250 f2et high on Bleck 4
{instead of 150 feet high). (Tae taiiest building in Alternative A is the 400-icot-high commercial
office building proposed on Block 1.}  Building massing and layout weuld te similar to
Alfternaiives A, B, and D, with the taliest buildings on the sasterly 2rea of Block 2, steoning down

i sherter buiidings toward the waterfront to the west and a specialty shopping center ic the
scuth, as shown in Figure 3-14.

Alternaiive T includes the develcpment of 3,315,000 SF of mixed uses in the Navy Broadway
Complex. A total of 650,000 SF of commercial office, 1,060,000 ST of Navy office, a 745,066 SF
and 475,000 SF botel, and an up to 35,000°SE museum would be developed. E, F, and G sireets
would be extended through the site, with G Sireet secving as a major pedesitian linkdge. Th
overall intensity of uses differs from Alternative A cnly in the amount of sbove-grade parking that

would te provided (1o offset parking that wouid have been'on Block 1), with Alternative
providing 365,000 SF versus Alternative A’s 300,CCC SF.

(41
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Descrindon of Alfernative F

T iAo in " = - 3 -t A tmmlmees e W T a1 T -, " AT Ta 2ol
Uses considersd i Altermative T ars described below by bicck. The oversli TAR Ior ials
i sie FIE) z NAT— Tlatn e e

aliernative would be 5.7, Building heights ars approxmaie,

Block 1

. -
22angons 2

contiguous segment of Broadway to allow orex space development and the Port Disirict dedicaies
a2 approximately 3.5- to 4-acre parcel Of open space, an approximately 10-acre park could be
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developed at the foot of Broadway (see Figure 3- 14) Broadway, whch currcqtly extends through
the proposed bayfront park, would terminate as a "T" intersection at Pacific Highway. No parking
would be provided on this block.

Block 2

An 869,660-SF office building would be dcvc’bpe" in a 500-foct-high structure on the easterly

area of Block 2. The Navy would cecupy 569,200 SF, with the remaining 300,00C ST to be used
for commercial office.  On the westerly zalf of the block, existing Building 12 would be
:ehab1htarcd and 100,00C SF weuld be added ic accommodate a total of 431,000 SL of Navy office

and up o a 55,000-SF museum within a building 150 feet high.

A total of 1,530 pariing spaces weuld be provided, 490 below grade and 1,040 in a 6.5-Soor,
365,000-SF abeve-grade structurs that would be located in the pedium of the new office building.
This bleck would provide parking at 2 ratio of 1.17 spacss per 1,000 SF, or 1 space per 1 066 SF
of commercial office and 1.23 spaces ger 1,000 SF of Navy office {of which che space per

1,600 SF weculd be employse parlking and 0.23 space weuid be for {leet vehicles).

Block 3

This bleck would be developed with a 500-rcom, 350-foot-high hotel on the sasterly area of th
block, and a 150-foot-nigh building supporting SO,GOC' SF of commercial office and 25,000 SF of

retail and restaurant uses on the wpste"y area of the block

Below-grade parking would be orovided for 825 wehicles, a ratio of ADLIoxK dmaiely 4 spacss per
1,000 SF of retail, 0.75 spaces per aotel room, and 1 szace 1,6CG 57 of commer clal cifice.

Block 4

A 1,800-rocm, 743,000-8F hotel wouid § oe developed within an up to 250-{cot-high buiiding, with

its highest point on the easterly arsa of the biock, stepning down to 75- to 100-foot-zigh structures
on the westerly area of the block.

Below-grade parking for 750 vehicies would be provided at a ratio of approximately 1 space per
(.75 rcoms.

Fhasine for alternative T

l 3

Alternative F would be phased as follows (depending on market conditions):

@ Phase 1--1592-1994: The hotel on Biock 4 would be developed.
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L Phase 4--2001-2003: The commercial coffice and hotel would be developed on
Block 3. Building 1 on Block 1 would be demolished.

3.2.7 ALTERNATIVE G

Alternative G is the no action alternative, which assumes that the site would continue to operate

with a mix of Navy cffice and Navy warshouse uses. No new development weuld cccur on the

site. The project site 15 currently developed with 405,753 SF of Navy office and 001,276 SF of’
industrial/warghouse uses, as depicted in Figure 3-15.

Mo cpen spaces or pedestrian plazas weould be developed con the site. Pedestrian and vehxcalar
access between downtown and the waterfront through the Navy Broadway Complex would not &
nrovided.

Description_of Ajternative &5

Uses 3mstm6 on the Navy Broadway Compiex and included ss the no action alteranative, by block,
are described belew. The overall FAR for this zlternative is 1.69.

Bleck 1

A tctal of 366,452 SF of Mavy office and 39,729 8F of industrial/warehouse uses are lccated on
Block 1. Buiiding 1, iccated on the westerly area of the block, is the taliest building a¢ 100 fest.

Surface paridng is provided for 140 vehicles.

Block 2

A total of
H

Buﬂding
160 feet

37,186 SF of Navy office and 421,560 S¥ of industrial uses are *ccnt d Cr 3’ock
2, Ecca!;e*T on the westerly area of the bicci, is the tallest building at ar mafeiv
S .

face parking is provided for 25 vehicles.
Biock 3

A total of 2,115 SF of Navy office and 109,510 SF of industrialfvarehouse uses are iccated oo
Bleck 3. The highest cuilding on tais bicck is 40 feet. No parking is provided

Rilock 4

A total of 30,227 SF of industrialiwarshcuse uses are Zoca ed on Block 4. The highest building
is 40 feet. Surface parking is proviced for 250 vehicles.

ntire Navy Broadway Complex totals 425 spaces, which is a tatio of 0.4Z spaces
approximaiely one space ;-.,L ._,560 ,").

IB/EG4GC01.EL
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SECTION 4

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE
PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES, AND MITIGATION MEASURES

4.1 LAND USE AND APPETCABLE PLANS
411 LAND USE COMPATIBILITY
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Existing Tand Tses

The Navy Broadway Complex project site is Iocated in Scuthern California within the coastal City
of San Diego, which has a population of approximately 1.05 million. As shown on Figurs 3-1,
page 3-2, and Figure 3-2, page 3-3, the site is located on the western edge of the City just sast
of Harbor Drive, the waterfront street adjacent to San Diego Bay. Thae San Diego Bay waterfront
is cccupied primarily by the Port of San Diego and the naval shore establishment, The Port of
San Diego is used as the base for cruise lines, shipping, four boat operaticns, marinas, commercial
fishing, and hotels, and alsc includes a convention center and Lindbergh Field, San Diego’s
primary airport. The San Diego naval shore establishment is a crucial facility for the command

of naval operaticns, administration, support, and communications in the Pacific Ccean.

The Navy Broadway Complex site is located several blocks west of the San Diege Centre City core
and approxmately 2 miles west of Interstate 5 {I-3), a primary north/scuth interstate highway
corridor. Regicnal access to the project area is provided via [-5, I-8, I-805, State Route 54
{SR-94), and SR-163 {see Figure 3-2, page 3-3).

The site is bounded by Harbor Drive to the west and scuth, Broadway o the north, and Pacific
Highway fo the east. Thae project site is 2ast of the Navy Pier and southeast of the Broadway and
B Sirset piers. Harbor Drive is the primary waterfront sireet in the vicinity. It parallels Pacific
Highway in the project area and connects waterfront tourist attractions, the County Administration
Center, Lindbergh Field, and naval and port activities located along San Diege Bay.

Existing Onsite Uses and Property Ownership

The Navy Broadway Complex currently has two large and 14 smaller Navy administrative office
and warchouse facilities containing approximately 1 million square feet of gross flocr arsa. The
Naval Supply Center; Naval Communications Staticn; and Commander, Naval Base, San Diego
are the primary existing tenants. Approxmately 2,100 military and civilian perscnnel are emgployed
at the site. The project site is one of 18 Navy insiallations within the metropolitan San Diego
arza. The Navy presence in San Diego is naticnally important because it represents approdmately
one-fourth of the toral Mavy flest. Figure 4-1 depicts the iccation of onsitz puildings and
Table 4.1-1 describes the uses and characteristics of cach buiiding, Most of ihe sxisting structurs
were built prior to 1945, with the oldess building dating o 1922,

S6640001.4A
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® TABLE 411

EXISTING ONSITE IMPROVEMENTS

Industrial Office

Building Height Total Area Space Space Storage
Ne. {foors) (square feet [SF}) (S8 (8 (SF)
1 8 357,577 38,577 315,000 0
5 2 15,219 15219 0 0
5 2 30,688 30,688 O ¢
7 1 25,913 0 0 25913
B 1 22,060 22,050 0 0
9 1 4,855 1,319 2,115 1,421
10 1 30,277 30,277 0 9
iz 7 427,041 413,176 13,865 0
13 1 24 84 0 0
105 1 11,455 0 11,455 g
. 166 1 20,350 8424 11,866 0
108 2 12,960 12,560 0 o
119 2 40,856 0 40,856 G
113 A 2,304 1,152 1,152 G
114 1 1,440 1,440 0
115 1 4,004 0 4,004 0
125° 1 - - - -
Total 1,007,113 574,026 405,753 27,334

2 Bailding 125 was partially demoiished and now coly a small portion remains. It is used for
nonrefrigerated storage and is not inciuded in the overall onsite square footage totals.

o

Mavy-owned railroad tracks ars located on tne projeci site in the E Sireet alignment beiween
Buildings 1 and 12 and are used an average of twice per year. The railroad iracks lead to the
Navy Pier across Harbor Drive and provide rail transport of supplies and cversized equirmenti to

. and from the pier.

JB/6640001.4A
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public access into or through the site is available. E, F, and G Streets currently approach the site

Existing access to the project site is restricted to authorized military and civilian personnel. No "
from the east and terminate at Pacific Highway without connections through to Harbor Drive.

The Navy Broadway Complex property is entirely contrelled by the Navy and primarily owned by
the Federal government. Federal ownerskip originates from initial conveyance of several parcels
to the Federal government by the City of San Diego in 1919. Subsequent conveyances cccurred
in 1933, 1938, and 1940. The Navy owns approximately 13.7 of the 15.6 acres. Property not
owned by the Navy is limited to the alignments and strips of land adjacent to E and F Strests
and a small porticn of the parking area north of North Harbor Drive and west of Pacific Highway.
The alipgnments of E and I Streets comprise a total of 1.5 acres and are owned by the San Diego
Unified Pert District (SDUPD). They are under long-term lease to the Navy {(until the year
2044). The narrow strips adjacent to the E and F Street alignments (approximately 0.1 acre total)
are under lease from the City of San Diego (until 2049). The parking area ncrth of Harber Drive
comprises approximately 0.3 acre and is leased frem the SBDUPD ona year-to-vear renewal option
basis. These three leases total 1.9 acres.

Surrounding Land Uses

The preject site is located in an area of San Diego that has been undergoing land use changes and
substantial redevelopment. Old and new commercial and office uses are intermixed with older
warenouses in the Centre City area, several blocks to the east and northeast. Lindbergh Fieid,
San Diego’s major airport, is located approximately 1.5 miles to the northwest. Visitor-serving
uses and hotels are located in the immediate vicinity of the site. Figure 4-2 depicis the major
surrounding land uses in the project vicinity. '

Land uses in the immediate vicinity include ibe following:

® Restaurant uses and parking are located immediately to the north across
Broadway. The Port of San Diego Cruise Ship Terminal (B Street Pler), the
Holiday Inn Complex, and the County of San Diego Administration Building ars
alsc located :o the north.

® The Broadway Pier, which extends west from the terminus of Broadway, is
located northwest of the site directly across North Harbor Drive. The Broadway
Pier contains the customs office, vehicle parking, and pedestrian-criented open
space.

® The Navy Pier and Transit Shed, which are used for ship berthing, storage, and
load out, are located directly west of project site Buildings 1 and 12 (Figure 4-2),
across North Harbor Drive. The pier is connected to Buiiding 12 by an enclesed
conveyor oriage over Norta Harbor Drove.

? The G Sirzet Mole is located west of the southern area of the site, and suppoiis
commercial fishing, restaurant, and pedestrian-oriented open spacs uses.

» Harbor Seafcod Market and Seaport Village are located south of the site across
Harbor Drive. Seaport Village is developed with specialty retaii shopping uses.
The Marriott Hotel and Corventicn Center and the Embarcaderc Marina Park
are located to the south and southeast of these areas.

44
IB/6G40001.4A



&

RN

coooaal

C L
I L

UL

5

(=]
]
[
.

OJEID

Z4

7
A0
‘ O

]

-

0

]

AT L
JE
A

7 HARBOR VIEW

g,
Wi e

ittt mra e T N L S J]
RN S=aE WA
AT T S Dty TR AL [n a1

W= EamiG )

=1
ly0
[.....UI

=Bl S
o

S
WCUED
005

i T IN%
:; mﬁ;c}iﬁzﬁg 5 1] | = i : - " l -: D
PoB TR e R
e e P e R e A RO
[zl RIS = e s L ) DTN
: HORTAZIA 3 £ 470) (e e I : T
JGENS o Bh e ni e o s 8
sl e i
".%’3%},‘%@%@@&&1 sisml=lrH ol
;wﬁﬁjﬁgﬁfg;_;@%g%gﬁ%é%@@@@%éﬂpﬂ
7 @emangasedo L SIS I I iwaiven | (H B ) e EE o @ L]
T NroaHE R 1aainn s
~ N R e o BB I b € i T e e O e

Navy Broadway Complex Project

1. Scaport Viltage

2. Embagsy Sultas

3. Harbar Seaiaod Marlet
4. Old Pollce Station

5. SDG & EStolion 8

€. Park Row

7. Horton Plaze

8. Amlrsi/Sonia Fe Depok
8. Navy Bulldings { 1220 Pacific Highwoy ¥
10. Holldpy Inn Complax
. Marldme Musoum

12, Port ol San Diege Crufse Ship TorninolB
Siroel Plar

13. County of San Blogo Administration Bullding
14, Maidan Hoat

5. Packlng {Losie Fieid)

t6, G Sireel Mole

i7. Broadway Pier

18. Novy Pler

19. Parioja Park

20. ConvnnllonI Conter

ﬁ“,’é&l Project Slta

ST

\\‘\:*\\ Locatlon o poasitda Hovy

v] Otflce tor Alarnative D
(Wl Encornpass 2 Blocks)

Flguve 4-2

Surfounding LLand Use Context

0640004 1750

0 7o 940 FEET NORTH



L The Embassy Suites Hotel is located to the east of the southern area of the site,
across Pacific Highway from Block 4. The old (unoccupied} San Diego Police
Station and the Seaport Village expansion area are located south of the Embassy
Suites Hotel, acrcss the intersection of Harber Drive and Pacific Highway. The
San Diego Gas and Electric facilities substation and steam plant are also located
east of the project site acress Pacific Highway. Other land uses to the east
include the Marina residential neighborhocd, an area of relatively h;gh -de ;s1ty
housing, and Pantoja Park. Horton Plaza, the major dewntown retaii shopping
mall, is located farther east.

? The Amtrak/Santa Fe Railroad depot is located to the ncrtheast, across the
intersection of Pacific Highway and Broadway. Santa Fe property occupies the
blocks arcund the depot northeast of the site. The central ¢ore for downtown
San Diego is lccated sast of the depot.

Manped Surrounding Lapd Uses

A number of office, commercial, hotel, rasidential, and mixzsd-use projects ars propesed or under
construction in the vicinity of the project site. The larger cf these pro;ef'*f' are listed in
Table 4.1-2 and shown on Figure 4-3.

The most active arza in the projec; vicinity is the Cenire City core, locaied east-northeast of the
site. The largest planned project is the propcsed Santa Fe Develcpr*em to the acrikeast of th
site, with a prcposed 3,700,000 SF of office and 100,000 SF of commercial retail and restamant
uses. The developmert would consist of eight buildings ranging ip height from 14 o 32 stories.
This project is proposed to be developed over a 10- to 20-year period beginning in 1992.

Several other office developments with anticipated completion dates between 1989 and 1992 are
also located in the Centre City s central core, Over 7,000,000 SF of office uses are proposed over
the next 20 years cor are under construction in this area, further reinforeing this area as San
Diego’s downtown core.  Ancillary commercial retail uses are included in several of these

" developments. Commercial retail uses are planned or under construction primarily to the east and

south of the site, the largest being the 180,000 SF expansion of Seaport Village (south of the site).
Over 500,000 SF of commercial retaﬂ uses are proposed in the project vicinity.

Appreximately 1,300 hotel rooms are planned or under construction in the downtown core. In

: addition, more than 1,500 rooms are also planned to the south in the Hyatt Regency (875 rooms)

and to the southeast in Roger Morris Plaza (750 ’ooms) The new San Diego Convention Center,
with approximately 500,000 square feet of exhibit, meeting, and ballroom space, has been recently
completed to the southeast.

Residential }ajd use is the other predominant planned use in the project area, with over 2,000
dwelling units sither proposed or under consiruction. Aporoximaiely 50 pe centqof these units
ars in the Marina tesidential area, located east and southeast of the sits. The largest rasidential
projects include the Courtyard, with 400 urits, and Tyson Plaza, with :68 units. Plans for a
7C0-unit condominium project are being prepared by Santa Fe Southern Pacific for a site gast of
Pacific Highway and south of F Strest, as are plans for the 200-unit Huntington project located
southwest of State Street and Broadway. Other residential projects in this area include Columbia
Place, Roger Morris Plaza (as part of the hotel project), and One Harbor Drive.

4-6
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PLANNED AND PROTOSED SURROUNDING LAND USES

TABLE 4.1-2

Source: City of San Diego 1988 and 1989; Centre City Development Corporation 1988 and 1989. .

, Project Office Commercial Hotel Residential Other Anticipated
Number Name’ (5F) (SF) {(rooms) (units) (SF) Completion
1  Santa Fe Development 3,700,000 100,000 - - - 1992.2010
2 Cabot, Cabot & Forbes 344,000 17,000 - - - unknown
3 Manulife Towers 411,000 - - - - unknown
4 Symphony Towers/Marriott 520,000 - 262 - - 1988-1989
5  Great American Plaza 530,000 - 276 - . 1991
6 Emerald Shapery Center 375,000 - 435 - - 1990
7  Koll Center (Phases I and II) 690,000 15,000 335 32 15,000 1989-1991
’ (health
club)
8 800 Pacific Highway 535,000 - . - . unknown
9  Horton Plaza 18,500 13,500 - 34 - unknown
10 Bristol Square 60,000 - - . ) 1989
11 G Street Mole, Fish Restaurant, - 15,000 - - B} 1989
and Market
12 Columbia Place - - - 103 - 1989
13 Courtyard - 80,000 - 400 - 1990
14 Tyson Plaza 33,000 58,000 - 368 - unknown
15 Roger Morris Plaza - - 7150 150 - unknown
16 Hyatt Regency - - 875 - - 1991
17 Seaport Village (Expansion) - 180,000 - - " 1992
18  One Harbor Drive - 50,000 - 198 _ 1991
192 Convention Ceitter - - - - 251,000 1989
(exhibit)
107,000
(convention
space)
20 Santa Fe Condominiums - . - 700 . unknown
21 Huntington - - - 200 . unknown
Fotal 731650 578,500 2% 85 WA
a  See Figure 4-5 for the locaiion of the listed projects.
b All square footage is to the nearest 1,000 square (eet.
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Wateriront Access

Tae Navy Broadway Complex is lccated in an area of San Diego that has high pedestrian use
tecause of its proximity to the waterfront and such attractions as the Broadway Pier; the B Street
Pier, with the Cruise Ship Termiral; the G Street Mole, a commercial fishing pier, restaurant, and
park; Seaport Village, a specialty retai] complex to the scuth; and the Bayfront Promenade, which
connects these uses. These uses are all located within two blocks of the project site,

Lateral Waterfront Access

Lateral pedestrian access is depicted in Figure 4-4. There is a high level of pedestrian activity in
the project vicinity, especially along the Bayfront Promenade, a broad sidewaik adjacent to the
waterfront and Harbor Drive. Lateral pedestrian access aleng the promenade and the waterfront
in the project vicinity is unobstructed. The promenade consists of a wide, wooden boardwalk
surrounded by a grass parkway that makes a transition into a sidewaik in the vicinity of both the
Navy and Eroadway Piers. The portion of the promenade in the vicinity of the B Street Pier and
Cruise Ship Terminal becomes unlandscaped asphait. The entrance to the Navy Pier inciudes a
truck and train access right-of-way across the sidewalk, which infrequently disrupts pedestrian
travel for short periods.

Perpendicular Waterfront Access

Perpendicular pedestrian access o the waterfront is depicted in Figure 4-4. Pedestrian activity
alcng Broadway, which provides the majcr link between the preject vicinity and the waterfrent,
is higher than is typically found along major streets in downtown areas. However, a reiatively high
level of vehicle traffic in the roadway, fairly narrow sidewalks, and 2 lack of pedestrian-criented
uses reduce potential levels of pedestrian ‘ravel.

Harber Drive also provides perpendicular access to the waterfront in the project vicinity; however,
pedestrian travel tc the wateriront appears to be less along this street than along Broadway.
Harber Drive does not connect the waterfront to intand uses that generate as many pedestrians
as Broadway (e.g., offices, hotels, retail uses). Future and recently completed development near
Harbor Drive, such as the Embassy Suites Hotel and convention center, should increase the use
of Harbor Drive for perpendicular access to the waterfront.

E, T, and G Streets do not cress the Navy Broadway Complex, as depicted in Figure 4-4, so
perpendicular waterfront access is not available along these streets.

Planned Pedestrian Access

|

Il
ot

e Uzbarn Design Plan for Centrs City designatss several pedesttian access s e vicinity
the oroject site to link the waterfront with the Centre City cors. The basic goal of the urban
o

3
pt developed by CCDC is 10 "link the interior core arsa to the waterfront with a
1 i
T

L]

G

design conc

series of major streets, pedestrian ways, small packs and plezas.”

The Usrban Design Plan includes policies that focus on the physical form of the pedesirian
accessways. Figure 4-5 shows the locations of planned pedesirian accessways in the project
vicinity. Pedestrian access and activity areas are ajong the major streeis that border the site:

1
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Broadway, Harbor Drive, and Pacific Highway. The intent of the proposed pedestrian circulation
system is to link developments. The plan includes a series of linear parks and plazas.

One linear park is currently in the design stage, cocmmissioned by CCDC and propesed . to be
located along the existing railroad and proposed LRT right-of-way linking Seaport Village to the
Gaslamp Quarter. The linear park would include bicycle lanes, pedestrian walkways, and benches.

The Port District Master Plan and Embarcadero Plan designates pedestrian accessways to
waterfront activities in the project vicinity. The Master Plan calls for "windows to the water at
frequent and convenient locations arcund the entire periphery of the bay with public right of way,
automobile parking, and other appropriate facilities.” 2 The Master Plan also calls for "access
along the waterfront wherever pessible with the promenades and paths where appropriate, and
eliminaticn of unnecessary barricades which extend into the water."

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES |

Tabie 4.1.3 provides a summary of the compatibility of each alternative with surrounding land uses
and planning goals {(discussed in Sections 4.1.2 through 4.1.5, pages 4-16 through 4-34).

Alternative A would be compatible with existing and planned surrounding land uses, and would
not create any significant envircnmental effects associated with land use compatibility. The
commercial office and Navy office buildings located in the eastern area of Blocks 1 and 2 would
provide a logical continuation of high-rise office develoepment planned directly ncrtheast {e.g,
Santa Fe Development} and east (2.g., 800 Pacific Highway) of these blocks in the Columbia
Subarza of Centrs City. Thaese buildings would step down to the waterfront. Along Bleck 1,
the cffice building would provide ground-flocr pecestrian-criented retail uses, fronting onto a
1.9-acre open space area (whick may be a component of a larger open space). This would provide
an active pedestrian area that would be consistent with the pedestrian orieatation <f the
waterfrent, and would have a beneficial land use effect. Navy offices would be located along the
western area of Block 2, most likely in a rehabilitated Building 12. A museum on the ground
floor of this building would beneficially affect land use compatibility by providing a pedestrian-
oriented use.

Hotel uses proposed on Blocks 3 and 4 would be compatible with land uses adjacent to these
blocks, providing a logical land use transition between existing (e.g., Embassy Suites Hotel) and
planned (e.g., Santa Fe Condominiums) hotel and high-density residential land uses in the Marina
Subarza of Cenire City 1o the east, the specialty retail at Seapert Village to the south, and
waterfront uses to the west. Ground-ievel retail, especially aloﬁ-g the western area of the blecks,
would benefit the pedestrian orientation of this area.

Alternative B provides a similar leve] of land use compatibility as Alternative A. The primary land
use compatibiiity differsnce between this alterzative and Alterpative A s that a 0.5-acre
pedestrian plaza would be developed at the northwest corner of Biock 1, rather than a 1.5-acrs
open space arsa that could tecome part of a larger open space. Although it does npt provide 2s
much open space as Alternative A, this alternative wonld nevertheless still enhance the pedesizian
environment ajcng the wateriront, and wouid not create any land use incompatibilities.

JB/6€40001.4A



TABLE 4.1-3
SUMMARY OF LAND USE AND POLICY COMPATIBILITY

Central
Compatibility California Bayfront San Diego
With Coastal Design Gerneral Plan +-
Surrcunding Policy Principles Land Use Plan
ternative Land Uses . Counsistency Consistency Compatibility
A Yes Yes Yes Yes
B Yes Yes No Yes
C Yes Yes No Yes
D
Navy Broadway Complex Yes Yes No Yes
Offsite Location Unk NA® NA® Yes
E Yes Yes No - Yes
F Yes ) Yes Yes Y=
G Yes NA No No
San Diego
Centre City San Diego San Diego
Corzmunity Redevelopment Urban Design
Plan (1976) Plans Program
Alternative : Compatibility Compatibility Compatibility
A Yes Yes Yes
B Yes Yes Yes
C No Yes ' No
D #"
Navy Broadway Complex Yes Yes Yes
O#fsite Location Tes NAZ Na?
E No Yes No
F Yes Yes Yes
G No Yes No

a The subject policies are not applicable to tke offsite Mavy uses.

Scource: Michael Brandman Associates 1989,
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Alternative C does not enhance the waterfront’s pedestrian and open space characteristics as
much as either Alternative A or Alternative B, nor does it create any new land use
incompatibilities. Unlike either of the first two alternatives, a pedestrian plaza or open space area
at the northwest corner of Block 1 would not be created. Instead, that corner would remain
occupied by Building 1, which currently occupies the site. This use would not be beneficial to the
pedestrian orientation encouraged by proximity to the waterfront, but would not be a change from
current conditions. The same is true for Block 2. Unlike the first two alternatives, Building 12
would be rehabilitated, but a museum would not be provided. Thus, as with Block 1, beneficial
pedestrian uses would not be created. The use would be similar in character to the current use
of the building, so no land use incompatibility would be created. Blocks 3 and 4 would be
developed as proposed in the first two alternatives, so the same level of land use compatibility
would occur with those alternatives as with this one. No sigpificant adverse environmental effects
would result.

Alternative D is the same as Alternative B with respect to Blocks 1, 3, and 4, and would provide
a compatible use. Unlike Alternative B (or any of the other alternatives), this alternative wouid
include a hotel, commercial office, and only a smal} amount of Navy office uses on Block 2. No
museum would be developed on Block 2. The configuration of the block, with the office uses in
the eastern area and hotel uses in the western area, provides a logical land use transition between
the Centre City office core to the east and the waterfront to the west. The site for the
approximately 980,000 SF of Navy offices, while not precisely identified, would be in the Centre
City East area near the new City Hall site. Because this area is changing to more intensive
administrative and office uses, it is likely that this component of Alternative D would be
compatible with surrounding land uses.

Alternative E would not enhance the waterfront’s open space and pedestrian facilities, nor would
it create any land use incompatibilities. Military-only uses, such as those currently found on the
site, would be retained. Rather than a mix of Navy industrial and office uses, as is currently found
on the site, the site would be devoted strictly to offices. No significant adverse change to land use
compatibility would result from this alternative.

Alternative F provides a similar level of land use compatibility as Aliernative A, with two notable
differences. Unlike Alternative A, or any other alternative, no development would occur on
Block 1, leaving it available to create a 3.5-acre open space at the foot of Broadway. Active
pedestrian uses, and possibly cultural uses, would be beneficial land uses compatible with the
waterfront. Development on Blocks 2, 3, and 4 would be intensified (over Alternative A) to meet
Navy project objectives, and a combination of hotel and commercial office development is
proposed on Block 3. This would not be incompatible with adjacent planned high-density
residential uses. No significant adverse environmental effects to land use compatibility would,
therefore, result from this alternative.

Alternative G, the no-action alternative, would not provide the enhancement to land use
compatibility that is associated with Alternatives A through D. No adverse environmental change
weuld ocour either, as the uses that have been cn the site for the last several decades would be
retained.

Waterfront Effects

Al of the proposed alternatives have either a beneficial or no effzct on pedesirian access 10 the
waterfront, depending on the alternative. To the extent that any of the alternatives improve
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pedestrian access over current condijtions, the alternatives implement the Urban Design Plan for
Centre City.

Effect on Lateral Waterfront Access

None of the proposed alternatives would adversely affect lateral waterfront access. The primary
lateral access along the waterfront is the Bayfront Promenade. None of the elements propesed
in any of the alternatives would remove or physically alter the promenade. The proposed
alternatives would either improve overall lateral waterfront access or would not change existing
available access, as described below.

Development in accordance with Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, or F would provide beneficial effects
to lateral pedestrian access to the waterfront. Alternatives A and F would provide a park and
Alternatives B and D would provide an open space plaza on the Navy Brocadway Complex site at
the northeast corner of Broadway and Harbor Drive. Figure 4-4, page 4-10, depicts pedestrian
access associated with Alternative A. Pedestrian access associated with Alternatives B, D, and F
would be nearly identical. Uses that encourage pedestrian activities would be developed along
the frontage of the plaza and along Harbor Drive. A broad sidewalk, sufficient to provide
pedestrian flow, landscaping, and street furniture (a portion of which may be in the public right-
of-way), is proposed to be created along Harbor Drive for the length of the project site.

- Pedestrian access along Pacific Highway would be improved by providing 20-foot-wide sidewalks

with substantial landscaping, and by stepping development back from the street 5o as to provide
a more pedestrian-oriented atmosphere. Pedestrian activity at the Centre City East site for
Alternative D would not affect lateral access to the waterfront because this site is not proximate
to the waterfront.

Alternative C, which would retain Buildings 1 and 12 along Harbor Drive, would not alter
pedestrian access along Harbor Drive between Broadway and F Street, but would provide the
same beneficial effect to pedestrian access along Blocks 3 and 4 as Alternatives A, B, and D.

Development of Alternative E and retention of Aiternative G (no action) would not change the
current configuration of pedestrian access along Harbor Drive or Pacific Highway, and would,
therefore, have no effect. '

Effect on Perpendicular Waterfront Access

Alternative A, with the 1.9-acre open space proposed at the foot of Broadway, and Alternative
F, with the 3.5-acre open space at the foot of Broadway, would be the most beneficial alternatives
with regard to perpendicular access 10 the waterfront. Buildings would be set back 75 feet from
the property line to provide a 25-foot-wide sidewalk along Broadway with Alternative A, creating
sufficient space for street furniture, substantial landscaping, and high levels of pedestrian use.
With Alternative F, no czvelopment would occur on Block 1, and Broadway would be a
T-intersection at Pacific Highway, removing all vehicular movement through this area. Provision
of a park-like setting at the foot of Broadway, under either aiternative, coulé draw pedestrians io
the area. In addition, urban design guidelines proposed for these alternatives would provide for
ground-level treatments that encourage pedestrian activity.

E, F, and G Streets, which currently do not provide public access through the site, are proposed

to be extended through the site and developed with 17 1/2- to 30-foot-wide sidewalks along each
side of the street. North-facing street walls along E, F, and G Streets would be stepped back to
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maximize solar access to the sidewalk along the north side of each street. This would allow for
increased pedestrian flow between the Centre City and the waterfront. Direct pedestrian access
between Marina residential development and the G Street Mole would be provided along
G Street. Harbor Drive, which also provides perpendicular access to the waterfront, would be
improved with broad sidewaiks designed to improve pedestrian flow to the waterfront.

Alternatives B and D would provide the same pedestrian improvements as Alternatives A and F,
except that instead of a large open space, a plaza would be developed at the foot of Broadway.
Although not likely to draw the same amount of public use as Alternatives A or F, these
alternatives would result in beneficial effects to perpendicular access to the waterfront along
Broadway; E, F, and G Streets; and Harbor Drive.

With Alternative C, access along Brcadway would remain unchanged from its current condition.
Access along E, F, and G Streets and Harbor Drive would be improved as described with
Alternative A, so a beneficial effect to pedestrian access along these strests would result.

Alternative E, which also would retain Buildings 1 and 12, and would provide surface parking
along Blocks 3 and 4, would not provide the same Jevel of benefit t¢ public access as
Alternatives A through D because pedestrian-oriented improvements would not be provided.
Nevertheless, pedestrian access through the site would be provided, albeit through surface parking
iots on Blocks 3 and 4, so an overall benefit to pedestrian access (comparsd with existing
conditions) would result. '

Pedestrian access associated with Alternative G would remaic unchanged from curreat conditions.
E, F, and G Streets would remain closed 1o pedestrian access. There would be no beneficial or

~ adverse effects to pedestrian access with this alternative.

MITIGATION MEASURES

No significant adverse environmental impacts would resuit from implementation of any of the
alternatives; therefore, no mitigation measures are proposed.

412 FEDERAL PLANS AND POLICIES
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The project site is focated on Federal property. Federal property is not subject to local land use
regulations; consequently, local land use pilans and regulations in the project area do not designate
land uses for the Navy Broadway Complex. Nevertheless, the site is located in an active, urban
area, and surrounding land use designations and poiicies for surrcunding property play a major
role in defining compatibility between the proposed action and surrounding uses. In consideraticn
of this, the full range of Federal, state, and local plans for the siie and surrounding areas are
discussed in Sections 4.1.2 through 4.1.4.

Federa] Aviation Repujati
‘The Federal Aviation Administration {FAA) identifies compatibility zones around airport runways
in which land use restrictions shouid be considered to protect the public’s safety. These inciude

Clear Zones and Part 77 Imaginary Surfaces. Clear Zones are fan-shaped (irapezoidal) areas
extending outward from a runway. Imaginary surfaces are angled surfaces projecting outward and
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upward from an airport. The farther away a property is from an airport, higher structures are
permitted before the imaginary surface is penetrated. Part 77 of the Federal Aviation Regulations
defines airspace around civil airports that should be free of obstructions to air navigation during
critical flight phases. Ideally, no obstructions should penetrate the imaginary surfaces surrcunding
an airfield, as defined in Part 77. The imaginary surfaces are determined by runway length and
type of navigational approach instrumentation available. Section 4.11, Public Health and Safety,
provides a detailed discussion of Part 77 requirements for development of the site. The site is
affected by imaginary surfaces related to operations at botk Lindbergh Field to the north and
North Island Nava] Air Station to the west.

Part 77 requires the submission of a Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration (FAA
Form 7460-1) for any structure that might potentially penetrate one of the imaginary surfaces.
The submission of this form initiates an airspace study by the FAA of the structure’s potential
impact on air navigation. The FAA makes one of the following determinations regarding the
proposed structures:

®  Does not require a notice to the FAA

e Is not identified as an obstruction under any standard of Federal Awiaticn
Regulations Part 77 and would not be a hazard to air navigation.

e Is identified as an obstruction under the standards of Federal Aviation
Regulations Part 77 but would not be a hazard to air navigation.

® Is identified as an obstruction under the standards of Federal Awiation
Regulations Part 77 and is determined to be 2 hazard to air navigation.

Additionally, the FAA may recommend structure marking and lighting for any of these cases.
astal anagement Ac nsisten

The California Coastal Commission (CCC), established in 1972, is responsible for regulating
development and land uses within the state’s coastal zone. The project site is located between
the coastal zone boundary, as established by state legislation and the California Coastal Plan and
the waterfront. However, the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (CZMA) provides
that “lands, the use of which is by law subject solely to discretion of or which is held in trust by
the Federal Government” are excluded from state regulatory authority over the coastal zone.' To
ensure that Federal actions consider state coastal policies, the U.S. Department of Commerce,
National Ocearic and Atmospheric Administration, has established regulations (15 CFR 930} for
the consistency of Federal activities with approved state coastal management programs, in
accordance with Section 307(c)(1) of the CZMA. Section 307(c)(1) states: "each Federal agency
conducting or supporting activities directly affecting the coastal zone shall conduct or support
those activities in a manner which is, to the maximum extent practicable, consistent with approved
state management programs.” A Federal activity is defined as any function, including the planning
and/or construction of facilities, that is performed on behalf of a Federal agency in the exercise
of its statutory responsibilities (15 CFR 930.30).

A Coastal Consistency Determination (CCD) is made by the Navy, with review and comment by

the CCC. For the Navy Broadway Complex Project, the CCD is scheduled to be submitted for
CCC review and comment following public circulation of this environmental dccument. The CCD
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evaluates the propesed project’s consistency with the applicable policies of the California Coastal
Act of 1976 (Division 20 of the State Public Rescurces Code, Section 30000 et. seq.), which is the
approved state coastal management program.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

Compliance With Federal Aviation Repulations

A detailed discussion of the compliance of each alternative with Federal Aviation Regulations is
presented in Section 4.11.2, page 4-221.

Compliance With the Coasta} Zone Management Act (CZMA)

A discussion of the proposed projects’ compliance with CZMA is presenied in Section 4.1.3
(page 4-18), State of California Plans and Policies.

MITIGATION MEASURES

No significant environmental impacts are identified herein; therefore, no mitigation measures are
necessary.

413 STATE OF CALIFORNIA PLANS AND POLICIES
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
alifornia Coastal Act Polici

Chapter 3 of the California Coastai Act provides planning and management policies for
development within the coastal zone {Public Resources Code Section 30200 et. seq.). The key
policies relevant to the project site include maximizing public access, emphasizing visitor-serving
commercial uses, protecting coastal resources, and locating new development. Consistency with
the CZMA is based on the project’s relaticnship to policies in Chapter 3 of the act.

The California Coastal Act requires that each nonfederal jurisdiction located along the coastline
prepare a Local Coastal Plan (LCP) that provides guidelines and policies for development of
properties within the coastal zone. The LCP serves as the master plan for development within
the coastal zone, and includes land use maps depicting allowable land uses. An LCP and its
implementation program must be reviewed and certified by the California Coastal Commissicn
{CCC) pricr to delegating coastal permit authority to the local government. Prior to LCP
certification, the authority to grant coastal development permits remains with the CCC.

The project site is surrounded by coastal zene jurisdiction of the San Diego Unified Port District
and the City of San Diego (see Figure 4-6). The Port District has coastal jurisdiction along the
San Diego bayfront in the vicinity of the project site. Its boundaries run approximately along the
western edge of Pacific Highway at the project site, coincident with the historic mean high tide
iine. The City of San Diego has coastal jurisdiction between the historic mean high tide line and
the inland boundary of the coastal zone, which is located along Kettner Boulevard near the
project site.
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San Diego Unified Port District Coastai Jurisdiction

The LCP for the Pert District’s jurisdiction is contained within the Port Master Plan that was
certified in January 1981 by the CCC. The Centre City/Embarcaderc Plan, adepted in May 1576
as a component of the Port Master Plan, focuses on San Diego’s central waterfront. The Port
District has an approved LCP and implementation program, therefore, projects within the area
covered by the plan are subject 1o review by the CCC only if development extends into the bay
itself or if the development is not consistent with the LCP.

The Port District dces not designate any land uses or land use policies for the Navy Broadway
Complex, because it is under Federa! control. The Port’s Centre City/Embarcadero Plan
designates land uses for the areas immediately north, south, and west of the site, as shown on
Figure 4-7, including commercial recreation {ie., hotels, tourist-criented uses) to the north and
northwest; marine terminal and park plaza to the northwest and west; commercial fishing,
commercial recreation, and park plaza to the west and southwest; and specialty shopping o the
south. '

The Embarcadero Plan is subdivided into four zones designated with specific Jand uses and design
themes. The Navy Broadway Complex site is not located within any of these zones, but is
between the civic zone 1o the north, which is the "zone of highest activity,” and the fish harbor
to the south, which is a tourist and commercial fishing-related zone.

City of San Diege Coastal Jurisdiction

In the project vicinity, the City of San Diego’s LCP covers a strip of land between the historic
mean high tide line along Pacific Highway and the coastal zone boundary at Ketiner Boulevard
{Figure 4-6, page 4-19). The LCP, which was adopted by the CCC on January 13, 1988, defers
land use designations in the project vicinity to the Centre City Plan and the other City planning
documents (i.e., the Columbia and Marina redeveiopment plans) that address land uses within the
goastal zone.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

A summary of coastal consistency issues related to public access, coastal development, and visual
resource policies is presented herein. The full discussion of the Navy’s Coastal Consistency
Determination (CCD) is being submitted for review by the California Coastal Commission (CCC)
following the public circulation pericd of this environmental document.

Public_Access Policies

The development of any of the mixed-use alternatives (Alternatives A, B, C, I, and F) would
substantially improve public access to the waterfront, The five alternatives that contain both Navy
and private development (Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F) would open public access to the
waterfront from inland blocks where none now exisis on E, F, and G Streets. The resulting
improvement of public access would greatly enhance the pedestrian and vehicular circulation at
the waierfront, especially at G Sireet where a direct connection te the G Sireet Mole would be
provided. Design guidelines for these alternatives include broad pedestrian ways through the
project with 35 feet in width allocated on E and F Streets and 60 feet on G Sireet. These
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features maximize perpendicular access to the waterfront, consistent with the public access policies
of the California Coastal Act.

Alternative E represents minimal new development to accommedate the Navy’s office objective,
and does not enable copstruction of the Navy facilities at a reduced cost. As a result, the
feasibility of providing public access is diminished. Despite this, the alternative would open E
Street to public vehicle and pedestrian access, which would improve the current situation. Also,
informal pedestrian access would be possible across the surface parking area on Blocks 3 and 4.
This alternative would maximize public access to the extent feasible and would be consistent with
the state coastal policies.

Alternative G (no action) would perpetuate the current lack of perpendicular waterfront access
through the project site.

Alternatives A, B, and F would provide public open space at the foot of Broadway, which would
also substantially enhance waterfront access and public use. Alternative A includes a full
waterfront block plus approximately one-third of an adjacent inland block (1.9 acres total) of Navy
land as open space. Alternatives B and D include a 0.5-acre open space area at the corner of
Broadway and Harbor Drive. Open space for Alternative F includes the waterfront block
mentioned in Alternative A plus the adjacent inland block (3.5 acres). Provision of waterfront
open space is consistent with public access policies, and a substantial public benefit.

Norne of the alternatives alter the existing space available for lateral access along the waterfront
next to the project site (i.e., Harbor Drive and the promenade). The mixed-use alternatives (A,
B, C, D, and F) provide an important benefit with a mid-block pedestrian-way parallel to Harbor
Drive.

Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, and F would include sufficient onsite parking to accommodate project-
generated traffic in light of the project’s location in a tramsit-served, downtown area (sce
Section 4.2, page 4-60). The proximity of the project to the planned Bayside Line of the light rail
trapsit system, the AMTRAX station, and existing bus lines provides substantial transit access for
all of the alternatives. In addition, off-peak project times (evenings, weekends) generally coincide
with times that watezfront visitation is highest. The project would, therefore, provide additional
parking to the waterfront when demand for public access to the waterfront is highest. The transit
availability and adequate provision of parking are consistent with public access policies.

Coastal Development Policies

The uses proposed for Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F consist of Navy (maritime related) activities,
visitor-serving development (e.g., hotel or supporting retail uses), and commercial development
that is pecessary to ensure the overall project’s economic feasibility. Alternative E, which includes
only Navy offices, is a8 maritime-related activity. The praject site is located within an urban area
on an already developed site, 5o it does not adversely affect sensitive, natural coastal, or marine
resources. Consequently, all alternatives that include new development, including Alternative E,
would be consistent with Coastal Act policies regarding the location and type of new development
in the coastal zone.

The office, hotel, and retail uses proposed for Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F would be compatible

with land uses adjacent to the project site, as discussed previcusly. Adjacent planned uses in the
SDUPD and City of San Diego LCPs consist of similar commercial and visitor-serving uses.

4-22

JB/664C001.4A



Yisu 01 0

By opening E, F, and G Streets through the project site, Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F would
increase the visibility of the bay from inland vantage points. Coastal views along the waterfront
would remain unchanged, because new structures would not encroach into the Harbor Drive and
promenade corridor. The design guidelines for the project are written to reinforce the urban
design cbjectives of the Iocal plans for adjacent property, so Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F wouid
be compatible with the planned urban design themes for the waterfront. Therefore, these
alternatives would be consistent with Coastal Act visual rescurce policies.

Alternative E would be a low-intensity development with buildings on the northern three blocks.
Surface parking would be located on the east side of these blocks and on the entirety of the
southern block. Visual access to the water from inland points would be substantiaily increased
due primarily to the removal of existing buildings obstructing views on the southern blocks.
Consequently, this alternative would also be consistent with coastal visual resource policies.

Alternative G would retain current view obstructions from inland vantage points, contrary to the
objectives of the Coastal Act policies. Ne change from existing conditions would resuit.

MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation measures are necessary, because the proposed new development alternatives are
censistent with coastal policies.

4.1.4 REGIONAL AGENCY PLANS AND POLICIES

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The San Diego Association of Governments {SANDAG) is a regionai agency established to
oversee and plan for regional growth. SANDAG develops and publishes regional growth
projections and participates in the development of such regional programs as air quality
management planning. SANDAG also participates in and administers multi-agency studies.
SANDAG commissioned a study entitled "Central Bayfront/Broadway Complex Development
Strategies, Final Report" (1988), which focused on the planning and development processes
necessary for managing growth that is forecast to occur in the "Central Bayfront” area, which
covers 270 acres, including the Navy Broadway Complex. The study was sponsored by the
Broadway Complex Coordinating Group (BCCG), a group comprised of the Navy and other
Central Bayfront property owners, community groups, local agencies, and local civic and business
leaders. The study was prepared in recognition of a perceived lack of cocordination between
jurisdictions, landowners, and interest groups regarding future development in the Central
Bayfront. The study evaluates opportunities and constraints for devclopmcnt of the Central
Bayfront. As a result of this study, the BCCG prepared and adopted in 1989 the Centra! Bayfront

Design Principles (1989).

The Centra] Baviront Design Principles is a comprehensive set of principles to guide the design
of future development in the Central Bayfront. The ront Desi inciples was

adopted by the BCCG and proposed for consideration and ultimate adoption by the Centre City
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Planning Committee (CCPC), the City of San Diego, the U.S. Navy, the County of San Diego,
Centre City Development Corporation (CCIC), and the San Diego Unified Port District.

Toe following is a summary of design guidelines endorsed in the Central Bayfroni Design

- Principles:

e  Development should make a transition in scale and intensity, stepping down from
the downtown core to the waterfront.

e  Development at the waterfront should be spaciously sited to provide physical and
visual access to the water’s edge.

e  Parking should be provided in accordance with City-adopted pariing ratics, and
all parking sheuld be in encapsulated structures incorporated into building design,
with a minimum of two below-ground levels before any abeve-ground levels are
copstructed.

® A wide mix of land uses and activities should be encouraged along the bayfront.

®  Development shouid include publicly oriented facilities that serve the San Diego
community ané visitors to the City.

e  All deveiopment should incorporate the amenity of the waterfront in its design
and be planned and sited to complement the design premise of development in
an urban park-like environment.

Additional guidelines specific to the Navy Breadway Complex were also developed. A Soor area
ratio (FAR) of 7.0 was adopted for new develocpment on Block 1, a 6.5 FAR was adopted on
Bleck 2, and a 5.5 FAR was adopted on Blocks 3 and 4. The guidelines provide for a distribution
of FAR between blocks within a single ownership to achieve open space and massing objectives.
An overall FAR of 6.13 would apply io the entire site. A "significant civic place” is encouraged
at Broadway and Harbor Drive to include open space, landscaping, and public assembly areas.
Adjacent to the civic place would be a museum and other cultural uses.

The Central Bayfront Desi inciples was adopted and approved for distribution to participating
agencies on September 22, 1989, by the BCCG and adopted and approved by the Centre City
Planning Committee (CCPC) on November 9, 1989,

A discussion of SANDAG growth projections is provided in Section 4.5, Sccioeconomics
{page 4-129). Air quality planning is discussed in Section 4.8, Air Quality (page 4-154).

Metronolitan nsit el ent Board

Formation of the Metropolitan Transit Development Board {MTDB) was authorized in 1573 by
the passage of California Senate Bill 101, The MTDB consists of 15 appointed individuals from
the San Diego City Council, city councils of several other cities witkin the San Diego region, and
the County of San Diego Board of Superviscrs, plus one individual representing the State of
California. The MTDB jurisdiction covers approximately 570 square miies of southwestern San
Diego County. The MTDB maintains severai subsidiary corporations, including the San Diego
Trolley, Inc., which provides light rail transit (LRT) service; the San Diego Transit Corporaticn
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(SDTC), the county’s major bus operator; and San Diego & Arizona Eastern Railway Company
(SD&AE), a railroad system covering over 108 miles of track right-of-way.

Existing major transit facilities within the Centre City area are described in Section 4.2
{(page 4-35), Transportation/Circulation, and are shown on Figure 4-11, page 4-41. The nearest
existing LRT line to the Navy Broadway Complex is the terminus of the South line on C Street,
near the Santa Fe Staticn portheast of the site. The nearest planned LRT line is the Bayfront
line, which is planned to be aligned within the existing Santa Fe right-of-way, one block east of
the site.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES
Conformance Wit olicies

Alternatives A and F would be in substantial compliance with the guidelines expressed in the

Central Bayfront Design Principles (1989). Each alternative would be designed to:

®  Step down to the waterfront.
®  Open up and provide physical and visual access to the waterfront.

®  Have a minimum of two below-grade parking structures before any parking is
provided above grade {to the extent engineering is feasible).

&  Provide a wide mix of land uses.

¢  Include publicly oriented facilities.

®  Include wide sidewalks and an open space at the foot of Broadway to create a
park-like environment.

The prescribed FAR is exceeded on Block 2, but the overall FAR for these alternatives (5.45 for
Alternative A and 5.70 for Alternative F) is well within the 6.13 FAR established for the entire
site. As previously described, the guidelines allow the distribution of FAR across the entire site
to achieve open space and massing objectives. Both of these alternatives would allow for the
creation of a significant civic area at Broadway and Harbor Drive, with Alternative A providing
1.9 acres and Alternative F providing 3.5 acres of open space on the Navy Broadway Complex site.
If combined with adjacent properties owned by the City of San Diego and the Port District, up
to 10 acres of open space could be created. Both of these alternatives include 2 museum adjacent
to the open space area, which is consistent with the guidelines. The only inconsistency between
these alternatives and guidelines is the amount of onsite parking. The draft CCPC plan
recommends a ratio of one space per 1,000 SF of office and retail space. This is below the
historic demand for parking spaces in the downtown core, but, with 2 combination of
traffic/parking control measures (see Section 4.2, page 4-60), this lower level of parking is
intended to reduce traffic in the Centre City core. A ratio of 1.23 spaces per 1,000 SF of Navy
office is proposed by the Navy, 0.23 space in excess of that proposed by the City. However, the
additional 0.23 space per 1,000 SF is to be used for Navy fleet vehicle storage. These vehicles are
not generally used during the peak hour, so this addition of space would not result in any
additicnal environmental impacts. Proposed parking for retail is four spaces per 1,000 SF, but
given that only 25,000 SF of retail is proposed, proposed parking would exceed City-recommended
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parking by only 75 vehicles, which would not be substantial. The impact of not meeting this
guideline is, therefore, not significant. The substantial compliance with the guidelines expressed

in the Central Bavfront Desion Principles would be a beneficial change over the existing

conditions at the site.

Nene of the other alternatives meet all the guidelines expressed in the design principles.
Alternative B would not provide the same opporfunity as Alternatives A and F {0 create a
significant civic place at Broadway and Harbor Drive. It would provide only a {.5-acre plaza in
this arca. Altemative D is the same as Alternative B, but does not include a museum. There
would be an adverse impact from these alternatives, as they would inhibit implementation of a
locally adopted plan. Nevertheless, the impact weuld not be significant as there would still be the
opportunity to develop an open space at Broadway and Harbor Drive, although it would be on
a smaller scale than envisioned, and all other basic guidelines in the design principles would be
followed.

Alternatives C and E provide no open space at the fcot of Broadway and no museum. This
would alsc be an adverse impact on the ability to implement z locally adopted plan. In the case
of these alternatives, a significant element of the plan would not be implemented--the provisicn
of an open space at Broadway and Harbor Drive. Therefore, the impact would be considered

significant.

The current onsite conditions would be retained with Alternative G, so this alternative would
not be consistent with the design principles. This would not be a significant impact, because
there would be no change in existing conditions.

The proposed alternatives’ use of transit facilities operated by the MTDB is discussed in
Section 4.2.2, page 4-64.

MITIGATION MEASURES

No environmental impacts would result from the proposed alternatives; therefore, no mitigation
measures are necessary.

4.1.5 CITY OF SAN DIEGO PLANS AND POLICEES
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

General land use plans and policies applicable to the project vicinity are contained in the City of
San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan and the Centre City Community Plan. The 1976
Centre City Community Plan is currently being updated by the Centre City Planning Committee
(CCPC), a 26-member volunteer committee comprised of civic and business leaders appointed by
the mayor and City Council. The committes includes a representative of the Navy.

The Centre City Development Corporation {CCDC), the City's redevelopment agency for
downtown, has prepared redevelopment and urban design documents. CCDC planning documents
that provide guidelines for development in downtown San Diego and along the bayfront include
the Urban Design Program for Centre City, the Marina Redevelopment Plan, and the Columbia
Redevelopmenti Plan.
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City of San Diepn Progress Gnide and €

The City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan, adopted in 1979, divides the City into

‘44 community planning areas. The project site is located within the boundaries of the Centre City

community planning area. Of all the planning documents that designate land uses in the project
vicinity, the City’s Progress Guide is the most general. Community plans contain more specific
land use goals and policies for each community. The Progress Guide and Geperal Plan map
(updated in 1985) designates the project site for "mixed land uses." Areas surrounding the project
site to the north, south, east, and west are also designated for "mixed land uses.” The area farther
south of the project site and Seaport Village are designated “resource based parks/park and
recreation.” &

egntye £} ommuni lan

The Centre City Commuanity Plan, adopted by the City Council in 1976, provides policies for
development in downtown San Diego. The plan is currently being updated. An objective of the
plan is to "maintain and strengthen the role of Centre City as the prime cultural, administrative,
economic, and governmental center of the entire region. . . ." 7 Policies aimed at achieving this
objective include promoting growth and intensifying land uses in Centre City, coordinaiing
development with other agencies with jurisdiction in Centre City {e.g., Port District}, implementing
urban design guidelines, and maximizing urban open space.

The community plan recognizes the importance of integrating waterfront amenities and balancing
land uses in the Embarcadero area, although the Embarcadero is primarily under the jurisdiction
and land use control of the Port District. Major land holdings in the Central Bayfront area of the
Embarcadero are under the ownership of the County of San Diego and the Navy, as well as the
Port District. The project site is located in the Embarcadero area within the Central Bayfront.

The Centre City Community Plan divides Centre City into seven subareas. The project site is not
under the jurisdiction provided by the plan, but is surrounded by the boundaries of the Columbia
Subarea north of F Street and the Marina Subarea south of F Street. Figure 4-8 depicts the
planning boundary for these subareas. '

Columbia Subarea

The goal of future development within the Columbia Subarea is "to intensify development in this
Subarea, maximize its location adjoining the Waterfront to create a strong linkage with the present
Business Core."® The plan proposes a full range of land uses in this area, including commercial
retail, specialty shops, office, commercial recreation, residential, and public and semi-public uses,
including government offices and convention facilities. Since the preparation of the
Redevelopment Plan, the site for the proposed Convention Centier has been relocated to Harbor
Drive, between Market Street and Fifth Street.

Although outside of its jurisdiction, the Center City Community Plan’s Columbia Subarea includes
land use recommendations for the Navy Broadway Complex. The plan views the site as iwo
distinct areas: Blocks 1 and 2, upon which the most visually evident uses are located, and Blocks 3
and 4, with "low-tise structures, which tend to wail off the waterfront." ® The uses on Blocks 1
and 2 are described in the community plan as areas to consolidate Navy uses, while including a
plaza along Broadway. The plan suggests that Blocks 3 and 4 are tco valuable for the Navy
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uses they support, and that these uses should be moved to existing Navy facilities located
throughout the City of San Diego.

The boundaries of the Columbia Subarea coincide with the boundaries of the Columbia
Redevelopment Project {with the exclusion of the Embarcadero area). The redevelopment project
is subsequently discussed.

Marina Subarea

The goal for future deveiopment of the Marina Subarea as identified in the Centre City
Cemmunity Plan is "io create a new residential community on privaiely owned iands, oriented to
San Diego Bay and the Horton Plaza Redevelopment Project.”*° The plan recommends the
creation of a new residential neighborhcod and waterfront recreation area. Preferably, neiw
housing would "vary from dwellings over ground-floor uses to garden and high-rise apartments
sited in a spacious park-like environment.” In addition, the plan enccurages a mixed-use element
in the Marina Subarea, where townhcuse and high-rise residential buildings would contain
commercial retail, services, and office uses.

The boundaries of the Marina Subarea coincide with the Marina Redevelopment Project
boundaries.

Concept Plan

As an interim step in the Centre City Community Plan update process, a Concept Plan (1989) has
been prepared by the Centre City Planning Committee (CCPC) to provide a general framework
for the updated community plan. This is not an adopted pian, and is highly dynamic at this point.
The Centre City Concept Plan divides the Centre City into 12 geographic areas. The project site
is within the aresa designated as the "Waterfront.” The boundaries of the waterfront roughly
coincide with the Embarcadero (Figure 4-8, page 4-28). The emphasis for development and use
of the waterfront is for "public access, open space, views, public/tourist oriented activities along
the water,” and "mixed-use/office in adjacent arcas.” ** The Navy is participating with the CCPC
in the preparation of the pian. '

The offsite location for Alternative D would be in either the East Broadway Anchor (Centre City
East) or the easterly area of the Central Core of the Concept Plan. The East Broadway Anchor
replaces in name the northerly area of the college district. The East Broadway Anchor is seen
primarily as a major educational/institutional use area, with FARs dictated by use, and the Central
Core is seen as a high density commercial/office area, with FARs up to 10.

The CCDC is an advisory body created in 1975 by the Redevelopment Agency of the City of San
Diego. The advisory body is under contract with the agency and the City of San Diegc. The
CCDC was organized to plan and implement redevelopment plans and related activities in the
Centre City of the City of San Diego. CCDC policy is established by a seven-member board that
is appointed by the City Council. The primary objective of the CCDC is to eliminate blight, and
to provide for orderly development thati includes residential, commercial, and public uses through
ihe redevelopment process. The CCDC currently administers the redevelopment of approximately
325 acres in the Marina, Columbia, Horton Plaza, and Gaslamp Quarter subareas. It is currently
anticipated that the CCDC may administer an additicnal 400 acres in the Centre City East and
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Barrio Logan subareas, and may eventually administer redevelopment projects in portions of the
Core, Cortez Hill, and Harborview. '

Both the Columbia and the Marina redevelopment projects extend through the project site and
out to the Centre City Community Plan boundary into San Diego Bay. Blocks 1 and 2 of the
project site, north of the extension of F Street, are within the Columbia project area, and Blocks 3
and 4, south of the extension of F Street, are within the Marina project area. However, the
CCDC has no land use jurisdiction within the Embarcadero area, where the project site is located.
Nevertheless, new taxable development that is located within the Columbia and Marina
redevelopment subareas, regardless of whether it is within the Embarcadero arca, provides
property tax increment funds to the City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency.

Redevelopment Plans

The Columbia Redevelopment Project Land Use Map designates mixed land uses to the east and
northeast of the site, north of F Street, as depicted on Figure 4-7, page 4-21. Uses include office,
commercial, hotel, and housing. The Marina Redevelopment Project Land Use Map designates
residential, mixed uses, and commercial recreation (ie., hotel) uses east of the site and south of
F Street.

Urbap Design Program

The Centre City Urban Design Program (1983) was prepared by the CCDC as an element of the
Centre City Community Plan to guide development designs in the Marina and Columbia
redevelopment project subareas. The project site is located within the Embarcadero Urban
Design Area. The Embarcadero is described as "the place where San Diego meets the sea” and
where pedestrian opportunities and visual access should be maximized.

The urban design program describes guidelines that are relevant to potential new development
on the Navy Broadway Complex site, including the following:

®  Pedestrian-oriented streets, walkways, and plazas are to be located along the
roadways that border the project site (i.e., Harber Drive, Broadway, and Pacific
Highway), as depicted on Figure 4-5, page 4-11. A public park/green space is
shown along Harbor Drive between the Navy Pier on the north and G Street on
the south. The Port District has recently completed the pedestrian-criented
walkways and public park/green space along Harbor Drive as a segment of a
proposed waterfront promenade.

®  Market Street and Broadway from Pacific Highway east, and Pacific Highway
throughout the project area and adjacent to the site, are designated as "Gateway
Streets,” because they link the most intensively developed areas of the Centre
City with the waterfront. Gateway streets are intended to serve as the major
vehicular thoroughfares and should have visually attractive adjacent development.

® Broadway is depicted as a "Central Area Activity Corridor" throughout the
project area and adiacent o the site. Urban forms that complement this
designation are intended to create an "intensely urban atmosphere...by using hard
surface materials, introducing formal landscaping and lining the streets with retail
and entertainment activities.”
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The design program emphasizes protection of significant views to the waterfront and the Cityscape
in the design of new buildings.

There are a number of other guidelines for design preseamted in the design program, and a
complete description can be found in that document. The primary mechanism for implementing
the urban design program for any project is through development agreements between project
applicants and the City of San Diego. The CCDC serves as the design review body for proposed
developments in areas affected by the program.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES
e lan Compatibili .

Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F are all compatible with the "mixed land uses” designation for the
project site in the San Diego Process Guide and General Plan. Each alternative includes a mix
of commercial, office, retail, and hotel uses, which are consistent with the designation. No adverse
land use effects associated with General Plan compatibility would be associated with these
alternatives.

A precise location for the offsite component of Altemnative D has nct been estabiished, sc its
compatibility with any land use designations has not been determined. However, because it would
be in an area generally devoted to office and institutional uses, it would probably be consistent.

Alternative E includes only office uses. This is one of the land uses included in the mixed land
uses category, so would also be considered compatible. As a result, no adverse environmental
effects would cccur.

Alternative G, which includes industrial/iwarehouse land uses as well as office uses, would not be
compatible with this land use designation because industrial uses are not among the uses included
in the mixed land use category. Since this alternative represents no change from the existing
environmental conditions and no new development would occur, no significant environmental
impact would be created.

The Columbia Subarea of the Centre City Community Plan includes policies for redevelopment
-of the Navy Broadway Complex The Marina Subarea does not. Therefore, this discussion
focuses on the compatibility of the proposed aiternatives with the adjacent Columbia Subarea.

Alternatives A, B, D, and F would help implement the goal of creating a strong linkage between
the waterfront and the downtown core, with the more intensive office uses on the easterly area
of Blocks 1 and 2 adjacent to the Columbia Subarea (with its more intensive office and
commercial uses) stepping down !0 the waterfront-oriented uses alopg Harber Drive. The
plaza/open space area shown in these alternatives at the foot of Broadway, the consolidation of
Navy uses on Block 2 (except with Alternative D, in which most Navy uses are moved to Centre
City East), and the removal of Navy uses from Blocks 3 and 4 and replacement with more
waterfront-oriented uses are compatible with the stated goals of the Columbia Subarea. Since
these alternatives help to implement the goais of the Columbia Subarea, the impacts associated
with these alternatives would be beneficial.
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