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¢ Market Street-Project site buildings are not visible in the view along Market

Street, as depicted in Figure 4-49, page 4-36. Buildings on the project site near

- Market Street are one to two floors high and are obstructed by intervening
buildings located along Market.

Planned View Corridors

As previously discussed in Section 4.1, page 4-30, Broadway, Pacific Highway, and Market Street
are all identified as "Gateway Streets” in the Centre City Urban Design Program. "Gateway
Streets” link the most intensively developed areas of Centre City with the waterfront and are
intended to be major visual corridors, with increased pedestrian use as redevelopment occurs.
Private development along these comdors should, according to the program, be designed to
enhance the visual quality of the corridor”?

Shade/Shadows

Climate in the City of San Diego Centre City is characterized as moderate year-round. The
influence of shade from building is not as critical an issue as it is in areas with temperature
extremes, where shade can moderate extremely high temperatures and reduce already cool or cold
weather.

The primary aréa of shading from existing project structures is towards the north and northeast,
where shadows are cast during the warmest part of the day on the winter solstice. The winter
-solstice is considered important because it is the day when shadows are at their longest, and it
occurs during the cooler part of the year. Due to the current low height of project structures,
with no building higher than 150 feet, no substantial shadows are created during the winter
solstice.

43.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

Development of any of the proposed alternatives, except the no-action alternative (Alternative G),
would substantially alter the visual characteristics of the Navy Broadway Compilex. Existing
buildings would be replaced by new or rehabilitated structures. Several currently proposed
buildings in the vicinity of the proposed project are anticipated to be completed by the time any
of the proposed alternatives are built out (by around 2003), so this apalysis assumes buildout of
these buildings. Specifically, it is assumed that the Santa Fe Development, Emerald-Shapery
Center, Great American Plaza, Koll Center, The Courtyard, One Harbor Drive, and the Hyatt
Regency will have been completed, and they are depicted in visual simulations presented herein. -

Draft urban design guidelines have been established so that the project will not only complement
‘but also enhance the visual conditions of the project area and create a visually pleasing transition
between the downtown core and the Bayfront to the west and south. The draft design guidelines
are provided in Appendix D and are subject to minor refinement between the Navy and the City.
Alternatives A, B, and the onsite component of Alternative D are all generally consistent with the
draft guidelines. Alternatives C and F are partially consistent. Alternatives E and G are not
consistent.
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Effects on Public Views of the Site
Effects on Panoramic Views

Figure 4-23, page 4-78, depicts a simulated view of Alternative A, as seen from Harbor Island.
For comparison, Figure 4-22, page 4-77, depicts the existing view. Figure 4-26, page 4-82, depicts
the simulated view of Alternative A from Coronado, compared with the existing view in Figure
4-25, page 4-80. As shown in Figures 4-23, page 4-78, and 4-26, page 4-81, Alternative A provides
a smooth visual tranpsition between the downtown core and the waterfront, with buildings stepping
down to the south. The Hyatt Regency will become a focal point of the skyline, with the buildings
decreasing in height toward the site. Alternative A would not adversely affect the viewshed from
this viewpoint; rather, it would compiement the existing/planned viewshed and would "complete”
the skyline between the downtown core and the proposed Hyatt Regency. '

Alternative B and the onsite component of Alternative D would appear the same as Alternative A
from this viewpoint, because the buildings would be nearly the same height.

Alternative C would not adversely affect the viewshed from this viewpoint, although it would not
provide that same level of visual transition as Alternative A between the downtown core and the
area to the south. Rather, this alternative would appear to step down from the downtown, rising
as it approaches the southerly area of the site, then stepping down again to the south.

Alternatives E and G would appear visually similar to each other from these viewpoints, and
would not substantially alter the viewshed (except that the surrounding skyline would be altered
by planned development). Because neither of these alternatives would alter the viewsheds, they
would have no adverse visual effect.

. Figures 4-24, page 4-79, and 4-27, page 4-82, depict a simulation of Alternative F from Harbor o

Island and Coronado, respectively. This alternative would provide a contrast in the skyline, with
a cluster of higher buildings on Blocks 2, 3, and 4. Both figures show that this alternative would
create a second focal point in the viewshed. Compliance with the intent of the draft urban design
guidelines for the project (Appendix D) would create a development visually compatible with the
skyline.

Effects on Gateway Views

Figures 4-29 (page 4-85), 4-32 {page 4-88), and 4-35 (page 4-91), depict simulated views of
Alternative A from Harbor Drive at Laurel Street, Interstate § at Olive Street, and Harbor Drive
at Sth Avenue, respectively. Figures 4-28 (page 4-84), 4-31 (page 4-87), and 4-33 (page 4-89),
depict the existing views. The views of Alternative A from these viewpoints show visual
compatibility with the intensity and form of adjacent and surrounding land uses. The greatest
visual contrast created is the view from Harbor Drive at 5th Avenue (see Figure 4-35, page 4-91),
but smooth visual transition is provided between the existing Embassy Suites Hotel (adjacent to
Block 3 in the figure) and the proposed alternative. Alternative A would remain visually
subservient to the Hyatt Regency, One Harbor Drive, as well as several other existing and planned
buildings that would also be in the viewshed. Thus, it would not adversely affect gateway views.

Alternative B and the onsite component of Alternative D would appear visually similar to
Alternative A from these viewpoints, so would also not adversely affect the viewshed.
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Alternatives C and E would be less visible than Alternative A. Thus, neither of these alternatives
would adversely affect the viewshed. ' -

Figures 4-30 (page 4-86), 4-33 (page 4-89), and 4-36 (page 4-92), depict visual simulations of
Alternative F from the same viewpoints as shown in Figures 4-29 (page 4-85), 4-32 (page 4-83),
and 4-35 (page 4-91). This alternative would be more visually prominent than either the existing
condition or Alternative A. However, it would remain visually compatible with adjacent
development, and, therefore, is not considered to have a significant adverse effect on gateway
viewsheds,

Effects on Street-End Views

Figures 4-38 (page 4-94), 4-41 (page 4-97), 4-44 (page 4-100), 4-47 (page 4-103), and 4-49
(page 4-105), depict simulated views of Altemative A from Broadway at Front Street, E Street
at Union Street, F Street at Pantoja Park, G Street at Front Street, and Market Street at Front
Street, respectively. The view along Broadway (Figure 4-38, page 4-94) shows a progression of
buildings stepping down to the waterfront, with development on Block 1 of the Navy Broadway
Complex providing a smooth transition. The view from E Street (Figure 4-41, page 4-97) shows
a corridor framed by the Santa Fe development and buildings on Block 2 of the Navy Broadway
Complex. The buildings step down toward the street. Block 1 buildings, which are less visible
from this viewpoint, nevertheless step down from the Santa Fe development. The existing Navy
Pier would continue to delineate the extension of E Street at the waterfront.

The view from Pantoja Park at F Street (sce Figure 4-44, page 4-100) would be of a more
intensive development than seen today, with the view of Building 12 blocked by a substantially
taller building on Block 2. However, the project would be visually compatible with other buildings
in the viewshed. The view along F Street, when closer to the Navy Broadway Complex, would
be opened up to provide views of the waterfront, where such views are currently occluded by
existing onsite development. This would be a benefit of Alternative A. The view from G Street
(Figure 4-47, page 4-103) would also be opened up to the waterfront, anaother visual benefit of
this alternative. Building heights would provide a smooth visual transition from other buildings
on the street to the waterfront. Buildings on Alternative A would not be substantially visible from
Market Street (see Figure 4-50, page 4-106).

In summary, Alternative A would be generally more visible from street-end views than the existing
onsite development. Development would be designed 1o be visually compatible with surrounding
development, and would open up view corridors to the waterfront, from F Street and G Street,
where views are currently obstrucied by existing Navy Broadway Complex development.
Altemative A would not adversely, but would beneficially, affect street-end views.

Alternative B and the onsite component of Altemative D would provide the same level of visual
compatibility as Alternative A from these view points, due to the similarity in scale and layout of
these alternatives, so they also beneficially affect the street-end views.

Alternative C, with its lower buildings on Blocks 1 and 2, would be less visible than Alternative A,
so would also not adversely affect the subject viewsheds. Alternative C would instead appear
similar to the existing condition. Alternativv E would also have lower buildings than
Alternative A, and would bave a similar appearance from the subject viewsheds as it currently
appears. Thus, it would not adversely alter the current views of the site.
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Figures 4-39 (page 4-95), 4-42 (page 4-98), 4-45 (page 4-101), 4-48 (page 4-104), and 4-51
(page 4-107) provide visual simulations of Alternative F from the same viewpoints as depicted with
Alternative A. Unlike Alternative A, no development of the Navy Broadway Complex would be
seen from Broadway at Front Street (Figure 4-39, page 4-95) because a park would be developed
on Block 1, the only block visible from this viewpoint. The view from E Street at Union Street
shows a tall building on Block 2 rising well above intervening buildings (see Figure 4-42,
page 4-98). This view shows a substantial contrast between the Navy Broadway Complex and
other area development. The view from Pantoja Park down F Street would be of intensive
development (see Figure 4-45, page 4-101), with no intervening buildings of similar scale. From
G Street at Front Street, Alternative F would be larger than the scale of other area development,
but the contrast would be less than the view from E Street and from Pantoja Park (Figure 4-48,
page 4-104). As with Alternative A, the views of the waterfront down G Street would be opened
up with this alternative. The view down Market Street (Figure 4-51, page 4-107) would be similar
between this alternative and Alternative A, with existing development dominating the viewshed.

The changes to the views from E Street and Pantoja Park caused by Alternative F would be
considered significant aesthetic impacts. This aiternative contrasts substantiaily with surrounding
structures seen from these view points. Nonetheless, aesthetic considerations are highly subjective,
and this alternative would be required to comply with draft design guidelines that would be
adopted by the City and the Navy. Moreover, the view corridors to the bay down F Street and
G Street, which are currently blocked by existing Navy Broadway Complex development, would
be opened, thereby providing a benefit.

The viewshed of the Alternative G would remain unchanged from current conditions. Although
no adverse changes in the viewshed would occur with this alternative, the opportunity to upgrade
the appearance of the Navy Broadway Complex and open view corridors through the site would
not be created. :

en st Vi

The offsite Navy development associated with Alternative D would be in character with the visual
resources in the Centre City East area, in the context of the proposed City Hall and the general
intensification of land uses planned for this area. However, because a specific location for this
alternative has not been established, the effect of this alternative on its surrounding viewshed has
not been determined.

Effects on Planned View Corridors

Please refer to Section 4.1.2 (page 4-33) for a discussion of the consistency of each of the
alternatives with the Centre City Urban Design Program.

Effects From Shadows

Figures 4-52 and 4-53 depict the shadows that would be cast at the winter solstice for
Alternatives A and F, respectively. These alternatives cast the longest shadows of any alternatives.
These shadows are indicative of the largest shadowing between the noon and 2 p.m. that wculd
result from any of the alternatives. The mid-morning shadow (at 10 a.m.) is also shown. As
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shown, the shadows would extend north to cover a portion of the Block 1 proposed open space
areas at noon for each of these alternatives, moving northeast in the afterncon to cast on
primarily office development proposed across Pacific Highway. Shadows would only touch, but
would not substantially cover the Santa Fe Condominiums proposed east of Block 3. This is the
only residential use that would be affected by shadows from Navy Broadway Complex
development, and with the longest possible shadows (Altemnative F) would not be substantially
covered.

The casting of shadows in moderate climate areas such as in the project area is not necessarily
adverse. In fact, shading can provide a moderating effect on hotter summer temperatures, so
would be considered beneficial to public uses in the warmer times of the year. During the cooler
times, temperatures are moderate enough that shading would not be considered substantially
adverse. Therefore, no significant adverse effects from shading would result from any of the
alternatives.

433 MITIGATION MEASURES

Compliance with the draft urban design guidelines (Appendix D) would mitigate aesthetic impacts
associated with development of Alternative A, Alternative B, Alternative C, the onsite component
of Alternative D, and from most viewpoints, Alternative F.

A significant unavoidable adverse change in the visual environment would occur with respect to
views of Alternative F, as seen from E Street and Pantoja Park.

No significant adverse visual changes would result from either Alternative E or Altemnative G, 5o
BC mitigation is necessary for either of these alternatives.

ENDNOTES:
1. Centre City Development Corporation, 1983.
2 Tbid.

4-114

JB/6640001.4A




Gt

The following analysis is based or consuitation with purveyors of public services and utilities that
may be affected by the proposed altermatives. A major component of the project involves
relocation of personnel from one area of San Diego to the project area.

4.4.1 POLICE PROTECTION

ATFRECTED ENVIRONMENT

L)

The City of San Diego Police Department provides police protection ic the project arsa. The
department’s main statior is at Broadway and Fourtesnth Street. The response distance to the
project site is approximately 1 mile. The project area is lccated within the Central Divisicn
Command, which is one of seven area commands. The Central Divisicn staf currently includes
a captain, four patrol Heutenants, 16 sergeants, 140 officers, and 15 detectives. There are 59
npatrol vehicles assigned to the Central Division. The Certral Division services a population of
over 67,000 residents and is responsible for 11.3 miles (3 percent) of the City's 330.7-square-
mile jur;sdiction_l The City of San Diege Police Department is adequately staffed to provide
police protection 1o the project regien and vicinity.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

The City of San Diego Police Department has expressed that any of the alternatives that increase
vehicular traffic on surrounding streets and arterials may increase the risk of raffic accidents.
Only Alternative G would not generate this effect.  Circulation system improvements propesed
to mitigate impacts from this and other area develormert, as discussed in Section 4.2.3, page 4635,
would reducs this potential adverse effzct to a level that is less than significant

I additicn, the Police Department has identifed car prowis on.parked vehicles as another
potential adverse effect of the higher depsity uses proposed by all the altermatives except
Ajternative CG. The existing police facilities, manpower, and available equipment are adequate
to provide the project site and surrounding area with a sufficient ievel of pclice protection in
cases of emergency. No sigrificant adverse effects on the ability to provide pelice protection or
public safety are anticipated fom development of any of the alternatives.

MITIGATION MEASURES

o
w

Because no significant adverse effects are expected from ary of the altermatives, no mitigation
MmEeasurss ars necessary.

4,42 FIRE PROTECTION

AFFECTED ENVIRDNMENT

te

Tirz orotection services for the project arza arz provided by ike Cily of 3az Diego I
Derartment. A Federal firs statiorn, loczaied at the 32nd Strzet Naval Station, kas 2 mutual 23
E

PR lat : e b Flma 24 S 22 o hlmnd oo
agraement o assist the City at the site, at the City's "aquest.3 The Sre staticns that serve
project arsa are listed in Table 4.4-1 along with the equipment located at sach siation.

[a )

w

4-1315

TB/6640001.42



™

TABLE 4.4-1

FIRE STATIONS IN THE
VICINITY OF THE BROADWAY COMPLEX

Staticn Location Equipment

1 1222 1st Street Two engine companies, chemical fre-fighting mig,
light air rig, truck company, and paramedic

3 725 W. Kalamia Engine company
4 404 8th Avenue Engine cempany and rescue unit
11 945 25th Street Engine company and truck sani_ﬁany
Naval Station 32nd Street Three engine companies
San Diego

Source: Sumier, City of San Diego Fire Department, perscnal communication, 1588.

Station 1 is within 0.5 mile cf the project site and is ihe nearsst City fire station. The average
response time to the project area from City stations is approximately 4 to 6 minutes. The City
stations that serve the project ar=a are currently adequately staffed” The Faderal fire staticn
at the 32and Street Naval Station is 3.7 miles from the project site. It provides fire protection to
toth federal and nonfederal facilities, pursuant to the San Diego County Mutual Aid Plan. Tae
Federal Bre station at 32ad Street is adeguately staffed to respond to emergencies in the project
vicinity. The average response time to the project area is 6 minutes.

The project site is currently served with a fire flow of 2,500 gallons per minute (gpm).
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

Redevelcpment of the project site with Alternatives A, B C, D, E, or F would result in
construction of new buildings, and underground parking facilities (i.e., Alternatives A, B, C, D,
and F) that would be susceptible to fire hazards. However, the project would include sprinklers
and other fire safety measures that would avoid fire hazard impacts. Fire flow of 2,500 gpm would
be required with a sprinkler fire system to adequately serve the site. The currsnt flow of
2,50C gpm, therefors, would be sufficient to serve Alternatives A, B, C, D; E, and F,

1

]

Sxdsting structurss would be retained with Alternative G in their current condition. Many of th
ider buildings do not contain fre safety equipment such as roof sprinkiers. These buildings are
siing and would not introduce any new hazards to Mavy pemsonnel on the site.

Q L’I

[§1

According to fire department personnel, the existing facilities, manpower and eguipment at the
city and Federal fire departments ars adequate tc maintain a sufficient level of fire protection
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service to the project site if any of the alternatives are developed. Therefore, no significant
impacts to fire protection services are anticipated with implementation of any of the alternatives. .

MITIGATION MEASURES

No impacts would result from development of the alternatives; therefore, no mitigation measures
are necessary. o

443  SCHOOLS

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The project area is within the boundaries of the Sar Diego Unified Scheol District (SDUSD).
The SDUSD provides public scheol facilities for grades X through 12. As of Octcber 1987, the
SDUSD had 107 elementary schools (grades K-6), 8 nnddle schools (grades 6-8), 12 junicr high
schools (grades 7-9), and 15 high schocls (gfades 10-12) A majority of SDUSD schocis are
currently operating near or over capacity. The SDUSD is levying schocl impact fees for the
long-range planning and construction of new facilities. The fees, authorized through California
Government Code Section 53080, are $1.50 per square foot for newly constructed residential
structures and $0.25 per square foot for newly constructed commercial structures.’

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

None of the proposed alternpatives would directly contribute students to the elementary and
secondary schools within the San Diego Unified School District, since residential uses are not
being proposed by any alternative. In general, Altematives A, B, C, D, E, and F would'result
in the relocation and centralization of outlying Navy administrative personnel alréady located in
the regicn, so would pot result in the introduction of aew Navy personnel to the arca. However,
indirect impacts could potentially cccur from the in-migraticn of civilian personnel and their
families as a result of private development associated with Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F.

The density of uses proposed by Alternative E would be similar to that which currently exists
onsite, and would not create the need for additional military employment or civilian employment.
This alternative would centralize extsting military employees within the region. Thus, the amount
of Navy personne! and family members within the region would not increase with Alternative E,
and no indirect impacts to city schools are anticipated with this alternative.

With Alternative G (no action), all offsite administrative uses would remain in their existing
locations throughout the county. There would be no increase in Navy persennel or influx of
military families to the region. Therefore, impacts to schools within the district would not occur
with implementation of Alternative G.

Since Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F propose an increase in land use density, and prepose both
military and private development, in-migration of non-military personnel and their families could
occur with these five aiternatives. The influx of civilian families with elementary school ag

children could poten‘qaliy result in indirect adverse impacts to elementary schools, since t‘qe
combined capacity of these schocls (i.e., 63,990) bas alrzady been exceeded by over 2,300 students,
as shown in Table 4.4-2. Alternatives A, B, C, D, and Fcould, thersfore, contribute incrementally
to a cumulatively significant .impact. Secondary schocls within the District are below their
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combined maximum capacity (Table 4.4-2), and they could accommodate éppmximately 6,700 more
secondary grade students.

TABLE 4.4-2
MAXIMUM CAPACITY AND CURRENT ENROLIMENT OF

ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS
WITHIN SAN DIEGO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

Current Ernrollment Maimum Capacity
Grade {Octcber 1988) Capacity Remaining
Elementary 66,309 63,990 -2,319

Secondary 50,748 57,450 +6,702

Source: San Diego Unified School District, 1989.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Toe Navy office component of any of the alternatives would not resuit in increased Navy
rversonne] in the regicn, so no mitigation measurss for Navy offices are necessary. Privats
development nas the potential to cause regional immigration, so the follewing mitigation measure
is proposed for the private develcpment component of Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F:

®  As authorized by California Gevernment Code Secticn 53080, the developer
of private uses cn the Navy Broadway Complex will be assessed a fee of $C.25 per
square foot of private commercial and office uses, but excluding parking
structurss. The fee will be paid to the San Diego City School District.

4.4.4 RECREATIONAL FACILITIES
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The City of San Diego has 13,776 acres of neighborhcod, community, and regional parks. Ninety
percent of the parkland within the City is concentrated in a few regional parks, such as Baiboa
Park, Mission Bay Park, Missicn Trails Regional Park, and the La Jolla Underwater Park. Tae
remaiping 10 percent {1,272 acres) is lccated within numercus neighberkood and community
parks.g The Sar Diego Unified Port District also provides park facilities, such as, the Bayfron:
Promegade and the G Strest Mole. :

The City of San Diego Park and Recreation Depariment has established standards for
neighborheod and community parks. Neighborhood parks vary in size from 5 to 10 acres and

e intended to serve approximately 3,500 to 5,000 people. Community parks vary from 13 to
20 acres and serve approximately 18,000 to 25,000 residents. The City does not have a standard
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for regional parks. The majority of the parkland in Balboa Park (including the San Diego Zo[?)
and the La Jolla Underwater Park are tourist-oriented and serve both residents and visitors. .

Thae Port District has established a boardwalk along the bay that connects a number of recreaticn-
oriented uses in the project vicinity, such as the G Street Mole and the B Street and Broadway
Piers. The boardwalk and associated facilities provide a high level of recreation amenity in the
project vicinity. e

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

The City of San Diego determines the amount of park land necessary for recreational activities
by the number of people anticipated from proposed residential developments. None of the
alternatives include residential uses, so there would be no new demands on park facilities. These
facilities would, therefore, not be affected by project development.

Four of the seven alternatives are proposed to include significant active and/or passive recreation
opportunities at the foot of Broadway. Most notably, the Navy is proposing to provide 1.9 acres
of open space area at the foot of Broadway as part of Alternative A and 3.5 acres as part of
Alterative F. This could be combined with adjacent property (not under the control of the Navy)
to the north of the site to create even larger open space areas (see Figure 3-4, page 3-7).

*Alternatives B and D would provide 0.5 acre of open space plazas at the foot of Broadway (see
Figures 3-10 and 3-12, pages 3-16 and 3-21). In addition, Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F propose
wide sidewalks along, and the opening up of, E, F, and G Strests through the site. Therefore,
each cf these alternatives would provide substantial recreational benefits. .

Alternatives E and G would not provide any new recreational amenities on the Navy Broadway
Complex. Therefore, no beneficial recreaticnal effects would result from these alternatives.

MITIGATION MEASURES

None of the alternatives would generate any significant adverse recreation impacts, so no
mitigation measures are necessary.

445 WATER
ATFECTED ENVIRCONMENT

Water for the project area is supplied by the City of San Diego under the administration of the
Water Utilities Department. City water is supplied by the Colorado River and the California
State Water Project, and is stored in numerous reservoirs. The University Heights Reservoir,
located approximataly 5 miles northeast of the project site, provides water io the Centre City
and the Navy Broadway Complex. Water conveyed from this reservoir is controiled with pressure
regulating valves. One of these valves is located at Pacific Highway and F Stregt adjacent to the

proiect site.  Water pressure in the project area is adequate to serve existing’needs™

The primary water facilities adjacent to the project site include 3G-inch, i6-inch, and 12-inch
mains in Pacific Highway; a 16-inch main in Harbor Drive; and a 10-inch main in Broadway

(Figure 4-54). In addition, 6- and &-inch mains bisect the site from Broadway to Market Street. .
The water facilities in the project area currently operate within their capac:it*jr.12
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. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PRCOPOSED ALTERNATIVES

The City of San Diego Water Utllities Department applies daily consumption rates for water
usage by land use categories. Table 4.4-3 lists the consumption rates and the amount of waier
projected to be consumed by each alternative. Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F would consume
greater quantities of water per day than the existing uses, Alternative G. Alternative E would
consume less water than Alternative G.

The uses proposed for Aiternative A, B, and F weuld consume similar amounts of water (309,171
gallons, 334,171 gallons, and 309,171 gallons of water per day, respectively). Alternative D would
consume the largest amount of water (436,221 galions per day), whereas Aiternative E weuld
consume approximately 51 percent less water than the existing uses (Alternative G), or 59,425

gallons per day.

Since the existing water facilities in the project vicinity are currently operating well within their
service capacity, there would be no significant impacts to water service from the reduced density
uses of Alternative E, or the continued onsite uses of Alternative G. These facilities alsc have
sufficient capacity to serve the additicnal uses propeosed by Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F without
resulting in significant impacts to water service.

Although the proposed alternatives would not adversely affect existing water facilities, the City
of San Diego Water Ultilities Department has expressed the need for upgrading the exsting cast
iron mains near the project site. The Water Utilities Department has an orgoing capital

. improvement program tc upgrade the cest iron water maiens within the City, and recommends
replacement of all such mains with new mains ranging from 12 to 16 inches. The City specifically
recommends upgrading the mains in those pertions of Broadway and F Street cnsite, which ars
currently 10-inch and 12-inch mains, respectively, to 16-inch diameter mains. These would conpect
to existing 16-inch mains in Broadway, ¥ Street, and Harbor Drive (Figure 4-54, page 4-120). 7
City plans to change the Harber Drive main from a high pressure transmissicn main
downtown pressure distribution main.

Pt
bar}

5

a

MITIGATION MEASURES

None of the alternatives would significantly affect the ability of the City to provide water service;
therefors, no mitigation measures are necessary.

4.4.6 WASTEWATER

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
Sanitary sewer and wastewsater (reaument facilities thai serve ine project arsa ars operatsgd by
the City of San Diego Water Utdlities Depariment. The metropolitan sewage collection sysiem
coansists of a network of collection sewers and interceptors that convey wasiswatar | i

is
Diego Metropolitan Sewer Service Area {(and participating agencies} to the Poin: Lcma
Wastewater Treatment Plant (PLWTP).
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TABLE 4.4-3

WATER CONSUMPTION RATES FOR THE PROPOSED LAND USES

2
a Refects proposed uses in excess of the existing 405,753 square fest of office space ocsite.

Existing square footage has peen subtracted from proposed uses to reflect the potential net

increase in water consumption.

b Reflects the reduction in water consumption associated with removal of existing industrial

uses.

Source; Jim Wageman, City of San Diego Water Vtiliti

Brandman Associates, 1985,

J3/6640001.4X
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{Net Increases)
Water Anticipated
Consumption Daily Water
- Alterpative Proposed Uses Rate Per Day Requirements
A 1,244,247 SF office 160 gal./1,060 SF 124,425 gallons
1,500 hotel rocms 180 gal/room 270,00C gallons
55,000 SF museum 90 gal./1,000 SF 4,950 galions
(601,360 SF industrial} (150 gal/1,000 SE) (50,204 galions)
Total , 309,171 gallons
B 1,494,247 SF office’ 100 gal./1,000 SF 149,425 gallons
1,500 hotel rooms 180 gal./room 270,000 .gallons
55,000 SF museum 90 gal./1,000 SF 4,950 gaIIons
(601,360 SF industrial) (150 gal/1,000 SF) (90,204 gallcns)
. Total 334,171 gallons
C 594,247 SF office 100 gal./1,000 SF 59,425 gallons
1,500 hotel rooms 180 gal./room 270,060 gaIIons
(601,360 SF industrial) (150 gal./1,000 SF) {90,204 gallons)
Total 239,221 gallons
D 1,044,247 SF office’ 100 gal./1,000 SF - 104,425 gallens
1,800 hote! rcoms 180 gal./rcom 324,000 gallcns
980,000 SF cffics 100 gal./1,000 SF 98,000 galions
(ofisite) ' ~
(601,360 SF industrial) (150 gal./1,000 SF) (90,204 ganons.)tl
Total 436,221 galions
E 594,247 SF office” 180 gal./1,000 SF 59,425 gallcms
{601,360 SF industriai) (150 gal./1,0C0 SF) {90,204 gaIIons)
Total (30,779) gallons
F 1,244,247 SF office® . 100 gal./1,000 SF 124,425 gallons
1,500 hotel rcoms 180 gal./room | 270,000 gallons
55,000 SF museum 90 gal./1,000°SF 4,950 gallons
(601,360 SF indust xaI) (150 gal./1,600 SF) (90,204 gallons)
. Total 309,171 gailons
G No New Uses NA {0 gallons
Tatal b zalions

es Department, 1589, and Michael



Numerous sewer facilities serve the project site (Figure 4-55). Wastewater from the site is
conveyed south to Markst Street via a 15-inch sewer main in Pacific Highway. Ancther 15-inch
sewer line in Market Sireet conveys wastewater to a 36-inch regicrpal trunk sewer in Kettner
Boulevard, which then transports wastewater north to the Point Loma Treatment Plant. An
abandoned 24-inch line crosses the scuthwesterly area of the site; there are no current plans to
remove this line. Wastewater flows in the project area are currently within the capacity of existing
iines; however, approved development in the project area would reguire upgrading of the 15-
inch sewer lines in Pacific Highway and Markst Street to Kettner Boulevard.

According to the City of San Diego, Point Loma Plant has capacity to tre.at 223 million gallons
per day (mgd) and has a flow rate of 190 mgd, indicating sufficient capacity’. It provides advanced
Drt.mary treatment, then discharges treated wastewater to the ocean through an outfall. However,

he Fzderal Clean Water Act of 1975 and the National Polluticn Discharge Elimination System -
(NPDES\ permit for the PLWTP? requirs that wastewater receive secondary treatment.
Therefore, thc City does not comply with the Clean Water Act and with the NPDES permit for

this pIant.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency {EPA) and the Regional Water Quaiity
Control Beard (RWQCB) are joint plaintiffs suing the City of San Diego for noncompliance
with the Clean Water Act and the NPDES permit, and has issued to the City a cease and desist
order regquiring compliance by 1896. The City has mdzcatpd 1t L may not be abie to meet this date
and is negotating an agreement with ZPA and RWQCB/®

Nevertheless, the City has committed to providing secondary treatment at the Point Loma
Wastewater Treatinent Plani, although the timeline has not been finaiized. The City is planning
to expand capacity at the plant to 240 mgd by 1992 and to 340 mgd by 2050. Secondary treatment
of all this wastewater would be provided.”! Wastewater flow projections through 2010 are
267 mgd, so adequate plant capacity is projected at least through 201018

The Point Loma Plant is alsc subjected to the California State Ocean Plan, which provides water
quaiity standards for wastewate r outfalls for the purpose of maintaining benefic fal uses of the
ocean. Cempiiance with the plan is monitcred by the California Department of Eealth Services
(DES). DHS has indicaied that there are no toxicity problems at the plant’s outfall, but that
there are pericdic coliform problems at the outer edges of some kelp beds. The City of San
Diego is considering az cutfall extension or a chiorination/dechlorination/discharge program to
resolve this nroblem. 19

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

The ity of San Diego Water Utili Dﬂaar"ﬂeat has established daily generation rates for
wastewater typically produced & oyt the various land uses, Table 4.4-4 lisis iae gem&ac on rates and

the amournt of wastewaier anticipat .,c’. from ioe proposed aliernatives. Al even v:le highest rate

: The Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) has indicated thers is some
question concerning plant capacity, and is requesting additional information from the
city Ne‘iertheless, RWQCB has also indicated that the system s not capacity

comsirain
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TABLE 4.4-4

WASTEWATER GENERATION RATES FOR THE PROPOSED LAND USES

(Net Increases)

Wastewater Anticipated

Generation Wastewater

Alternative Proposed Uses Rate Per Day Geperation
A 1,244,247 SF office® 85 gal/1,000 SF 105,760 gallons

1,500 hotel rooms 140 gal./room
55,000 SF museum 70 gal./1,000 SF
(601,360 S3F industrial) (115 gal/1,000 SF)
Total

B 1,494,247 SF office’ 85 gal./1,000 ST
1,500 hote! rooms 140 gal.froom
55,000 SF museum 70 gal./1,000 SF
(601,360 SF industrial) (115 gal./1,000 SF)
Total

C 594,247 SF office” _ 85 gal/1,000 SF
1,500 botel rocms 140 gal/froom’
(601,360 SF industrial) {115 gal/1,000 SF)
' Total

D 1,044,247 SF office® 85 gal./1,000 ST
1,800 hotel rooms 140 gal/room
OR(0,000 SF office 85 gal./1,000 SF

{offsite)
(601,360 SF industrial) (115 gal/1,000 SF)
Total
E 594,247 SF office® 100 gal./1,000 SF
(601,360 SF industrial) (115 gal./1,000 SF)
Total
F 1,244,247 SF office’ 85 gal./1,000 SF

1,500 hotel rooms 140 gal./room.
55,000 SF museum 70 gal./1,000 SF
(601,360 SF industrial} (115 gal./1,000 SF)

Total
G No New Tses NA
Tatal

4
a Refiects proposed uses in excess Of the sxisting 405,753 square feet of office space orsite.
Existing square footage has been subtracted to identify the net.increase or decrsase in

wastewater generation.

b Reflects the reduction in wastewater generation associated with the removal of existing

industrial uses.

Source: Jim Wageman, City of San Diego Water Utilities Department, 1989 and Michael

Brandman Asscciates, 1989.
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210,000 gallons
3,850 gailoms
(69,115 gaiions)b
250,495 galions

- 127,011 gallons

210,000 -galions
3,850 gallons
(69,115 gallons)®
271,746 gallons

30,510 gallons
210,000 gallons
(69,115 gallons)

191,395 gallens

88,760 gallons
252,000 gallens
83,300 gallons

(69,115 gationsy
354,945 gallons

30,510 gallons
(69,115 gallons)
(18,605) gallons

105,760 gallons
210,000 gailons
3,850 gallons

. (69,115 galions)’

250,495 gailons

0 galioes
9 gailons




of wastewater peneration (354,945 gallons/day, Alternative D), the project would increase flows
at the Point Loma Plant by less than 0.2 percent. Both the City of San Diego and the RWQCB
have expressed that this additicnal wastewater would nct significantly affect the quality of water
discharged from the outfall, nor would it affect the ability of the City to provide secondary
treatment of wastewater. It would also not significantly affect the capacity of the treatment
sy*ste:mm’21 The EPA has concurred with this conclusion?

The density of uses proposed by Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F would significantly increase the
amount of wastewater ccoveyed through existing sewer facilities. Each of these alternatives
would represent a substantial increase over the existing uses (i.e., Alternative G}, and would
result in significant impacts to sewer conveyance facilities.

The uses propesed for Alternative E would result in a decrease in the amount of wastewater
currently being generated at the site, so it would not cause any significant impacts. The exsting
sewer facilities currently provide adequate service to the project site. Therefore, no sigrificant
impacts would occur with Alternative G. '

MITIGATION MEASURES

The following measurss are propesed to mitigate significant impacts from Alternatives A, B, C,
D, and F tc sanitary sewer facilities: : '

®  The existing 15-inch diameter mains located in Pacific Highway and in Markst
Strest (Figure 4-53, page 4-124) will be upgraded by the project developer, in
coordination with the City of San Diegg, to a capacity sufficient to serve future
onsite deveiopment, as well as future upsiream and tributary developments that
would be linked to them. As recommended in a sewer pipeline capacity analysis,
1,800 linear feet of sewer line will be replaced from the intersection of Pacific
Highway and E Sireet to the intersection of Markst Street and Ketiner
Boulevard. The sewer line will be copstructed upon demand for a new line
created by the project. Upen implementaticn of these measurss, adverse impacts
from Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F related to sewer facilities would be avcided.

4.4.7 SOLID WASTE
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Solid waste disposal in the project area is provided by the combined services of the City of San
Diego and private ccniractors. Refuse collected from the project site is currently taken to the
West Miramar Landfill, a Class I facility operated by the City of San Diego Disposal Divisicn.
Tre landfill currently receives 1.6 millicn cubic yards of refuse per year and has a remaining
capacity of 26 million cubic yards. The City has sstimated thai the landfil will reach capacity in
1895; consequently, the City is in the process of identifying 2 replacement landfiil site. The City
has entered into a joint powers agreement with the County of San Diego to fetermine the
lccation of new sites within the City. In addition, the City is considering expanding the West
Miramar site”
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES .

Alternatives A through F would generate greater quantities of solid waste than the =xisting onsite
uses (Alternative G). Ir addition to typical daily solid waste production during project operatios,
Alternatives A through F would require demolition of most existing onsite structures. The
increase of daily solid wastes, and disposal of demolished constructicn materials, would-
incrementally decrease the life expectancy of landfills serving the area.

The City of San Diego Waste Management Department has indicated that the current capacity -
of the West Miramar landfill will provide sufficient solid waste disposal through the year 1995,
after which an alternative arrangement will be needed to provide the necessary capacity for future
sclid waste dispesal.

The San Diego County Department of Public Works Solid Waste Division uses a generation
Eactor of 1.6 tons per person per year to determine the quantity of solid waste preduced by land
uses2? Table 4.4-5 lists the quantity of solid waste expected to be generated by future employees
of the proposed project alternatives (A through G).

TABLE 4.4-5

ANTICIPATED SOLID WASTE GENERATION
FOR PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

Solid Wasts Sclid Waste .
Iacrease in Generaticn Generation
Alternatives Employees® Factor’ _ (tonsAr)
A 8,648 1.6 tonsfyr/employee 13,806
B 9,759 1.6 tons/yr/employes 15,600
C 5,745 1.6 tonsfyr/fempicyee 9,200
D 12,340 1.6 tons/yr/employee 19,700
E 4,545 - 1.6 tons/yr/employee 7,300
F 8,648 1.6 tons/yr/employee 13,800
G 0 1.6 tons/yr/employee G

2 Assumes net incresse in employment on Navy Broadway Complex over current estimated
level of 2,122 employees (Alternative G).

b Geperation facior represents average annual per capita trash generation for residential,
commercial, and industrial uses, and demclition activities, for 1988 population (Eric Swanson,
personal communication, San Diego County Department of Pubiic Works SoLd Waste Division,
1989) S

Source:  Michael Brandman Associates, 1985.
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The largest increase of solid waste would occur with the Alternative A, the Alternative B, the
Alternative D, and Alternative F, from which an anticipated 13,800, 15,600, 19,700, and 13,800
tons, respectively, would be generatad per year. Alternative C and Alternative E would result in
iesser increase to solid waste generation (i.e., 9,200 and 7,300 additional tons per year cver
existing uses, respectively). The West Miramar landfill will provide adequate sclid waste disposal
through 1995, and the City of San Diego is currently planning to develop new landfills, or expand
existing ones, to serve the city’s future disposal requirements, so no significant impacts to sclid
aste disposal are anticipated with implementation of any of the alternatives.

With Alternative G, the site would not be redeveloped, ao demciition would take place, and no
increase in solid waste generaticn would occur. Therefore, there would be no significant impacts.

MITIGATION MEASURES

As no significant impacts to solid waste would result from any of the alternatives, no mitigation
measures are necessary. .

ENDNOTES:

City of San Diego, 1987c.
" Hagman, San Diego Police Department, pefsonal communication, 1988.
Inman, San Diego Fire Department, personal communication, 1988.
George, Sar Diego Fire Depamneut, personal communication, 1988,
Sumler, San Diego Fire Departmeat, personal commurication, 1588.
San Diego Unified School District, personal communication, 1988.
Cherry, San Diego Unified School District, perscnal communication, 1988,
City of San Diego, op. ¢it.
Smith, San Diego Parks and Recrzatior Departmest, personal communication, 1988,
Tbid.
Jacoby, San Diege Water Conse'vanon Deparment, personal communication, 1988.
Ibid.
Graft, San Diego Water Utilities Depaitment, personal commurication, 1988.
Child, San Diego Water Utilities Department, personal communication, 1585.
McCann, Regional Water Quality Control Board - San Diego Region, personai
communication, 1989.
i5 Tomsavic, Environmental Protection Agency, pe*‘sonal communication, 1989.
17 Child, op. cit.
18 City of San Diego, op. cit.
19 Child, op. cit.
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20 McCazn, op. cit.

21 Child, op. cit.

22 Tomsavic, Op. Cit.

23 Clay, West Miramar Landfili, personal communication, 1988.

24 Swanscn, San Diege Public Works Department, personal communicaticn] 19
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4.5 SOCIQECONOMICS : .

The socioeconomic analysis is based primarily on local and regional growth projections that are
provided by the City of San Diego and the regional planning agency for San Diego, the San
Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG). Statistics are generally provided by geographic
arca. The largest area is the "Major Statistical Area" (MSA), which covers the entire San Diego
Bay area to several miles inland; next is the "Sub-Regional Area” (SRA), which includes the-
north-central area of the bay; and the smallest geographic area for which statistics are provided
is Centre City, which includes the downtown ccre and waterfront. The boundaries of the areas
are depicted on Figure 4-56. The SRA is a statistical subarea of the MSA, and the Centre City
is a statistical subarea of the SRA

4.5.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Regiongl Population, Hounsing, and Emplovment
Existing Regional Population

San Diego County has an estimated 1988 population of 2,320,700,' making it the 10th largest
metropolitan area in the country. San Diego County is one of the fastest growing counties in
California with a 71-percent population increase between 1970 and 1988°

The City of San Diego comprises almost half of the county’s population and is now the second
largest city in Caiifornia’ The 1988 population is estimated at 1,058,760." Although the City's-
rate of growth is not as high as the county’s, the City’s population has increased 51 percent since
1570 and 4.5 percent since 1986.

Existing Regional Housing

San Diego County had an estimated 855,545 housing units (as of January 1,1987), an increase
of nearly 19 perceat since 1980 and pearly 4 percent since 1986. Single-family units have
dominated the regional housing inventory, constituting over 37 percent of the total housing. The
countywide vacancy rate is 5.6 percent. There are an estimated 10,411 military housing units in
the county.

The City of San Diego had an estimated 401,570 housing units (as of Januvary 1, 1987), an increase
of over 17 percent since 1980 and nearly 4 percent since 1986. Single-family residences constitute
approximately 55 percent of all units. There are an estimated 5,745 military housing units in the
City, which is more than half the county total. The City’s housing vacancy rate is 4.9 perce:m_5

Existing Regionai Empioyment

San Diego Ceunty’s civilian labor force numbersd 233300 as of 13986, the most recent year for
whaich data were available. For the third consecutive year, the county’s empjoyment showed 2
significapt growth rate of 5.5 percent and a drop in the unemployment rate. The largest growth
was in the services sector, which includes an expanding tourism industry and wholesale-rztail trade.
Table 4.5-1 depicis the labor force by occupation.
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TABLE 4.5-1

EMPLOYMENT BY OCCUPATION
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

1986
‘ Number of Percent
Occupaticn Employees of total
Agricultural,

Forestry, Miping,

Fishing 12,400 L5
Construction - 52,060 6.2
Nondurabie

Mazufacturing 21,600 2.6
Durable .

Manufacturing 100,400 i2.1
Transperiation,

Communicaticn 32,100 39
Wholesaie Trade 34,800 4.2
Re=tail Trade 162,760 19.5
Finance, Insurance,
Real Estate ' 56,200 6.7
Services 211,1002 : 5.3
Government 150,000 » J18.9

TOTAL ' 833,300 | 100.0

Source: California Employment Development Depamiment, 1987,

'.r
As shown I Table 4.5-1, the county empioyment base is diverse. According io the City of San
Diego, the county’s and city’s economy has broadened substantially over the past 20 years "from
a base of aerospace and the military to include significant manufacturing and tourism.” However,
it is estimated that the Navy and the Marine Corps still contribute approximately 20 percent of
the county’s gross product, which constitutes a substantial segment of the overall economy.
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Projected Regional Population
Populatiorn forecast data prepared by SANDAG in 1987 indicate that "long-term forecasts show
a slight decline of population growth; however, San Diego will nevertheless maintain its status
as one of the fastest growing counties in California."® The county is forecast to gain 444,726
persons by the year 2000, as shown in Table 4.5-2.

TABLE 4.5-2

REGIONAL GROWTH PROJECTIONS

City cf San Diego County of San Diego

Year Population Housing Emplovmengt Pcpulation Housing Employment

1988° 1,058,700 415590 592,562 2,320,760 765,262 1,026,761
19907 1,029,600 385600 534,500 2,424,240 865,800 $30,260
1995’ 1,160,234 446,385 659,448 2,567,193 G58,023 1,263,391
2000° 1,238,738 484,541 707,915 2,765,421 1,051,006 1,366,140
201¢° 1,375,232 543,437 812,583 3,133,851 1,264,899 1,589,260

2 1988 estimates from City of San Diego Planning Department.

b SANDAG, 1987c.

¢ Current {1988) population employment and housing estimates exceed the projected 1990

estimates by apprcximately 30,0C0.

Scurce: Michael Brandmano Associates, Inc., 1989,

The average annual projected growth rate in San Diego County is 2.2 percent, which is greater
than both California’s (1.1 percent) and the Urited States (0.8 percent). ? The estimated average
annual inersase of 41,000 people is not as large as the recent growth of 69,000 persons betweer
1586 and 1987. Most growth is expected north of I-8. By the year 2010, the majority of the
region’s population is expected to reside in north c-!y and north county MSAs.

The City of San Diego is also expected to grow at a reduced rate over the next decade. The
growth rate is expected to remain steady and average approximately 1 percent annually through
2000, with an anticipated overall increase of approximately 180,060 persons over 1988 estimates
(Table 4.5-2). The most current (as of 1988) pepulation estimates for the city excead, by 30,660
people, the projecied (in 1587) city population by 199G, indicating a mors rapid rate of growtz
than expected.

—“
4

Projected Regional Housing

The county is anticipated o increase its housing inventory by 37 percent, or nearly 286,00 units,
to reach ap pro,.dnatﬂly 1,051,060 units by i 2000 {Table 4.5-2}. A majority of the growth is
sxpected to Decur in the northem region where more land is considered available for
developmeat

4-132
IR/6640001.4B



The City of San Diego’s recent building bcom is expected to slow to a degres and the north
should continue to grow faster than the scutk. By the ear 2000, 69,000 new houses are projected
to be built, bringing the citywide total tc 484,94 units. ' Aswith pcpuiatzon however, the Citys
estimated housing stock in 1988 exceeds by 30,000 units the total projected (in 1987) for 1950,
suggesting a more rapid growth rate than projected.

Proiected Regiopal Employment

The county is expecied to gain 339,379 civilian jobs by 200G, a civilian employment increase of
33 percent over 1988 (Table 4.5-2). The highest rate of growth is expected in the whelesale,
retail, and services sectors {including tourism), with high technclogy, manufacturing, trapsportation,
communicaticn, utiities, finance, insurance, and real estate also showing growth. Along with
agriculture, forestiy, and fisheries, construction and government jobs will decline in percentage
of total regional empioymezt. Little change is anticipated in the number of rmhtary ships, aircraft,
and personnel assigned to San Diego.

The City of San Diego is expected to experience slower employment growth than the region as
a whole. By 2000, it is projected that there will be 115,253 new jcbs—a 19 percent increase over
1988 levels. However, the current estimate of city employment exceeds the projected empioyment
for 1990 by 58,000, suggesting a mmore rapid than projected rate of employment growth.

Local Popuiation, Howsing, and Emplovment

Existing Loeal Population

The populaticr of the Central MSA (whers the project site is located) (Figure 4-30, page 4-85)
grew 11 percent between 1980 and 1986, rcac’mng a total 1986 ponula*wn of 348,722, The smaLer
statistical arsa—Central San Diego SRA~represented approximately 6.4 percent of the region’s

1980 population, with a tctal cf 117,40C persons.

The SRA population has increased 23 percent since 1980 and is currently (1988) 144,805 The
Centre City substatistical area had a 1987 population of 12,132}

Esdsting Local Housing

The 1986 housmg inventory for the MSA was 199,105 units; a 7-percent increase from 1980.

The SRA’s housing inventory grew 9 percent during the samc time period to 60,560 in 1986. 13

Centre City had a hous;ng inveatory of 7,709 umts in 19871

Existing Local Employment

Zmployment totaled 255,722 in the Centrai MSA in 1986, a growth of 5 percent between 1980

and 1986. The SRA had an increase in employmesnt of 20 .,ercsnt for the samé time period,
aching 151,000 in 1986 Centre City had 50,300 jobs in 1986

Projected Local Growih

Population, housing, and employment growth proiections arz provided by MSA. and SRA, but not
for the smaller Centre City statistical area, where only current data are available {except with
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regard to employment). Estimates of current (1986/1987) population, housing, and employment
exceed 1990 projections for the Central MSA and Central San Diege SRA, indicating a greater .
than expected level of growth. Table 4.5-3 depicts projected local population, housing, and
employment growth.

Projected Local Population

Central MSA population is projected to increase by approximately 28,400 between 1986 and
2000, which is an overall increase of 5.2 percent. At this rate, the Central MSA is projected o
be San Diego’s slowest growing MSA. The smaller Central San Diego SRA is projected to
increase by 3,100 people between 1986 and 2000, a 2-percent increase. However, as noted in
Table 4.5-3, the current (1586) population for the SRA already exceeds the projected 1990
population by nearly 21,600 people (or 17 percent). Given this, it is reasonable to assume that
actual growth will exceed projected growth in 2000.

Projected Local Housing

Most housing growth in the region between 1986 and 2000 is projected to occur outside the
Central MSA. The housing inventory in the MSA is anticipated to increase 12 percent between
1986 and 2000, to 222,134 units. The SRA is projected to increase by 14 percent during this
period, bringing the total housing inventory to 69,329 for the SRA.

Projected LLocal Employment

Total employment for Central MSA is projected to increase by 23 percent (or approximately
60,000 jobs) between the years 1986 and 2600. The largest 1 ro;e ted growth in employment in
the MSA is anticipated to occur south of I-8. Employmeat in the Central San Diego SRA is
expected to increase by 44 percent (or 56,776 jobs) over tke same period. Ore-third of the
projected increase is expected io occur in Centre City, with a projected increase of 19,000
jobs-—-a 32-percent growth—between 1986 and 20G0.

4.5.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES
irec ects on Populatio ousino, and ovment |

None of the alternatives include the develepment of residential uses, and therefore, they would
not directly contribute to local or regional growth in population or housing. Employment growth
associated with development of Alternatives A, B, C, D} and F could resuit in indirect housing
demands and population growth through project-induced in-migraticn to the region. However,
given the substantial housing and population base in Sar Diego (415,550 housing units and a
ponulatiou of over 1 millicn in 1988), new empicyees to the region asscciated with the project
would be absorbed without notable secondary effecits.  Alternative E (military construction),
which consoiidates existing Navy administrative staff located in San Diego cn the project site and
provides no other e:nploymeat and Alternative G (no action) would not generate any substantiai
long-term employment opportunities and, therefore, would not result in-migration 1o the region.
Tabie 4.5-4 shows the anticipated employment ievels’ for each altemath ané Table 4.5-3
comparss these levels with the employment growih projected for the Central MSA, Central San
Diego SRA, and the Centre City area for 1595 and 2000. Employment levels depicted in
Tables 4.54 and 4.5-5 represent the jobs in excess of the approxmately 2,100 jobs currently held
by Navy and civilian administrative personnel onsite.
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Central MSA

GROWTI PFROJECTIONS 1.

FADLIL .

FATISTICAL AREA

- Central San Diego SRA

Centre City Statistical Area

Year Population Housing  Employment Population Housing En‘qiloymcnt Population Housing Employment
1980° 495,500 180,800 247,600 117,400 55,700 126,100 - -- -
Current™ ¢ 548,721 199,105 259,772 144,806 60,560 128,233 12,132 7,709 60,300
1990°+° 521,900 196,100 251,900 123,900 61,100 152,200 - - N
1995° 559,763 212,554 303,1 I_Z 150,733 65,645 176,422 - - 76,740
2000° S7T7,18B 222,134 319,311 157,212 69,329 185,009 - - 79,344

a Unmarked SANDAG Series 6; 1980, 1990, 2000.

b 1987 (i.e., "curren") population and Centre City housing provided by the City of San Diego.

¢ SANDAG Series 7; 1986, 1995, 2000. (The "current” year for housing and employment outside of Ceutre City is assumed io be 1986, the most
recent data year available.)
d Note that curtent (1986} population, housing, and employment exceeds the 1990 projected levels in the Central MSA.  Current {1986)
population also exceeds the projected 1990 population in the Ceatral San Diego SRA.

Source: SANDAG.



TABLE 4.5-4
NET EMPLOYMENT LEVEL--ALTERNATIVES A THROUGH G

Proposed Laad Use Employment
~ Alternative Assumptions Levels® ‘
Alternative A 1,600,000 SEF Navy office 6,667

. 650,000 SF commercial office 2,889

1,500 hotel rooms 1,200

55,000 SF rmuseum 15

25,000 SF retall 30

Subtatal 15,821
Net Imcrease 8,699"

Alternative B 1,000,000 SF Navy office 6,667
800,000 SF commercial office 4,000

1,500 botel rocms . 1,200

55,000 SF museum 15

25,000 SF retail 50

Subtotal 13,932

Net Imcrease 9,810

Alternative C 1,000,600 SF Nawy office 6,667
1,500 hotel rooms 1,200

25,000 8% retail 5¢

Subtotal 7,917

Net Increase 5,7'95h

Alternative D 20,000 SF Navy office 133
1,430,000 SF commercial office 6,355

1,800 hotel rooms 1,440

25,000 SF retail , 50

980,000 SF Navy cffice _

{cffsite) 6,544

Subtotal 14,522

Net Increase 12,4[)0b

Alternative E 1,000,000 SF Nawy office 6,667
Subtoial 6/667

Net Increase 4,545

4-136

IB/6640001.48



. TABLE 4.5-4 {continned)

Propesed Land Use Employment
Alternative Assumpticns Levels®
Altemative ¥ 1,000,000 SF Navy office 8,667

630,000 SF commercial office 2,882
1,500 hotel rooms 1,200
55,000 SF museum 15
25,000 ST retail 30
Subtotal . 14,821
Net Increase 8,699b
Alternative G 405,753 SF Navy office ———
601,360 SF industrial e
Subiotaj 2.422°
Net Increase -0

© 2 Employment levels assume 150 gross square feet {(gsf) of Navy office use per employes, 225
gsf of commercial office use per employee, 1.23 hotel rooms per empioyee, ané 4,006 gsf of
museum use per employee.

,122 smployees onsite.

3
a9
]
o

b Net iotal assumes future employment level in excess of existi
¢ Estimated existing onsite employment.

Source: Korve Engineering, Inc. and Michael Brandman Asscciates, 1985,
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TABLE 4.5-5

RELATIONSHIP OF ANTICIPATED EMPLOYMENT LEVELS
TO EMPLOYMENT GROWTII PROJECTIONS FOR 1995 AND 2000

Anticipated Central Centre City
Emp. Level Central MSA San Diego SRA Statistical Area
Project For Project 1995 2060 1995 2000 1995 2000

Alternative  Alternative  Employ. Proj. % Employ. Proj. % Employ. Proj. % . Employ. Proj. % Employ. Proj. % Employ. Proj. %

& 648 307,485 2.8% 324,753 2.6% 176,473 4.9% 180,100 4.8% 76,740 11% 79344 1%

A

B 9,759" 307,485 32% 3247753 3.0% 176,473  5.5% 180,100 5.4% 76,740 - 13% 79344  13%

C 5,745 307,485 1.8% 324,753  1.8% 176,473 3.3% 180,100 3.2% 76,740 7% 79,344 7%
ﬂ-i D 10,899 307,485 3.5% 324,753 3.4% | 176,473 62% 180,100 6.0% 16,740 14% ?9,344. 14%
® E 4,545° 307,485 1.5% 324,753  1.4% 176,473 2.6% 180,100 2.5% 76,740 6% 79,344 6%

F 8,648 307485 28% -- 324,753 2.6% | 176,473  49% 180,100 4.8% 76,740 1% 79344  11%

G 0 307,485 0.0% 324753  0.0% 176,473 00% 180,100 0.0% 76,740 0.0% 19344 0.0%
i Anticipated employment level assumes future employment in excess of existing 2,122 employees onsite.

Y

source: SANDAG, Series 7 Iulegionul Growth Forecasts, July 1988 and Michael Brandman Associales 1989.
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ternatives A, B, C;, D, E, and F would provide employment opportunities that vary according
to the uses proposed {see Tabies 4.5-4, page 4-136 and 4.5-5, page 4-138). Alternatives C and E
propese 1 million square feet of Navy office uses and would result in similar employment levels
(5,745 and 4,545, respectively}. In addition to the proposed office uses, Alternative C aisc
includes 1,500 hotel rooms, resulting in an additioral 1,200 jobs. Alternatives A, B, and ¥ propose
similar land uses (i.c., office, hotel, and museum uses) and intensities, and would generate similar
employment levels (8,699, 9,810, and 8,699, respectively). The uses proposed by Altemative D
would generate the highest net employment level (12,400 employees). Approximately 980,000
squarse feet of Navy cfEce vses would be developed at an offsite location in the Centre City East
area, supporting 6,544 employees, and 7,978 emplcyess would be cn the Navy Broadway Complex.

Long-term employment generated by Alternatives A through G would represent a minor
percentage (averaging 2 percent) of the projected employment within the Central MSA by the
year 2000 (Table 4.5-5, page 4-138). The largest percent contribution to employment growth
would be experienced within the Centre City Census Tract, the smallest statistical area. Long
term employment levels asscciated with Alternatives A, B, D, and E (ie, 11, 13, 14, and 11
percent, respectively) would represent a substantial contribution of employment oppertunities for
the Centre City area by 2000, which would be a beneficial effect of these alternatives.

Emrployment opportunities asscciated with Alternatives C, E, and G would represent a relatively
minor percentage of the predicted employment within the Central MSA (1 to 2 percent), Central
San Diego SRA (1 to 3 percent), and Centre City area (7, 6, and 3 percent, respectively). The
additional employment associated with Alternative C and Alternative E would also beneficiaily
affect employment levels.

Fiscal act Assessment

A fiscal impact repert was pregarsd for the propesed alternatives and is on file at the Broadway
Complex Office, 555 West Beech Street, Suite 101, San Diego, California, 92101-2937. Provided
below is a summary of the report’s conciusicns.

Methodoiogr

The fiscal impact assessment evaluates the public (governmental) cost and revenue implications
derived from changes in employment associated with the project. Only the primary costs that
would be incurred and the immediate revenues which would be generated from the proposed
development alternatives have been evaluated. Indirsct impacts were not addressed due to the
difficuity in accurately predicting the secondary conseguences of growth, and the poteatial for
double counting when primary and secondary impacts are viewed simultaneously. Taree
methodolegical approaches are used: (1) application of municipal tax rates for property, sales, and
trangsient occupancy tax revenues; (2) per capita multipliers for anticipated police and fire
protection cosis; and (3) ver acre muitipliers for other revenues and municipal expenditurss such
as planning, enginesring, and other support services. The projected total empioyment generated

L e Trn ard rrrgest gltasngti 1§ summariTad m Tahle 4 5.5
from the proposed project alt=roatives is summarized in Table 4.5-5. .
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TABLE 4.5-6

PROJECTED TOTAL EMPLOYMENT BY PHASE'

Stabilized
Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4 Occupancy
Alternative 19921994 1995-1997 19982000  2001-2003  2004-2006 .

A 2,122 2,572 3,349 10,021 10,821

B 2,122 2,572 3,349 11,143 11,932

C 2,122 2,572 3,701 7,128 7,917

D 2,122 2,572 3,920 11,783 . 14,513

E 2,122 2,122 6,667 6,667 6,667

F 2,122 2922 3,659 8,815 10,821

G 2,122 2122 2,122 2,122 2,122

a Total empioyment includes existing 2,122 Navy personnel currently on the site. Years refer to
approximate years required to reach stabilized occupancy by phase. Based on employment
assumptions presented in WK&A fiscal impact assessment report.

Source: Korve Engineering, Inc. and William-Kuebelbeck & Associates, Inc. 1989.

The per acre and per capita revenue and expense multipliers were calculated based upcn the
current land use distribution and daytime population of the City of San Diege. These multipliers
were then applied to employment estimates shown in Table 4.5-6 and the acreage from the project
site to derive fscal impacts from development on the Navy Broadway Complex.

Conclusions

The annual tax revenues generated to the City of San Diego at project buildout (for property
taxes) and stabilized occupancy (for retail sales tax and hotel occupancy tax) are summarized in
Table 4.5-7. The fiscal impacts of the respective development alternatives are preseated in
Table 4.5-8. Tae key fndings of the Oscal impact assessment ars listed below.
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TABLE 4.5-7

PROJECTED ANNUAL TAX REVENUES TO CITY OF SAN DIEGO AT

PROJECT BUILDOUT
{in Thousands of Dollars)

Annual Annual Annual
Property Sales Trapsient
Tax Tax Occupancy
Altarmative Revenue’ Revenue” Tax®
A $2,115 $565 £9,286
B 5,371 3565 3,285
C 3,193 568 2,286
o 7,364 652 11,244
E 4] 0 ]
F 4,555 565 9,286
G . ] O

a  Property taxes based on project buildcut in 2003. Retail sales and transient cccupancy tax

revenues based on project stabilized sccupancy in 2005.

b Inciudes 1 percent property tax increment to city as well as zcological exthibits tax at $0.005
per 3100 assessed value. Based on estimated construction cost value of private development

at project buildout in 2003. Increases 2 percent annually, per Propesiticn 13.

¢ Based on 1 percent of taxable retail sales tax at project stabilized occupancy in 2005.

Increases annually at estimated 5 percent inflation rate.

(&1

43

funded public improvement.

Sourse: Williams-Kuebelbeck & Associates, Inc. 1989,
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TABLE 4.5-8

PROJECTED NET AND CUMULATIVE FISCAL IMPACTS OF PROJECT

{(in Thousands of Dollars)

Net Annual Cumulative Net Annual Cumulative —
Fiscal Fiscal Fiscal 30-Year '

Development Impact Impact Impact Fiscal
Alternative in 2005° in 2005° in' Year 20 Impact
A $19,383 $100,936 $41,317 $576,104

B 23,691 130,275 47,188 686,206

c 18,743 101,592 38,224 | 547,827

D 30,708 176,476 60,825 894,620

E 2,138 -19.325 4667 72,435

F 21,209 129,806 42,371 628,4G8

G - 697 8,248 -1,521 -25,554

a At full development stabilized occupancy.

Source: Williams-Kuebelbeck & Asscciates, Inc., 1989

IB/664C001.4B

Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F all generate significant property tax increment,
as well as retail sales tax and hotel transient occupancy tax revenues to the City
of San Diego from the proposed private development on the site. Alternatives
E and F do not generate tax revenues to the city, as they include only Navy
facilities. :

Transient occupancy tax is the most significant component of the tax revenues
that would be generated from private development of the Navy Broadway
Complex. Annual transient occupancy tax at stabilized occupancy (2005) ranges
from 39.3 million under the A, B, C, and F Alternatives, to 311.2 millicrn under
Alternative D.

Alternatives A, B, C, D, and T would all generate net axmual’%;:erating surpluses
to the City of San Diego by 1994, while the Alternatives E and G would
consistently vield annual operating deficits throughout the 30-year projection
period.
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. e By year 30 of the proposed project (2021}, Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F would
generate cumulative surpluses to the City of San Diego of $576.1 million,
$686.2 million, $347.8 millicn, $894.6 millicn, and $628.4 millicn, respectively.
Conversely, Alternatives E and G would yield cumulative deficits of $72.4 million
and $25.6 million, respectively.

4.53 MITIGATION MEASURES

Alternatives A through F weuld provide pesitive ecoromic and smployment effects to the project
area and would not result in any significant impacts. Therefere, no mitigation measures are
necessary. Even though Alternative G would not generate an increase in employment
cppertunities, and Alternatives E and G weuld not generate positive fiscal effects, no significant
envircnmental impacts would result.

ENDNOTES:
i Turner, City of San Diege, personal communication, 1988.
2 - Ioid. :
3 City of San Diego, 1987h.
4 Turmer, op. cit.
5 San Diego Asscciation of Governments, 1987a.
6 City of San Diego, op. cit.
7 Toid. ,
8 San Diego Association of Governments, op. cit.
. 9 City of San Diego, op. cit.
14 San Diego Association of Governments, op. cit.
11 ibid.
12 City of San Diego, op. cit.
13 Polinsky, San Diego Association of Gevernments, 1988,
14 Turner, op. cit.
15 Polinsky, op cit.
i6 Turner, op. cit.
i7 °  Polinsky, op. cit

18 Turner, op. cit.
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4.6 PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT . .
4.6.1 GEOLOGY AND SEISMICITY '

The following discussion summarizes a geotechnical mvesugatxon conducted for the project site
by Hirsch and Company in February 1988,

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
' (eologic Setiing

The project site lies in an area of low relief within the coastal plain adjacent to San Diegc Bay.
The project area is lccated west of the histcrical high tide line in an area that was previously
haracterized by the tidal flats and marshes that naturally exisied around the margins cof San
Diego Bay. Holocere-age lagoon and bay sediments accumulated in these areas over a gently
sloping surface of older Pleistocene-age depcsits. The site has subsequently been reclaimed by
the hydraulic fill placed between 1920 and the late 1930s. The £l was placed cver the
depositicnal surface of the bay deposits to form the existing land surface.

Soils

The prcject site is covered with surface pavement. Below the surface pavement the site is
underlain by a layer of 8ll soils that was placed over the natural bay deposits. The bay deposits
are in turn underlain by older Pleistocene sedimentary deposits of the Bay Point Formation.
These geologic units are descrived below in the order of increasing age.

Fill

Hyd"auuc £l soils derived from bay dredging operations are lccated on the project site. IThe
average fill depth is about 10 feet north of F Street. South of F Street, the £l 'adges from 7
to 10 fee:* wn‘.h an average of approximately 8 feet. The hydraulic £ll soils consist of light brown
to gray silty and poorly graded fine sands which contain abundant shell fraome-1ts few siit and clay
layers, and occasional clay balls and pockets.

The upper few feet of the hydraulic £l soils have besn locally reworked. Imported £l (up tc 3
feet) has been placed on the hydraulic fill in the northwestern and eastern portions of the site.
The observed imported fill soils are generally similar to the hydraulic £l soils and consist of
brown silty sands with some clay layers and balls. "

Bay Deposits
te Quaternary-age embayment deposits vaderlie the fI soils. The depcsits generaily consist
of ve"y icose to medivm dense silty and clayey sands with some sandy and clayey silt layers. The
average depth of bay deposits is approximately 8 feet north of T Strest a:d 16 feet south of
F Sm,ei.. The bay deposits south of F Strest generally thickezn toward the west.

Bay Point Formation

Pleistocene-age terrace deposits of the Bay Peint Formation underlie the bay deposits to the
maxirzum depths explored (approximately 44 feet). The deposits consist of medium dexnse to very
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dense clayey and silty sands, poorly graded sands, sandy silts, and very stiff to hard sandy lean
clays, with clay interbeds and zones within the granular strata. The deposits transition from clayey
sands ‘o peorly graded sands and from medium dense to dease or very dease conditions with
depth below the top of the Bay Point Formation soils. The depth of dense to very dense porticns
of the depesits varies across the site and appears to range from approximately 15 to 40 feet below
the existing ground surface.

Faultine and Seismicity

The project site, like much of dewntown San Diego, is within the Rose Canyen Fault zone. The

nshore portion of the Rose Canyon Fault zone extends along the northeast flank of Mount
Soledad and continues southward along the eastern portion of Mission Bav. The zone widens
and diverges between Mission Bay and San Diego Bay as it continues across (o Coronado and
beyond to the south. Tae most significant traces of the Rese Canyon Fault zene oepcrally trend
north to north-northwest near downtown San Diego.

The Reose Canyon Fault zone is considered to present a significant seismic hazard to the coastal
San Diego area; recent e:arﬂ:quab:*a activity within the general area of southern San Diego Bay
further demonstrates the seismic activity of this zone of faults. During July 1985 a series cf
earthquakes up to Richter magnitude 4.2 were recerded in the vicinity of San Diego Bay. The
surface rupture potential associated with faults in the Rose Canyor Fault zore is not weli

"understood. In downtown San Diege, fauit traces within the Rose Canyon Fault zone have been

difficult to locate due to development dating back maay decades which may obscure or obliterate
surface geologic expressicn of faults. 1:1 mam _; areas, shallow groundwater conditions aiso limit
geologic stadies to shailow expesures. Recent studies in the eastern downtown area have found
faults that show Holocene (last 10,000 years) displacements, and many of the offshore faults in
and arcund San Diego Bay are also believed o gisplace Holocene sediments. Therefore, at least
some portions of the fault zone are considersd "active” :

In addition to the Rose Canycn Fault zcne, other major active fauits (which have produced
recurring earthquakes kaving a magnitude greater than 4.0) are the Elsinore Fault zone and the
1_‘!

Ccrorado Banks Fault zone, which are appreximately 45 miles northeast and 13 miles southwest
of the site, respectively.

Liguefaction Potentia]

The soils on the site, especially the loose sands, could be subject to liquefaction. Liquefaction
is a phenomenon known to occur when loose, sandy, water-saturated soils are subjected to strong
seismic ground motion of signification duration. The soil loses its normal cohesive properties and
sekaves more like a liquid than a solid.

Thae very loose to medium dense sands and nonpilastic silts of the hy jdraulic: fiils and bay deposits
ceiow the g:oundwaner ievel represent a potential liquefaction hazarg 1o the f‘roJ'ect site during
significant ground shaking. The comsequencss of liquefaction, shouid it secur at this site, probetiy
would be seen as locatized sand ooils, ground cracks, and ground seitlements. It is nossible that
iaa.,ral movement of soils ipto the bay could occur as a r°sut of soil liquefaction. The © elatively

nse sands and silts of the Bay Point Formation have a low potentiai for quefacticn. The
“m}e"t site would not be subject to a greater risk of liguefaction potential than other adjacent
ar=as along the San Diego Bay.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

Effects ils and sio

Construction of Alternatives A through F would result in the potential short-term exposure of
scils to wind and rain, resulting in two potential environmental impacts:

1. Erosion and hydraulic conveyance of sediments downstream of the site into Saf
Diego Bay, which cculd affect marine life.

2. Contribution of particulates to the air stream, which could degrade air quality.
This is discussed in Section 4.8, page 4-163.

Alternative D, with its additional offsite component, could add sedimentation to storm drains in
the easterly Centre City area (in addition to the erosion that could occur at the Navy Broadway
Complex site). This sedimentation, if it were to cccur, would eventually be conveyed to San
Diego Bay. If large areas of the project site(s) were left with exposed scils during storms, the
envirconmental impact from erosion could be significant, because sedimentation of the Bay could
adversely affect marine biological resources.

Alternative G wouid retain the site in its current condition, which is mostly covered with pavement
and buildings, with few areas of exposed soils. Therefore, no significant ercsion impacts wcu’d
result. . .

Fects ic Haza

Faulting and Seismicity

The precise ocation of the Rose Canyen Fault and its associated branches is not known. Thus,
'?t is unkaown if thers is any faulting witkin the boundaries of the project sits or the Centre City

ite for Alternative D. If the fault dees bisect the project or alternative site, seismic activity could
cause surface rupture and substantial damage to structures, which would be a mgmﬁcant impact
to all of the alternatives.

Since the project site and alternative site are located in a seismically active regicrn, strong seismic

activity would be expected to occur within the lifetime of the project. Seismic groundshaking
could result in substantial damage tc structures and is considered a szgmﬂcant impact to
A;ternatwes A through F. #

Additional damage to the Navy Broadway Complex could occur if liquefaction is realized during
a seismic event. This is considersd a significant impact to Alternatives A through F. It is
unknown if a liquefacticn hazard is present at the alternative site for Alternative D. However,
due to it5 inland location, the liquefaction potential at this site is likely to be lower than at the
NMNavy Broadway Complex.
£

Witz Alternative G, potertial seismic sha?.c':ng could affect exisdng structurss omsite. Witk the
exception of a portion of Building Ne. 1, none of the existing buildings comply with eanhquage
safety standards set by the Uniform Building Code. This does not rzpresent a change from
current conditions, so ao impact would result.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

The Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCR) was consulted regarding specific mitigaticn
measures for erosion control. RWQCDB does not generally develop erosicn control measures.
The following measure would mitigate any impacts from soil erosion during construction:

® An erosion control plan will be implemented during cosstructior of new
structures at the Navy Broadway Complex site and (if it is seiected) at the
alternative site. The plan will be prepared by the project developer and will
receive appropriate approvals prior to the initiation of construction. Major
components of the plan would include {(but net be limited to) the following:

- Regular watering of exposed scil.

- Hydroseeding of large (1-acre-plus) areas of exposed scils that will rematn.
exposed and undisturbed by constructicn for 3 or more months at a time.

- Draining any areas where ponding occurs.

- Placing sandbags in gutters and near storm drains wherever construction
activities occur.

Upon impiementation of this measure, adverse impacts from soils erosicn weuld
be avoided {Alternatives A through ¥). -

Cempiiance with building codes would mitigate significant impacts from geodlogic hazards.
4.6.2 EXTRACTABLE RESOURCES
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

An analysis was conducted of the potential for extractable resources to be located on or beneath
the site. Based on information available from the U.S. Bureau of Land Management’ and the
California Divisicn of Oil and Gas; the project site is not known to have any extractable
resources such as <il, gas, or aggregate, and no resources are currently or are known to have been
extracted from the site. '

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPQSﬁﬁ) ALTERNATIVES

Tae project site and the second site location for Alterpative D are not known io contain any
extractable resources, and thers 5 no evidence o suggest any would be found during the
excavaticn and grading phases of Allernatives A ihrough F. Thersiors, copsiruction of
Alternatives A through F weuld not result in significant impacts {0 exiractable rescurses.

Since the project site does not contain extractable resources, the existing omsite siructures
associated with Alternative G would not preclude the mining of essential natural resources.
Thus, no significant impacts to extractable rescurces would occur.

4147

TR/6640001.48



MITIGATION MEASURES : , .

Because no sigaificant impacts to extractable resources would occur, no mitigation measures are
necessary.

4.63 HYDROLOGY

.AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Surface Hydrolopv/Dirainage

~ The project site is level, at street grade, and covered with impervious surfaces. During rain
storms, surface water flows to existing subsurface storm drains lecated on and adjacent to the
project site. Five storm drains (one 36—1nch one Zd-mch two 18-inch, and cone i6-inch} ccnvey
storm water to the San Diego Bay (see Figure 4-57)

The project site is west of the historic mean high tide line of San Diego Bay. However, according
to the Nationa!l Flood Insurance Program, it is within fioccd hazard Zeone C, Whlch denotes minimal
flocding.

Groundwater

Groundwater was encountered at depths ranging from approximately 7.5 to 11 feet below the
project site (approximately 0.5 to 2.5 feet above mean sea level). The proximity of the site to the
San Diego Bay causes groundwater level variations due to tidal fluctuations.”

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPGSED ALTERNATIVES

Implementation cof Alternatives A through F would result in increased sedimentation during
demoiition and construction activities as subsurface soils arz exposed to runoff (see Section 4.6.1,
page 4-146). No long-term increases in runoff would occur since the Navy Broadway Complex
site is already fully developed with impervicus surfaces.

One additional concern, expressed by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) with respect
to water quality, is associated with the potential for nonpoint source pollution from an accidental
fuel spill from corstruction vehicles during project construction or from runoff from the site. In
the unlikely event that a large spill weres to occur, hydrocarbons could be released directly to the
sterm-drain system and flow to the bay. The EPAalso expressed concern with regard to nonpoint
source water contamination from runoff across parking lots. The RWQCB was consulted on this
issue and indicated it has not adopted standards or programs for accidental spill response or for
control of runoff water quality. RWQCB is developing a runoff control program that would be
implemented by municipalities and include standards for water quality in storm-drain systems prior
to rel€ase into receiving waters. This would have pc effect on the project, as the standards would
not be direcied toward individual developmen nts®

o

Alternatives 4, B, C, D, and ¥ woul@ all incluce subsurface parldng. Comstruction and operation
of these aiternatives would require temporary and permanent groundwater dewatering. There is
a potential for contaminated groundwater o be drawn to the site during dewatering. This issue
is discussed in Section 4.11, page 4-220.
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. MITIGATION MEASURES

®  The erosion control pian, described in Section 4.6.1, page 4-147, includes the
placement of sandbags in gutters and arcund sterm drains during grading. If fuel
was accidentally released during construction, it would collect near the sandbags
befcre it eaters the storm drain. The construction personnel will be required
to potify local health officials immediately to clean up spilled fuel in order to
minimize the amount entering the storm-drain system.

ENDNOTES:

Hirsch and Company, 1988,

Ortiz, Bureau of Land Management, perscnal communication, 1988.

Guerard, California Division of Oil and Cas, personal communication, 1988.

Hirsch and Company, cp. cit.

Hirsch and Company, Ibid.

Posthumous, Regioral Water Quality Centrol Beard, personal communication, 1989,
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4.7 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
471 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Regignal Setting

The project site is located in a highly urbanized region that fronts San Diego Bay. Because of this~
urbanization, the diversity of native biological species is generally low. However, the adjacent San
Diego Bay displays a rich variety of biologic sesources. There are three major areas in which
significant levels of environmental pollution are found in the bay: heavy metals associated with
ship anticorrosion activities near the entrance to the bay, PCBs asscciated with runcff from
activities near Harbor Island, and copper cre residuals associated with ship loading in National
City.

Local Setting

The project site is fully developed with urban uses and has been for several decades. As such,
there are no areas of the site where biological rescurces are located that are not substantially
disturbed.

Vegetation is confined to a number of invasive weedy species, with-a limited amount of landscape
material at the periphery of the site. Typical flora found on the site includes mustard (Brassica

sp.), Russian thistle (Salsoja iberica), horseweed {Convza ganadenis), and sow thistle (Sonchus sp.).
Nore of these species is indigencus to the area and none is considered threatened or endangered

by either Federal or state rescurce agencies.

Wildlife is limited to those species typically associated with highly disturbed urban environments.
Species that could be found on the site include the side-blotched lizard ({Jia stansburiana), house
finch (Caropdacus mexicana), mourning dove {Zenaida macroura), American crow {(Coryus
brachyrachcs), and European starling (Sturnus vulpapss). As with vegetation, none of these species
is considersd threatened or endangersd by either Federal or state resource ageacies.

The San Diego Bay waterfront is located one block west of the site. A moritoring program near
the Broadway Pier was conducted in the 1970s to determine if the San Diego Gas and Electric
plant, located adjacent to the Navy Broadway Complex, was causing any degradation of marine
wildlife habitat. The monitoring program found a rich and diverse marine habitat in this area, and
found no sigos of substantial deterioration. No other studjes are known to have been conducted
in the project area since)'? The project site contributes trban runoff to this area through storm
water flows that exit the site via storm drains that empty into the bay. Although not conclusive,
it can be assumed that runoff from the site does not substantially affect the marine habitat of San
Diego Bay because the habitat value in this area is considered rich and diverse.

The ofisite location for Navy offices under Alternative D would be in the highly urbanized Centre
City East area. Although a specific sits has not been selected, it is probable, that the biclogical
"

esources on the site would be similar to those found on the Navy Broadway Complex site.

4.7.2 EMVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ATLTERNATIVES

None of the aliernatives would alter the biological nature of the Navy Broadway Compiex site,
which would continue to function as a developed, urban site. There would be no dirsct effect
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cn terrestrial biological rescurces associated with any of the alternatives because there are no
kmown threatened or endangered biological rescurces on the Navy Broadway Complex site.

The offsite Navy ofiices asscciated with Alternative D would also be located in an urbanized arza.
Although a specific site has not been selected, it is improbable that any sensitive biological
resources would be affected due to the urban nature of the area.

Three primary concerns to biclogical rescurces have been raised threugh the environmental
scoping process. The first issue raised was that if any cver-water structures were developed, they
could shade the marine envircnment and reduce productivity of nearshore plants and animals.
Such structures could alse eliminate foraging habitat for such birds as the ederal- and state-
listed endangered California least tern (Sterna antillarum brewni). None of the alternatives
includes over-water structures. Representatives of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service
{(USFWS) and the Natioral Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) were informed of this and agreed
that the zrcject weuld oot have a significant shading impact on marine habitat.

A second copcem is the potential for bird strikes if reflective materials are used on project
structurss. The design guidelines proposed for the project (Appendix D) prohibit the use of large
areas of reflective glass. Thus, compliance with these guidelines would resclve this potcnnai
concern. If nonreflective g'ass is used, USFWS agrees thcre would be no significant zmpac*

The third concern was shading marine rescurces from onshore preject structures. None of the
alternatives include any comstruction in, cover, or within 150 feet of the waterfront. An
investigation of shading effects of the alternatives found that the highest propesed buildings, a
40C-foot-high building on Bleck 1 and a 580-foot-kigh building cn Block 2 (Alternatives A and T,
respectively), would not cast 2 shadow over the waierfront when the sun is most direct, between
10 a.m. and 2 p.m., during the winter sclstice, when shadows are jonger than at 3ny other time of
the year (see Figures 4-32, page 4112 and 4-53, page 4-113). Urder this condition, shadcws
would be cast over the near-shore area in the z'm:ne iate vicinity of the site hetwe.,n suarise and
approximately 9:00 tc 9:30 a.m. However, an existing seawall facing the same direction already
casts shadows over this area during the same time penod_ Thus, snadcws from development of
any of the alternatives would ot cause any apparent adverse eifects 1o bay bottom habitats, After
reviewing this issue, both USFWS and NMFS agree there would be no adverse effects®’

An additional concern that was addressed with USFWS and NMFS, but not expressed during
environmental scoping, is the discharge of groundwater that would result from construction and
operaticn of Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F, all of which would have subsurface parking that is

below the groundwater table. As discussed in Section 4.11 (page 4-212), groundwater beneath the .

ite was tested for contaminaticn and was found to contain no hazardous or toxic substances.
Givez its proximity to the waterfront and the fact that groundwater beneath the site is near sea
level, it is probable that grcundwater beneath the site is of similar composition as San Diego Bay.
Givern these facters, USFWS and NMES do not fael that discharge 1o the ocean would adversely
affect marine rescurces.

Botk USFWS end NMES weuld be concerned if it was found that groundwater b "g gdischarged
coniained tozic supsiamess {see Seczlo" 4,11, page 4-22(). However, boih agencies stated that
COmig ‘=ancu with conditions that may be mposef‘ as part of 2 \Iatio"a Pottution DI::C"‘ELT

tination bystem permit aPohca tion {alsc see Section 4.11, page 4-220) would avoid ar‘va-s=

imp cts t0 marine rssources. M
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4.7.3 MITIGATION MEASURES : .

. Design guidelines adopted by the Navy and City of San Diego will specify that
no reflective glass will be used in development of new buildings (Alternatives
A B, C D, and E).

ENDNOTES: —

1 Kenney, United States Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, perscnal
comamunication, 1989. .

Hoffman, United States Department of Commerce, National Marine Fisheries Service,
personal communication, 1989,

Kenney, op. cit.

Hoffman, op. cit.

Kenney, op. cit.

Ibid.

Hoffman, op. cit.

Kenney, op. cit.

Hoffman, op. cit.

Kenney, op. cit.

Hoffman, op. cit.
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. 4.8 AIR QUALTTY
4.8.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
7 Climate

San Drego’s climate is largely determined by the pesiticn of the semi-permanent mid-Pacific high -
pressure system and the proximity of the mederating effects of the nearby ocean. Tae resulting
Mediterranean-type climate is characterized by cool, dry summers and mild winters. Limited
rainfall cceurs in winter while summers are often completely dry. Rainfall averages only 10 inches

per year and falls mainly from November to late March from the fringes of mid-latitude storms.
Temperatures average 62 degrses Fahrenheit with winter lows around 48 degrees Fahrenheit.
Temperatures over 100 degrees Fahrenheit or below 32 degrees Fahrenheit almoest never ceour

in the c{,;astal area because the ccean and the onshore brzezes moderate any temperaturs
extremes.

Metearslegy

Air poilution transport is primarily affected by prevailing wind patteras. The dominant winds are

onshore except in the winter. Figure 4-58 indicates the wind diraction frequencies at Lindbergh

Field, 15 miles north of the project site. Ounshore flow dominates with a wide distribution of

directions from south-southwest to north-northwest. Offshore flow is less frequent and blows from

north-northeast. The onshore flow has moderate average wind speeds of 8 to 12 miles per hour

{mph) while the cffshore flow is weaksr with average speeds of 2 to 4 mph. The onshors fow
. coming off the ocezn is usually unpoiluted?

Local air pellution sources contribute to air quality degradation that can become significant when
the cnshore fow affects the foothill communities east of the metropolitan arsa. Wherezs the
mederate apshore Sow rapidly ventilates the coastal cormidor by day, a siow nccturnal return fow
may allow for localized stagnation of pollutants, especiaily on cool, clear winter nights. There may
be isclated carbon moncxide "hot spots® in traffic-intensive areas in the downtown area.

in conjunctiop with the winds that control horizontal dispersion, there are two characteristic
temperature inversions that affect the vertical depth through which any locally generated air
pollutants are mixed. When the cool, onshore flow of marine air undercuts a large dome of warm,
sinking air over the ocean, a marine/subsidence inversion is formed that creates an imnermeable
barrier that traps all poiluiants within the marine air layer.: As this layer moves inland and
-pollutants are added from urban activities without apy dilution from above, the shallow layer
becomes progressively more poiluted. Hydrocarbons and oxides of nitrogen emitted mainly by
vehicular sources in coastal arsas rzact under sunlight, forming photochemical smog (mainiy
czone) that can create unheaithfvl levels of air quality in foothill commurities.

A second characteristic inversion forms whben the air near the ground cools 2t night by heat
radiaiicn while ibe undisturbed air aloft remains warm. A shallow radiation ipversion forms,
trapping surface-based 2missions within 2 few hundred feet of the ground. These invemions may
trap vehicular poilutants such as carbon monoxide {CO) or oxides of nitrogen near scurces such
as {reeways, major intersections, or large parking facilities, creating localized health soncerns.
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Both inversions occur throughout the year, but their maximum effectiveness and impact are well
separated seascnally. About 70 percent of all summer afterncons have marinefsubsidence
inversions that may cause degraded air quality in inland areas such as El Cajeon or Alpine, while
60 percent of all winter nights have radiation inversions that may cause elevated CO levels around
the project site.

Alr Quality
Ambient Air Quality Standards

Ambient air quality standards (AAQS) are the jevels of air pollutant concentraticn considered
safe to protect the public hezith and welfare. They are designed to protect people most
susceptible. to respiratory distress, such as asthmatics, the elderly, very young children, people
already weakened by other disease or illness, and persons engaged in strenuous work or exercise.
Collectively, these are called "sensitive receptors.” National AAQS were established by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in 1971 for six air poliution constituents. States have
the option to add cther pollutants, to require more stringent compliance, or to include different
exposure periods.ﬁ Standards applicable in California are shown in Figure 4-39.

Ambient Air Quality

Ambient air quality is described in terms of compliance with state and Federal standards. One
requirement of the California Clean Air Act (1988) is for the California Air Resources Board
{(CARR}) to establish criteria and designate areas of the staie as attainment, nonattainment, or
unclassified for any state standard. In June 1989, CARB adopted criteria and designations for
each area based on those criteria. An attainment designation for an arsa signifies that pollutant
concentrations did not violate the state standard for that poliutant in that area. A nonattainment
Zesignation indicates that a pollutant concentration violaied the state standard at least cnce,
excluding those occasions when a viclation(s) was caused by an excepticnal event, as defined in
the criteria. The designation of attainment or ncnattainment for each pollutani with respect to
national standards is based on similar criteria as required by the Clean Air Act Amendments

(1977).

The San Diege Air Basin is designated ncnattainmeant for several pollutants. The entire Basin is
designated nonattainment of state and Rnational czone standards, and state PM,, {particulate
matter less than 10 microns ir diameter) standards. The western half of the Basin is designated
as nonattainment of state and national carbon monoxide standards and state nitrogen dioxide
standards. '

Baseline levels of air quality near the project site have been monitored by the San Diego Air
Pollutior Contrzl District (APCD) for many years &t the monitoiing station on Isiand Avenue in
Jdowntown Saz Disgo. Table 4.8-1 summarizes the air quality moniioring resulis from this siation
for the past 5 years. Specific AAQS sxceedances ars discussed below.
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AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

CALIFORNIA FEDERAL
AR POLLUTANT COMCENTRATION PRIMARY (>) SECONDBARY (>)
Ozone 0.09 ppm, 1-hr. avg. >= . 0.12 ppm, i-hr. avg, - 012 ppm, 1-hr. avg:*";

Carben Mcnexide

8.0 ppm, 8-hr. avg. > 3
20 ppm, 1-hr. avg. >

8 pom, 8-hr. avg. 9
35 ppm, 1-hr. avg.

8 ppm, 8-hr. avg.
35 ppm, i-hr. avg.

Nitrogen Dioxide

0.25 ppm, 1-hr. avg. > 9

0.053 ppm, annual avg. ®

0.053 ppm, annual avg. ®

Sulfur Dioxide

- 0.05 ppm, 24-hr. avg. >=with
gzone >= 0.10 ppm, 1-hr. avg.
or TSP >>= ug/m3, 24-hr. avg.

0.25 ppm, 1-hr. avg. > b

0.03 ppm, annual avg.
0.14 ppm, 24-hr. avg.

Q.50 ppm, 3-hr. avg.

Suspended
Particulate
Matter (PM 10}

30 ug/m3, annual geometric
mean > o
50 ug/m3 24-hr. avg. > 9

50 ug/m3 annuai 9!
arithmetic mean
150 ug/m3 24-hr. avg.

50 ug/ms3 annual 9 -
arithmetic mean
150 ug/m?3 24-hr. avg.

Sulfates

25 ug/md 24-hr. avg, >=

| ead

15 ug/m3 30-day avg. >=

1.5 ug/m? calendar
quarier

1.5 ug/m3, calendar
guariar

Hydrogen
Sulfide

0.03 ppm, 1-hr. avg. >=

Vinyl Chicride

0.010 ppm, 24-hr. avg. >=

Visibility
Reducing
Particles

In sufficient amount to reduce
the prevailing visibiiity to less
than 10 miles at relative

| humidity less than 70%, 1 obs.

a)
)
<)
dj
e)
f

1

—

Etfective December 15, 1982 The standargs were praviousiy 10 ppm, 12-hour average and 40 ppm, f-nour average.

Effective Dclober 5, 1984_ The standard was previousty .5 ppm, 1-hour average.

EHective August 18, 1983. The standards were previously 60 ug/m?* TSP, annua! geometric mean, and 100 up/m? TSP, 24-hour average.
Effective Saptember 13, 1985, standard changed from > 10 ug/m? {>= 9.3 ppm) to > 9 ppm {>= 8.5 ppm).
Effective July 1, 198, standard changad from > 100 ug/m? (> 0532 ppm) to > .053 ppm (> .0534 pom).
Effective March 9, 1987, standard changed from >= 25 opm 1o > .25 ppm.
Effective July 1, 1987. The standards were Jrevicusly:

Primary

- Annual geometric mean TSP > 75 ug/m? and 24-hour average TSP > 260 ug/m?.

Secondary - Annual yeometric mean TSP 2> 50 ug/m? and 24-hour average TEF > 150 ug/m

* Apm = parts ger million by votume,
** ug/md = micrograms per cubic meter.

National & State Ambient Air Quality Standards

Navy Broadway Complex Project
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AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS (continued)

NOTES:

-
i

o

8

8

. California standards, other than carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide (1 hour), nitrogen
dioxide and particulate matter — PMqg, are vaiues that are not to be equaled or

excseded. The carbon menoxide, sulfur dioxide (1 hour), nitrogen diexide and
varticulate matter — PM4p standards ara not to be exceeded.

. Naticnal stancards, cther than 0zone and those based on annual averages or annual
geometric means, are not {o be exceeded more than once a year. The ozone
standard is attained when the axpected number of days per calendar year with
maximum hourly average concentrations above the standard is equal to or less than
one, '

. Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promuilgated. Squivalent units
given in parentheses ars based upon a reference temperature of 25°C and a
reference pressure cf 760 mm of mercury. All measurements of air guality are to be
corrected to a referance temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 mm of
mercury (1,013.2 millibar); ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles
of pollutant per mole of gas.

. Any equivalent procedure which can be shown to the satisfaction of the Alr
Resourcas Board o give equivalent resulis at or naar the level of the air quality
standard may be used.

. National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate
margin of safety to proiect the public health. Each staie must atiain the primary
standards ne fatsr than thres years afier that state’s implementation plan is approved
by the Environmental Protection Agency. '

. National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the
public welfare from any known ¢r anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant. Each
state must attain the secondary standards within 2 “reascnable time” after the
implementaticn plan is approved by the EPA. '

. Reference method as described by the EPA. An “equivaient method” of
measurement may be ussd but must have a "consistent relationship to the reference
nethod” and must be approved by the EPA,

. Pravaiiing visibility is defined as the preatest visibility which is attainedror surpassed

around at least half of the horizon circle, but not necassarily In continuous sectors.

8. Al locations whers the state standards for oxidant and/or suspended particuiate

matter are violaied. Naticnal siandards apply sisewhers.

10. Measurad as ozone.

$640001 1/20

Figure 4-53t



TABLE 4.8-1

DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO AIR QUALITY MONITORING .
SUMMARY 1982-1986 '
(Number of days standards were exceeded, and maximums for periods indicated)
Pollutant/Standard 1983 1984 1585 1986 1587
Ozone
1-ER > 0.10 ppmt” 15 17 23 12 8
1-HR > ¢.12 ppm 5 3 5 2 1
1-HR > 0.20 ppm i 0 G 0 0
Max. 1-HR (ppm) 0.23 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.14
Carbon Monoxide
1-HR > 20 ppm 0 0 0 g . 0
8HR > 9 ppm 9 0 0 0
Maz. 1-dR (ppm) 16.0 12.0 15.0 16.0 12.0
Max 8-HR (ppm) 8.0 76 9.4 9.0 9.4
Nitrogen Dicxide ) - .
1-HR > 0.25 ppm 0 0 0 0 0
Maz. 1-HR (ppm) 0.20 0.17 0.21 0.18 0.22
Sukfur Dioxide | _
1-HR > 0.25 ppm 0 0 0 0 0
24-HR > 0.05 ppm 0 0 0 0 0
Max. I-HR (ppm) . 004 009 0.05 0.05 0.05
Max. 24-HR (ppm) 0.017 0.038 0.023 0.027 0011
Total Suspended Particulates
24-HR > 100 ug’ 7/58° e 1463 1359 12660
24-HR > 260 ug/n’ 0/58° y61° 0/63° 058 o0
Maz. 24 HR (ug/m’) 150 164 176 214 194
Lead Particulates
1-MO > 1.5 ug/m’ on mn? 0112 o ol
Max. 1-MO (ug/m’) 0.82 060 . 038 028 . .15
Sulfate Particulates
24-HR > 25 ug/m’ 1/58 061" 0/54 066 NI
Max. 24-HR (ug/m’) 258 180 154 11.6

a Changed o 0.09 in 1988
-b Number of days standard was exceeded/number of days sample was taken.”
¢ No Data,

Source: California Air Resources Board, Sumppary ir Quaiity Data, 1983-1587. San Diego
APCD Island Avezue Station.
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QOzcne

During summer’s longer daytime hours, plentiful sunshine provides the energy needed to fuel
photochemical reacticns between nitrogen dioxide and reactive organic compounds. Levels of
ozore, a colerless toxic gas that irritates the lungs and damages materials and vegetation, exceed
Federal and state standards throughout the Basin. The state standard (0.09 parts per millicn
[ppm), T hour) was exceeded an average of 12 days each year at the Island Avenue Station. The
less restrictive Federal standard (0.12 ppm, 1 hour) was exceeded an average of 3 days each
yearduring 1983 through 1987. The stage cne episode (or stage cne “smeg alert”) (over 0.20
ppm/hr),during which hazards to persons with sensitive health can occur, was exceeded once
during the S-year period in 1983, The highest i-hour ozone level was 0.23 ppm in 1983

Carbon Menoxde

Carbon moncxide (CO) is a colerless gas, produced almost entirely from autcmobiles, that
interferes with the transfer of cxygen to the brain. From 1983 to 1986, the state and Federal
8-hour CO standard (over 9.0 ppm) was excesded only once, in 1985. The state and Federal
1-heur CO standards (20.0 ppm and 35.0 ppm, respectively) wers not exceeded from 1983 through
1987. The highest 1-hour CG level recorded during this period at the downtown San chgo
monitoring staticn was 9.4 ppm in 1985 and 1987, well within Federal and state standards.”

itroge ioxide

Nitrogen dicxide is a reddist-brown gas that can cause breathing difficulties at high levels. The
1-hour state standard for nitrogen dicxide (over 0.25 pom, 1 hour) was oot excesded at the Isiand

.venue Station from 1983 through 1987, T 'nanlmum daily nitrogen dicxide concentration
measured during the last 5 years was 0.22 ppm in 19877

otal Suspended Particulates/Particulate M

The 24-hour standard for total suspended particulaies (TSP} was exceeded on approximately
19 percent of the days monitored between 1983 and 1987, The meximum concentration during
this period was appreximately twice the standard. On July 1, 1987, the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) replaced the TSP Standard with a new particulate standard kncwn as PM, . PM,,
includes oniy particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter. PM, is act monitored at the
Island Avenue Station. However, the entire air basin is designated 2s nonattainment for M,
standards, so exceedances at this station would be expected.

State Implementation Plan

The California Air Resources Board (CARRE) is the agen ¢y tespomsible for oreparing and
iﬁpiPthing an Alr Quality Management Plan (AQMP) go this, tze CARB has compiled
the State Implementation Plan (SIP), which cutiines air ';.;aaty conditions in each of the staie’s
14 air basins and details measures to achieve the Nationai Ambient Air Quality 3tandards. In
addition, the CARB has established mcre sirict standards for some pellutants due o unique
circumstances in California.

Tae 31P is compiled from air quality plan revisions prepared for each air basin by designated iccal

agencies. In the San Diego Air Basin {SDAB), the Air Pollution Control District (APCD) is
respensibie for preparing and revising the basin’s pians.
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The current SIP for the San Diego Air Basin was adopted in 1982. The purpose of the SIP is to .
develop implementation strategies that will lead to attainment of Federal clean air standards.
The San Diego Air Basin continues to be a nonattainment area for czone and carbon monoxide.
However, the SIP for San Diego acknowledged that the region would not likely become an
attainment area by the target year, 1987, because of atmospheric conditions that draw polluted
air from the South Coast Air Basin to the north into the San Diego Air Basin."' "

Nevertheless, the SIP contained a number of strategies to reduce air pollutant emissions
originating in the San Diego Air Basin. The SIP based its strategies on growth projections for
population, employment, and housing. These projections are derived, in part, from adopted
general plans. The projections used for the SIP are the San Diego Association of Governments
(SANDAG) "Series V" growth projections prepared in 1980. The forecast projected a regicnwide
population of 2,454,000 in the year 1995. Based on the 1989 population level of 2,418,000, it is
anticipated that the 1995 forecast level will be achieved by 1990. The SIP is in the process of
being updated to reflect current and expected growth projections. SANDAG Series VII growth
g;;]%ct%onss, which bave not yet been adopted, are expected to be the basis for the updated

SANDAG is the agency responsible for planning transportation control measures aimed at
improving  air quality and coordinating the implementation of these measures by local
governments. Table 4.8-2 describes four transportation tactics developed by SANDAG that were
included in the 1982 SI? for the San Diego Air Basin. :

The new SIP is due to CARB in 1991.' According to SANDAG and the CARB the primary
means that would be used to reduce emissions within the San Diego Air Basin would be to
encourage a reduction in single-occupancy vehicles through ridesharing and pubiic transit.!

4.8.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

A preject will normally have a significant effect on the environment if it will viclate any ambient
air quality standard, contribute substantially tc an existing or pro Jjected air quaiity violation or
expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

The approval of the proposed project would result in increased stationary and mobile scurces in
the basin. Stationary sources include short-term emissions onsite from construction activities and
long-term stationary-source emissions resulting from offsite electrical power generation, natural
gas consumption onsite and equipment and materials required by the land uses associated with the
completed project. Mobile source considerations include short-term construction activities and
lonU- erm traffic geperation. The proposed commercial land uses impact air quality almost
exclusively through vehicular traffic generated by the development. Generally, such impacts occur
both regicrally and on a local scale. Regionally, persenal commuting, hotsl visiter traffic and
commercial service trips will add to regional trip generation and increase the vehicle miles traveled
{VMT) within the San Diego Air Basin. Locally, traffic witzin the project vicinity, sspeciaily
during peak hour traffic, will be added to the local roadway system. The mdst adverse scenario
would be with a congested traffic condition occurring during periods of poor atmospheric
ventilation. If this condition occurs there will be a definite potential for the formation of micro-
scale air poilution "hot spots” within the project vicinity. .
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- Shori-Term Emissions

TABLE 4.8-2

1382 STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
TRANSPORTATION TACTICS (T1.T4)

T-1 Ridesharing

Increase Level of Rideshare Matching Service
Expand Empleyer Promotion

Exparnd Vacpocis

Expand Subscription Bus Service

Taxipool

® e & 0 o

=]
)

[
g
=]
w
=

Increase Frequency of Service

Increase Service Area Coverage

Decrease Transit Travel Times

Reduce Transit Fzres

Increase Express Bus Service

Construct Light Rail Transit

Restructure Transit Routes

Increase Transit Attractiveness and Convenience

T-3 Bicycling

Bicycle Lanes and Paths

Bicycle Parking

Showers and Lockers for Bicyclists
Bicycle Racks on Buses

Direct Subsidy io Bicycle Commuters

e 9 & 0 @

T-4 Intercity Bus and Rail

° Increase Freguency of Rail Service
® Decrease Rai] Travel Time
® Increase Frequency of Intercity Bus Schedule

The following impact discussion is organized into two general categories for ease of presentaticn:
skort-t2rm impacts {fugitive dust and constructicn squipment emissions) aad long-term fmpacis
{stationary and mobile sources).

The preparation of the project site for building construction weuld produce two types of akr
contaminants: exbaust emissiops from construction equipment and motor vehicles traveling 1o the
sitz, and fugitive dust generated as a result of soll movement. Thaese construction impacts could
be expected during each phase of development. The emissions preduced during grading and
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construction activities, although of short-term duration, could be troublesome to workers and
adjacent developments, even if prescribed wetting procedures are followed. .

Exhaust Emissions From Construction Equipment and Vehicles

Heavy-duty equipment emissions are variable because of day-to-day differences in construction
activities and equipment used. Typical emissions for construction equipment were obtained from-
the Environmental Protecticn Agency, "Compilation of Air Polluticn Emissicn Facters, Voiume [:
Moabile Sourcss,” September 1985. Assumptions regarding the type of construction equipmeant
to be used during each phase of construction were based cn an environmental impact report
preparsd for a 700,000-square-foct building in Los Angeles’® Appendix E contains the heavy-
duty equipment emissicn factors. Air pollutant emissions for each alternative are given in
Table 4.8-3. The amount of pollutants geperated by construction equipment indicated in
Table 4.8-3 assumes equipment is operating 8 hours each day and all equipment is assumed to be
operating at the same time. Aiso, the phases would occur independent of one ancther and the
total amount of emissions generated for each alternative would occur over several years. Because
the emissicns would be temporary and would not likely contrbute substantially to the excesdance
of any air quality standards, the impact would not be significant. Alternative D would gererate
the greatest amount of comstruction equipment emissions, followed by Alternative B,
_Alternatives A and F, Alternaiive C, apd Alternative E. Alternative G would not generate any
-construction equipment emissions. .

Fugitive Dust Emissions

Counstruction activities are a souzce of fugitive dust that may have a substantial temporary impact
on iocal air gquality. Emissions are associated with demociition, ground excavation and site
preparation. Dust emissions vary substantially from day to day, depending on the leve! of activity,
the specific operaticns, and the prevailing weather. The guantity of fugitive dust generatsd is

~ proportional to the silt content of the soil (that is, particles smailer than 75 microns in diameter)
and inversely propertional io the square of the soil moisture. Based on the U.S. EPA-42 emission
factor, typical dust lofting rates are 1.2 tons of fugitive dust per month per acre disturbed”
However, this factor does not take intc account the relatively high water table at the Navy
Broadway Complex, which results in moister soil and less dust generation. Dust contrel through
regular watering and cther fugitive dust abatement measures required by the San Diego Air
Pollution Control District (APCD) can reduce levels from 50 to 75 percent. Dust emissicn rates
therefore depend on the length of the construction activities and the care with which dust
abatement procedures are implemented.

k4

If the uncontrolled dust emission factor is applied to the 15.6-acre site for Alternatives A, B, E,
and F, an estimated 18.7 tons of fugitive dust could be generated for each month of construction
activity. However, this amount assumes the entire site would be under construction simultanecusly
and no watering or other dust-palliative measuras will be used. Ia reality, only one-fourth of the
site would be under copstruction at any one time, so the maxdmum dust generaticn (not
considering the higher moisture content of onsite soiis) would be approximately 4.7 tons per
month. With dust control measures, the total is reduced to about 2 fons per month of
construction activity. Alternative C would generate substantially less dust than Alternatives A, B,
and E since the two major buildings on Blecks 1 and 2 wouid be rehabilitated and not demolished.

ternative D would generate additional fugitive dust at the offsite location. Alternative G would
not generate any construction-related fugitive dust. While the overall dust generation is
substantial for Alternatives A, B, C, D ard E, the daily rate of fugitive dust generation is well
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TABLE 4.8-3

. ESTIMATED HEAVY-DUTY CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT EMISSIONS
Pollutapt {lb/dayy
Carbon Exhaust Nitrogen Sulfur
Mecnoxide  Eydrocarbens Oxides Oxddes Particulates
Alternative A
Phase 1 (1992-1594) 380 58 899 90 50
Phase 2 (1995-1997) 109 16 237 25 17
Phase 3 {1998-2600) 933 141 2,183 219 146
Phase 4 (2001-2003) 604 91 1,412 142 95
Taotal 2,026 306 4,751 477 3i8
Alternative B -
Phase 1 (1992-1994) 380 58 869 90 &0
Phase 2 {1995-1997) 109 15 257 ' 26 17
Phase 3 (1998-2000) 1,098 1566 2,568 258 172
Phase 4 (2001-2003) 604 91 1412 142 95
Tatal ' 2,191 331 5136 516 344
Alternative C
Phase 1 (1992-1594) 380 S8 869 90 60
T e 2 (1995-1997) 77 1z 180 .18 12
£ 3 (1998-2000) i13 17 270 27 iB
Phase 4 (2001-2003) 504 81 1412 342 S5
Total 1,176 178 2,761 277 185
ditermative D
Phase 1 (1992-1954) - 380 58~ BGG -~ S0 60
Phase 2 (1595-1997) 380 58 899 30 60
Phase 3 (1998-2000) 1,667 252 3,898 392 261
Phase 4 (2001-2003) 604 91 1412 142 95
Total 3,031 459 1,108 714 476
Alternative E 5
Phase 1 (1996-1558) 134 29 435 46 30
Altermative ¥
Phase 1 {1992-1594) 330 53 255 50 &0
Phase 2 (1995-1597) 109 1 257 26 17
Phase 3 {1998-20C0) 823 141 2,193 215, i4¢
Phase 4 (2001-2003) 604 N 412 14z 85
Toial 2,026 306 4,751 477 318
#-—qiive ) 3 ) D i1
S0t US EPA-42 1985 and Michael Brandman Associates 1588,
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within the dispersive capacity of the air basin without any adverse air quality impacts. It should
also be noted that much of this dust is comprised of large particles that are easily filtered by
human breathing passages and settle out rapidly on nearby foliage, parked cars and other
horizontal surfaces. The dust thus comprises more of a nuisance rather than any potentially
unhealthful air quality impact.

In addition to dust, demolition of onsite structures could result in the release to the airstream Q,ﬁ
asbestos particles. This issue is addressed in Section 4.11.

Long-Term Mobile-Source Emissions
Regional Air Quality

Emissions from vehicle usage for all the alternatives were calculated in this study with “the
California Air Resources Board (CARB) computer model The Urbemis 2 program was
specifically designed to quantify the number of vehicles generated by a given land use and the
associated emissions. Input variables include the types and extent of the land uses, trip generation
rates, wind speed, and temperature. Based on the proposed land uses, as well as other data
provided by the traffic consultant, the number of vehicle trips and pollutant emissiops were
calculated. The projected vehicle trips and emissions are summarized in Table 4.8-4.

TABLE 4.8-4

- NET MOBILE SOURCE POLLUTANT EMISSIONS AT PROJECT BUILDOUT

Total
' Vehicle Net Emissions” (Ibs/day)
Alternative Trips® TOG’ cot NO¥
A 23,000 - 2,405 445
B 25,100 315 2810 - 525
C 17,800 180 1,550 280
D 29,200 425 3,800 725
E 9,400 20 190 50
F 23,000 A 270 2,405 - 445
G 10,700 0 ' 0 0

a Net vehicle emissions are based on ziternative land uses' vehicle-related enzissicns less the
existing {Alternative G) land uses’ vehicle-rzlated emissions. o

Total organic gases.

Carbon Moncxide.

Nitrogen oxides.

Lo

Source: URBEMIS 2 (CARB 1987) and Michael Brandman Associates Analysis 1989, .
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Alternative A would have the potential to generate 270 pounds per day of total crganic gases,
2,406 pounds per day of carbon moncxide and 445 pounds per day of nitrogen oxides.
Alternative D would generate more total vehicle trips and vehicie-related emissions than
Alternatives A, B, C, E and F. Alternative G (zo project) would not generate any additional
vehicle-related emissions. Reactive organic gases are a component in the formaticn cf czone.
The model slightly overestimates the quantity of reactive organic gases generated by the project,
since total organic gases (TOG) is the category that is quantified by the computer model, and
reactive crganic gases is a subset of TOG. Ozone measurements taken cver tae past 5 years at
the Island Street Station in Downtown San Diego have excesded both the state and federal
standards for ozone. The project would contribute to an already existing viclation of the ozone
standard; however, the significance of its impact must be considered in the context of air quality
planring, discussed cn pages 4-170 through 4-172. :

Locai Air Quality

The impact of the propesed project alternatives cn local air quality with respect to carben
moncxide was assessed through the use of Caitrans Caline 4 Air Quality Model, which allows
microscale carbor moncxide copcentrations to be sstimated aleng a rcadway corzider or
intersection. Figure 4-60 shows the lccations for which the Caline 4 model was completed. The
locations wers selected because they were the areas with the highest concentration of traffic near
the project site and adjacent to sensitive receptors. Areas along the waterfront were not medeled
because traffic volumes are less and, as explained below, the lccations selected with higher
volumes did not exceed Federal or state standards for carbon moencxide,

Computer readouts for the Caline 4 model appear in Appendix E, and Table 4.8-5 presents the
results of the analysis for the worst-case wind angle and windspeed condition. Input to the model
was based on the follcwing assumptions and methodelegy:

. The caiculations assume a meteorciogical condition of ailmost no wind
(1.0 metersfsecond), a flat topograpkical condition betwesn the source and
receptor and a mixing height of 1,000 meters.

. CO concentrations are calculated for the 1-hour averaging period, and then
_compared to the state and Federal 1-hour standards.

® - Copcentraticns ars givern in paris per millicn {ppm) at each of the recaptor
' locaticns indicated in Figure 4-60. The receptor locations indicate sensitive
eceptors (e, condominiums, hotel, park, etc.).

® Thae average travel speed (most adverse-case assumption) was assumed to be
20 miles per hour on the roadways anaivzed. Zmission faciors provided by the
CARB for 1986 were used for existing conditions and emissicn factors for 2002

P

wers used for 2ll alternative conditions (EMTACTC, CARD 1987
;

® Ambient {cackground} CO concentraiions that represent ihe second woersi-
case CO concentration at the Sap Diego - Island Averue mornitoring staticn
were added o the model results. The background concentration is 11.0 ppm
for the I-bour average (CARB 1987\
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TABLE |

MAXIMUM CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS®
(Parts per Million)

Carbon Monozxide Concentrations (1 hr\b

Receplor
LLocation Alternative  Alternative  Allernative  Alternative  Alternati , i i
o ersastion o a6 Existing " n i i e}zmtwc Altelr;mtlve Alter(r;atwe
Broadway/acific
Coast Highway
Receptor 1 A 12.1 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.3 12.5 12.5 12.4
g B 11.7 1.9 11.9 11.9 11.8 11.9 11:9 1'1.9
3 C 12.1 12.5 12.5 12.5 : 12.3 12.5 12.5 12.4
4 D 11.7 11.9 119 11.9 11.8 11.9 11.9 11‘9
G Sireet/Ietiner St.
Receptor 1 | 11.8 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.0
. ! d . . 12.1 12.1
2 F 115 1.7 1.7 11.7 116 1.7 11.7 ﬁg
Pacific Coast THighway/ |
Market Street
Receptor 1 G 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.3 12.5 12.5 12.1
2 &S 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0 1.9 12.0 12.0 117
3 | 12.4 12.5 12.4 12.5 123 12.5 12-4 12-1
4 L) 11.9 12.0 120 12.0 1.8 12.0 12'0 11‘7

e
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TABLE 4.8-5 (continued)

Carbon Monoxide Concentrations (1 hr)

Receptor .
Location Allernative Alternative  Alternative  Alternative  Alternative Alternative Alternative
Intersection on Figure 4-60  Existing A B C D E F G
Market/Front Street
Receptor { K 12.3 - 125 124 12.4 123 12.4 124 12.3
2 L 11.9 119 119 11.9 11.8 11.9 119 11.8
3 M 12.3 12.5 12.4 124 123 12.4 12.4 123
4 B 11.9 1.9 119 119 11.8 11.9 11.9 11.8
5 O 123 12.5 12.4 12.4 123 123 12.4 12.3
6 P 11.9 119 1.9 119 11.8 11.9 11.9 11.8

a The federal standards are 35 ppm {1-hour averape) and state standards are 20 ppm (1-hour average).
b Concentrations of carbon monoxide in ppm. Background CO levels of 11.0 ppm have been added to the 1-hour average concentrations,

Source: Korve Engineeting, Inc. and Michael Brandman Associates, Inc. 1989.




As indicated in Table 4.8-5, carbon monoxide concentrations at the 16 receptor locations for all
of the alternatives would not viclate state or Federal 1-hour standards. Therefore, none of the
project alternatives would have a significant impact on local air quality.

Long-Term Stationary Source Emissions

Stationary source emissicns were quantified based on the various propocsed land uses and gas and
electric consumption rates provided by the San Diego Gas and Electric Company (Sigman 1688
and Schiu 1989). Emission facters were obtained from the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency’s Compilation of Alr Pollutant Emission Factors, AP-42. Appendix F contains the
computer runs for these emissions. The stationary emissions for the propeosed project alternatives
are summarized in Table 4.8-6.

onsistency With the te ] lementation Plan

According to the San Diego APCD, the CARB will be responsible for determining whether the
project is consistent with the STP?? CARB indicates that measures to substantially reduce the
number of single-geccupancy vehicles would be the primary measure of consistency. This is the
primary mears by which the updated SIP will reduce emissions, so incorporation of such measures
would determine conformance with not only the 1982 SIP, but alsc with the updated SIP currently
in preparation.”? '

The U.S. Envircnmental Protection Agency {(EPA) has indicated that because the Szn Diego Air.
Basin is a nonattainment area for air quality, all reascnable efforts should be made to nct increase
vehicular air emissions. In discussions with the EPA, it was agreed that no net increase in vehicle
emissions is a desirable goal, but may not be feasible; nevertheless, 3 reducticn in petential
emissions to the maximum extent practical is strengly encoura’%ed. EPA aciknowledged that
conformance with the SIP is a decision made ¢n the lccal level”

The proposed mized-use alternatives (A, B, C, D, F) would generate, without mitigaticn, between
28,000 (Alternative C} and 42,000 (Alternative B) daily vehicle trips, with Aiternatives A, D, and
I ¢ach generating aprroximately 38,060 trips. Including offsite Navy offices, Alternative D would
generate approximately 52,600 daily trips. Appreximately 40 percent of these trips {16,000) weuld
be asscciated with Navy-personnel relccated to the site (except Alternative D, in which 30 percent
would be Navy personnel related). Thaese personnel are already located in the San Diego Air
Basin, and would simply be relocated to the Navy Broadway Complex. This consolidation provides
substantial opportunities to reduce regional exissicns loads associated with commute trips by these
personnel, as discussed beiow. ' %

Vehicle trips that are mew to the San Diego Air Basin would constitute the remaining
approximately 60 percent of the project’s trip generation. A Travel Demand Management {TDM)
zlan (ses Secticn 4.2.3, page 4-70) will be impiemented as part of the project o substantially
reduce single-cccupancy vehicle usage at the site. In addition, the site is located within walking
distance of an AMTRAX rall station, 10 bus lines, and two light-rail transit lines (one is under
development). This provides a substantial opportunity for utilizing mass transii’and reducing
single-cccupancy vehicle use. By consolidating Navy personmnei from a number of smaller,
dispersed facilities to a single facility proximate to these transit opportunities, single-occupancy
vehicle usage by Navy personnel would be substantially reduced in the air basin, with estimate
reductions of 40 percent. Please see Section 4.2.3, page 4-60, for a discussion of TDM-related
reductions. -
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TABLE 4.8-6
PROJECTED STATIGNARY SOURCE EMISSIONS’
(Ibsfday)

Pollutant
Alternative CO NOx SOx Particulates EC

30.04 (1432) 16130 (74.83) 1410 (6.08) 474 (2.04) 290 (1.60)
3272 (17.00) 17610 (89.80) 1550 (7.48) S22 (252)  3.12(18)
2308 (736) 12282 (36.52) 10.44 (242) 3.52 (0.82)  238{1.08)
3150 (15.78) 166.60 (80.3) 1392 (5.90) 470 (2.00)  3.36 (2.06)
1070 (-5.02) 5922 (-27.08)  5.62 (-2.40) 188 (-0.82)  0.82(-0.43)
3272 (17.00) 17610 (89.80) 1550 (7.48) 522 (2.52)  3.12(1.82)
1572 (0) 8630 (0) 802 (0) 270 (0) 130 (0)

@mmpow»

a  Numbers in parentheses indicate the net emissions over Alternative G (20 action).
Source: US. EPA-42 1985 and San Diego Gas and Electric 1988 and 1989.
~ Based on City of Saa Diego estimates of TDM effectiveness, the TDM measures propased for

this project and the project’s proximity to mass transit are estimated to reduce daily vehlcle trips
From each of the proposed land uses by the following amounts:

Estimated

apd Use [rip Reduction by TDM
Office 60 percent
Hotel < 23 percent
Retail 15 percent

Implementation of the TDM plan would reduce the number of trips by aprroximately 40 percent

which would result in a substantial reduction in potential vehicular emissions. After apphcanon
of the TDM plan, trips asscciated with the mixed-use alternatives (A, B, C, D, and F) would range
ZFom 17800 (Alternative ) to 25,160 {Alternative B), with Alternative$ A, D, and E at
apprommately 23,0600, Alternative D (including its ofisite component) would generate a tota] of
30,2C0 trips. If the exsting 15,000 vehicles that are associated with Navy personnel located
throughout the air basin are discounted, the net iccrease in daily vehicle trips would be reduced
t0 2,300 and 7,100 at Navy Broadway Complex, and vp to 14,200 with the onsite and second site
component of Alternative D (see Table 4.8-7). These net trip levels assume that all of the
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remaining vehicles are aew to the air basin, a premise which probably overstates the new vehicle
travel.

TABLE 4.8-7

NET INCREASE IN VEEICULAR TRAFFIC

T=ss Trips

Mixed-Use Daily Trips Associated With Net New
Aiternative ter TDM Navy Personnel Trips
A 23,600 16,000 7,100
B 25,160 16,000 - 9,160
c 17,800 16,660 2,300
D (omsite 21,700 16,000 5,760
only)® '
{onsite and 30,200 16,000 14,200
offsite) .
F 23,600 15,000 7,660

a Does not include offsite Navy offices.
Scurce: Michael Brandman Associates 1990 and Xorve Engineers 1950.

According to the CARS, the incorporation of measures into the pro;ect whmh substantially reduce

single-occupancy vebicles would demorstrate consistency with the SIPP As with the CARB and
as stated previously, the EPA strongly encourages a reduction in single-occupancy vehicles to the
maximum extent practical. The reduction in vehicle trips achieved by lmplemcntmg the TDM plan
would be considerable. There are no known measures to cause a further reduction. Since the

' Navy Broadway Compiex Project would be consistent with the current (1982) and propesed SIP,

no significant impacts to air quality would be caused by the project.

4,33 MITIGATICN MEASTURES

T

The icliowing mitigaticn measurs would ce applicabie ioc Alternatives &, B, C, D, E, and F.

b,

®  Fugitive dust will be controlled by regular watering 2s required by the SDAPCD
nd through erosion control and stzeet washing 10 raduce dirt spillage onte
traveled roadways near the copstruction site. This measure will be implemented

by the project developer and wili ce included in construction bid packages.
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po-

issions

The primary means by which long-term emissions will be reduced is through a Travel Demand
Manage:mcm {TIDM) program. The TDM program for the proposed alternatives is outlined in
detail in Section 4.2.3, page 4-60.
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4.3 ISE

4.39.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Backaround

People are often subjected to a multitude of sounds in the urban environment. Many of these

scunds are by-products of desirable and necessary day-to-day activities. Some of these scunds,

such as from cars and trucks, jet aircraft, apnd air cenditioners, are undeslrpme and may be
detrimental to bealth. These sounds are generally referred to as noise.”

The human ear is not squally sensitive tc sound at ali frequencies, s¢ a specific frequency-
dependent rating scale was devised tc relate noise to human sensitivity. An A-weighted decibel
(dBA) scale performs this compensaticn by discriminating against frequencies not discernible to
the human ear. The basis for \,ompar:son is the .amtf:st sound audible to the average, young male,
human ear at the frequency of maximum sens‘tmty

Using the dBA scale as a base, noise metrics have been developed that attempt znot caly to
measure noise levels but also to adjust those levels according to their duration, frequency, and
time between single noise eveats. A number of Federal agencies, including the Department of
Defense, have adopted the day-night average noise level or Lda as their noise metric tc evaluate
noise compatibility. The Ldn weights noise events occurring during the nighttime (10:00 p.m. to
7:00 a.m.) hours by 10 dBA, 1o account for increased sensitivity to noise during that period.

While the Federal goverament has adoPted the Ldo metric for oroiect evaiuaticn, the State of
California and the City of Sah Diego tave adepted the C\;[mnumty Noise Sguivalent Level

. {CNEL) as their noise metric.” CNEL applies an additional 5 dB penalty io sounds occurring in

the svening (700 p.m. to i0:00 p.m.). However, the two metrics are essentiaily equal and used
interchangeably. The nGise analysis for the Navy Broadway Complex uses the CNEL metric.

Moise Standards

State of California Standards and Gnidelimes

The State of California has adopted noise standards in areas of regulation not preempted by the
Federal government. State standards regulate noise levels of motor vehicles, freeway nocise
affecting classrocms, neise insulation, cccupational noise control, and airport noise. "'hc state has
also developed land use compatibility guidelines for community noise environments” None of
these state standards wouid apply te the preject because the site is being considersd for office,
commercial, and hotel uses. Hcowever, as a guideline for hotel uses, an interior noise level of
45 dB CNEL in kabitable rocms is 2 residential noise standard.

The State Office af Moise Control has published guidelines for ::c'se and land use cemnatibiiitv.
The objective of the guidelines is to Srovide 2 community noise snvironment that (ie state desms
to be generally acc .,pLaHe. Oz‘Lcs, tusiness commercial, aud .,rqf.s.noha' uses are normally
2 "'"‘p]‘_abi" in arsas of 70 d3 CNEL or iess and conditicnally acc.,otabi., in areas of up to 78 &3
CNEL i sound attenuation is provided
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The City of San Diego

The City of San Diego’s General Plan provides applicable noise criteria for land use compatibility
for transportation sources within its circulation element, as shown in Figure 4-61. Hotels are
compatible in areas of 65 dB CNEL or less, office buildings are compatible in areas of 70 dB
CNEL or less, and commercial-retail uses are compatible in areas of 75 dB CNEL or less.

isting Nojse Levels
Navy Broadway Complex Site

The dominant noise source in the area is roadway traffic and rail mcvements. The area is. alsc
expesed to aircraft noise from Lindbergh Field, located 1.5 miles to the north, but the levels are
not significantly above ambient levels because the site is not directly beneath the primary runway
flight tracks. AMTRAK rail lines are Jocated. immediately east of the project site. Rail lines, used
an average of twice per year by the Navy, also cross through the site along E Strest.

A noise survey was conducted by MBA staff on July 6 and 7, 1588 to document the existing noise
environment in the project vicinity. Neise measurements wers conducted at four sites for a total
of 8 hours. The noise monitoring locations are identified in Figure 4-62, and the results are.
summarized in Table 4.9-1. The Lmax (maximum sound level recorded during the ncise
measurement duration) ranged from 72.0 dB to 84.0 dB. Noise sources contributing to the Lmax
were these typical of an urban environment (i.e., semi-trucks, buses, a fire truck with siren, and
airplanes). ‘

Traffic Noise

Existing traffic noise alona the major roadway was calcuiated using the Federal Highway Tratfic
Neise Prediction Model® T‘ms mode] was modified to generate CNEL and 24-bour average noise
level (Leq) values. Model input data were derived frem the traffic. analysis (Section 4.2,
page 4-35) and from fGeld observations. Input includes ADT levels; day/night percentages cf
autcs, medium, and heavy trucks; vehicle speeds; ground attenuation factors; and roadway widths.

The distances from existing roadway centerlines to the 60, 65, and 70 dB CNEL and Leq are
provided in Table 4.9-2. The ncise contour distances describe worst-case conditions since they
do not take into account any obstructions to the noise path (i.e., walls, buildings, etc.). The
existing 70 dB CNEL and L2q do not extend onto the psoject site.

indbersh Field Afreraft ise

Accerding to the Lindbergh Field Quarterly Noise Report (for the period ending March 31, 1988),
the project site is located outside the 65 dB CNEL and thus is not subject to significant aircraft
zeise impacts.

17
3.2 ENYVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PRUPOSED ALTERMATIVES

A

The potential noise impact of the project can be divided into skort- and iong-ierm impacts. Skort-
term impacts are due {0 noise generated by equipment during the construction phase. Long-
term impacts are asscciated with the generation of project traffic along both existing and propesed
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Land Use Compatibility Chart
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Annus! Community Moiss Equivalent Lave! in Decibsis
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Land Use

Outdoor Amphithestsrs (may not
be suitabie for cartain types of
music.

Sehoois, Libraries

Matura Peeserves, Wildiife Praserves

Rasidantial-Single Family, Muitiple
Family, Mobile Homes, Transient
Heousing

Retirgment Home, Intarmediate
Cars Facilities, Convalescant Homes
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Parks, Playgrounds

Office Buildings, Business and
Frofessional

Audltoriums, Concert Hails, indoor
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Riding Stables, Water Racraation
Facilities

Ourdoor Spactator Sparts, Goif
Courses

Livestock Farming, Animal Breaeding

Commercial-Retail, Shopping Can-
tars, Restaurants, Movie Theaters
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Manufacturing, Liilities

Agriculture jexcest Livestock], Ex.
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The average ngise isvel
is such 1that indoor
and guidoor activities
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fand use may be cor-
ried out with ssgenti-
aliy no interference
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f g
] . ;
INCOMPATIBLE
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The outdoor snviron-
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TABLE 4.9-1

NOISE MEASUREMENT RESULTS

H a T - 3 -
Location Lmax LlGD Losc Loy Lgot
Site 1

July 6, 1988 (5:07-6:07 p.m.) 84.0 59.0 65.0 63.5 58.5

July 7, 1988 (1:13-2:13 p.m.} 79.0 72.0 £3.0 67.0 52.9
Site 2

July 6, 1988 {12:35-1:35 p.m.) 825 7G.5 66.5 64.5 50.9

July 7, 1988 (12:01-1:01 p.m.) BG.5 68.0 64.0 62.5 58.5
Site 3

.J'uly. 6, 1988 (2:30-3:30 p.m.} B4.0 690 - €5 €3.0 58.0

July 7, 1988 (7:53-8:59 a.m.) 72.0 - 7640 67.0 £2.0 57.5
Site 4

July 7, 1988 (9:13-10;13 a.m.) 773 52.5 58.5 57.0 53.5

Juiy 7, 1988 (10:17-11:17 am.} 77.5 83.3 60.0 38.5 555
Range ' 72.0-84.0 62.5-76.0  58.5-¢3.0 57.0-57. 53.5-629
a Lmax is the maximum sound level recorded during the noise measurement duration.
b L, is the sound level exceaded 10 percent of the noise measurement duration.

L3 is the sound level exceeded 33 percent of the noise measurement duration.
Loq is the sound level exceeded 50 percent of the noise measursment duration.
L, is the sound level exceeded 90 percent of the noise measurement duration;
it"s also considersd the background ncise level. '

0 Ao

Scurce: Michael Brandman Associates 1989,
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TABLE 4.9-2

EXISTING ROADWAY NOISE LEVELS (LEQ-P.M. PEAK)

Distance to CNEL From
Roadway Centerline (ft.)

LEQat’ =

Roadway Segment ' 55 dB 65 dB 72 dB 50 feet (dB)
Harbor Drive

Nerth of Grape Strest _ 3,515 353 <50 71.5

Grape Strest to Ash Street 2,264 218 <30 69.9

Ash Street to Broadway 1,481 150 <50 683

South of Broadway - 19 62 <50 €5.5
Ash Street

West of Pacific Highway 586 61 <50 64.5

- Pacific Highway to India 439 45 <50 : 63.5

Eroadway : '

West of Pacific Highway 956 99 <50 66.4

Pacific Highway to India 1,453 147 <50 _ 68.2
Grape Street .

West of Pacific Highway ‘ ,0d2 105 <50 67.3

Pacific Highway to India 1,083 109 <50 67.5
Hawthorne Street

‘West cf Pacific Highway 329 94 <50 66.8

Pacific Highway to India 1,073 108 <50 67.5
india Street _

Nerth of Hawthome 248 28 <50 61.1

Hawthorne tc Ash Street 258 28 <50 613

Ash to Broadway 207 <50 <50 603

G Street to Market 140 <50 <50 386
Kettner Boulevard

North of Hawthorne 346 37 <50 §2.6

Hawthorne 1o Ash 269 29 <50 614

Ash 1o Broadway 305 33 <30 £2.0

Broadway 1o I Strest i8] <50 <50 59.7

I Street to Marke: ‘ 289 3 <50 61.3
Market Street

West of Pacific Highway 7 81 <50 £5.8

East of K=tiner Boulevard 572 70 <50 £5.1

TB/6640001X



TABLE 4.3-2 (continued)

Distance to CNEL From
Roadway Centerline {ft.)

- LEQ af
Roadway Segment 55 dB 65 dB 72 dB 50 feet (dB)
Laure] .
Pacific Highway to Kettner Blvd. 2,171 218 <50 70.2
Pacific Highway
Nerth of Eawtherne 2,343 237 <50 700
Hawthome to Ask 2,252 228 <50 695
Ash to Broadway 1,792 183 <50 - 6856
Broadway to Market 1,282 133 <350 67.2
Scuth of Markst 1,680 172 50 68.3
2 Does nct measure any cbstructions to noise path
b CNEL measured in feet form centerline of near travel lane.
Scurce: Michael Brandman Associates 1588,
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. roadways. The following describes the general characteristics of each type of ncise impact for .
each of the project alternatives.

Short.Term Constiuction Noise Impacts

Construction noise represents a short-term impact on ambient ncise levels for each of
Alternatives A through F. Noise generated by construction equipment, including earth movers,
material handlers, a.nd portable generators can reach high levels. The U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency has found that the noisiest equipmert types cperating at constructicn sites
typically range from 88 dBA to 91 dBA at 50 feet. Typical operating cycles may involve 2 minutes
of full power, followed by 3 or 4 minutes at lower settings. Although noise ranges were found o
be similar for all construction phases the erecticn phase (laying subbase and paving) tended to
be less noisy. Noise levels vary frem 79 dBA to 88 dBA (energy average) at 50 feet during the
erection phase of constructicn.

Implementation of any of Alternatives A through F would cause a short-term annoyance to noise-
sensitive land uses in the surrounding area due {0 construction activities. On weekends when, due
to the visitor-serving nature, more people are in the area, this impact may be considered 2
significant nuisance impact to users of the pearby waterfront.

Alternative G, the no action alternative, would result in no short-term noise impacts to the project
area. .

Long-Term MNoise Impacts

With community noise assessment, changes in noise levels greater than 3 dB are often identified
as significant to sensitive recesptors, while changes less than 1 dB are not discernible to most
residents and are not considered significant. In the range of 1 to 3 dB, residents who are very
sensitive to noise may percesive a slight change. No scientific evidence is available to support
the use of 3 dB as the significant thresheid. In laboratory testing situations, humans are able 0
detect noise level changes of slightly less than 1 dB. However, in a community ncise situation,
the notse exposurs is over a long time pericd, and changes in noise levels occur over years, rather
than the immediate comparison made in a laboratory situation. Therefore, the level at which
changes in community noise levels become discernible is likely to be some value greater than 1
dB, and 3 dB appears to be apprepriate for most people.

Table 4.9-3 quantifies the distances to the 60, 63, and 70 dB CNEL ccntours and lists the CNEL
vaiue at 50 feet from the centerline of the near travel ldne for roadways in the project vicinity
for each of the alternatives. Long term buildout of the project area is assumed. As with the
existing noise levels, the future roadway noise levels were calculated based on the Federal
Highway Administration’s Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model. The roadway noise levels
presented in Table 4.8-3 assume no natural or man-made shieiding bebween ihe roadway and the
ncise receptor.

As in any downtown urhan area characterized by dense development, future traffic noise levels
are e:'pect...c to be relatively high in the vicinity of the Navy Broadway Complex. The proposed
hotels in Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F would be within the 85 4B CNEL cortour from Pacific
Highway. This could tesult in noise levels in excess of 45 dB CNEL in hotel rooms, which would
be significant.
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. TABLE 4.9-3

FUTURE ROADWAY NOISE LEVELS'

sadway Sezment: Broadway East of Harbor

g

ipcrease of Each

Distance (feet} From Tuture Increase Over Alternative Over
Roadway Centerline to CNZT CNEL (dB) Existing CNEL (dB) Future CNEL
ternative 70 CNEL 65 CNEL 50 CNEL  at 50 Fee? at 50 Feet {dB) at 50 Feet
A 70 208 654 69.7 35 7 0.6
B 71 212 666 59.8 3.6 0.6
C 69 205 643 69.5 3.5 0.5
D 68 262 634 £9.6 3.4 0.4
E 69 . 205 643 §5.6 3.5 8.5
F 71 212 666 69.8 36 ' 0.6
G

62 184 577 69.2 3.0 0.0

‘Iwa-; Sesment: Broadway Hast of Ketiner

Increase of Each

Distance {feet) From Futurs Increase Gver Alternative Over
Roagway Centerline to CNTL CNEL (dB) Existing CNEL (dB) Future CNEL

ternative 70 CNEL 65 CNEL 60 CNEL  at 50 Feef® at 50 Feet (dB) at 50 Feet
A 111 344 1,086 71.9 4.5 0.8
B 167 329 1,037 71.7 3.8 0.6
C 108 333 1,052 71.8 3.8 C.6
D 160 306 965 714 3.4 0.2
E 108 33 1,052 71.8 38 0.6
F 167 329 1,037 71.7 3.8 0.6
G 25 - 292 915 71.2 3.2 0.0
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TABLE 4.9-3 (continued) .

Roadway Segment: Harbor South of Broadway

Increase of Each

Distance (feet) From Future Increase Over Alternagtive Over
Roadway Centerline tc CNEL CNEL (dB) Existing CNEL (dB) Future CNEL
Alternative 70 CNEL 65 CNEL 60 CNEL  at S0 Fee! at 50 Fest (dB) at 50 Feet
A 0 82 238 66.7 1.4 0.7
B 0 79 250 66.5 1.3 G.6
C 0 82 258 56.7 14 0.7
D 0 67 212 65.8 05 (0.2)
E 0 82 258 66.7 14 - 0.7
F 0 79 250 66.5 : 13 0.6
G 0

69 218 65.9 0.7 , 6.0

Roadway Segment: Harbor West of Pacific

Tocrease of Each

Distance (feet) From Future Increase Over Aljternative Over .

Roadwayv Centerline to TNEL CNEL (dB) Existing CNEL (dB) Future CNEL

Alternative 70 CNEL 65 CNEL 60 CNEL  at 50 Feef at 50 Feet (dB) at 50 Feet
A 72 221 695 70.3 © 43 2.5
B 74 227 715 0.4 : 4.4 26
C 63 191 601 © . 6395 3.7 1.9
D 37 170 536 - 691 32 14
E 63 191 601 63.6 3.7 1.9
F 74 227 715 70.4 4.4 2.5
G 0 126 394 . 618 1.8 0.0
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. TABLE 4.9-3 (continued)

iadway Segment: Ketiner South af Broadway

Increase of Each

Distance (feet) From Future Increase Over Alternative Cver
Roadway Centerline to CNET CNEL (dB) Existing CNEL (cB)} Future CNEL
ternative 70 CNEL 65 CNEL 60 CNEL  at 50 Feef’ at 50 Feet (dB) at 50 Feet
A g 92 28% 66.8 7.3 0.2
B 0 94 294 66.8 7.3 0.2
C 0 93 292 66.8 7.3 0.2
D 0 76 238 65.9 6.4 _ {0.7)
E g g3 262 56.3 7.3 ' 0.2
F 0 94 294 568 7.3 0.2
G 0 89 286 66.5 7.1 0.0

adway Segment: Pacific South of Broadway and North of Market

Increase of Zach

Distance (feet) From Futurs Incrzase Over Alternative Gver
. pacway Centerline to L CNEZL (dB) Existing CNEL (dB) Future CNEL
L. e 706 CNEL 65 CNEL €0 CNEL  at 50 Feet’ at 5¢ Feet {d3) at 50 Feset
A 97 288 504 70.6 34 21
B 92 270 848 70.4 1 18
C 105 213 983 71.0 3.7 24
D 84 241 754 69.9 2.5 1
E 105 313 983 71.0 3.7 24
F 92 270 848 70.4 3.1 18
G &7 18t 563 68.5 1.3 6.0
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TABLE 4.9-3 (continued) .

Roadway Segment: G Sireet West of Sevent

Increase of Each

Distance (feet) Frcm Future Increase Over Alternative Over
Roadway Centerline to CNET CNEL (dB) Existing CNEL (dB) Futureé CNEL

Alternative 70 CNEL 65 CNEL 60 CNEL  at 50 Feef’ at 50 Feet (dB) at 50 Fest
A 0 116 347 67.6 3.5 0.5
B 0 111 348 67.6 3.5 0.5
C 0 - 109 342 67.5 3.5 0.3
D 0 167 337 67.4 3.4 0.4
E 0 109 342 67.5 35 0.5
F 0 111 348 67.6 35 0.5
G 0 97 305 67.0 3.0 ‘ 0.0

Roadway Segment: Market Sireet West of Ninth and East of Kettrer

Increase of Each

Distance (feet) From Future Increase Over Alternative Over
adway Cepterline t I CNEL (\...B ) Existing CNEL (dB) Future CNEL
Alternative 70 CNEL 65 CNEL 60 CNEL  at 50 Fes! at 50 Feet {dB) at 50 Feet .
A 87 271 854 . 712 . 3.8 0.6
B 85 263 829 710 3.4 3.4
C 85 262 826 71.0 3.4 0.4
D 76 235 740 7C.5 2.9 : (.1}
E 85 262 826 710 34 1.4
F 85 263 829 71.0 - 3.4 : 0.4
G 77 239 753 70.6 3.0 0.0

a Dces not corsider any obstructions to the noise path.
b CNEL measured in feet from the centerline of the near travel }ane
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As Tabie 4.9-3 indicates, roadway noise level increases due to each of the development
alternatives ranges from 0.4 dB to 2.6 dB over the no action alternative, Alternative G. The
projected ncise level increases for each of the alternatives are at a level that is less than
significant.

Rail traffic along the rail lines that bisect the site would be infrequent, occurring an average of
twice per year. Thus, any ncise associated with this source would not be considered significant
due to its infrequency.

Alternative G would resuit in no long-term ncise impacts to the project area, although it would
be exposed to additional noise from traffic as traffic levels associated with cumulative development
increase.

4.9.3 MITIGATION MEASURES

The following mitigaticn measures are recommended for each of the Alternatives A through F
of the proposed Navy Broadway Complex project.

Short-Term Impacts

* Cempliance with the San Diego County Code requires that significant noise-
generating comstruction activities will be himited to Monday through Saturday,
7:00 a.m. tc 7:0C o.m.

ono-Term Impacts

] Prior to the issuance of building permits for the hote! structures (Alternatives
A, B, C, D, and F), building specifications for hotel structurss describing the
acoustical design features of the structures and evidence prepared by an
acoustical consultant that these sound atienuation measures will satisfy the
interior noise standard of 45 dB CNEL shall be submitted io the City Building
Inspection Department for approval.

ENDNOTES:

U.S. Department of Housing ané Urbaa Developmest, 1985,

Harris, 1979, :

Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise, 1980.

City of San Diego, 15762.

tate of California, 1976.

Tbid.

City of San Diege, op. cit.

U.5. Department of Transportation, 1578.

San Diego Urified Port District, 1988,
Y U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1571.
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4.10 CULTURAL RESOURCES :

This section is based upon a cultural resources study that was prepared for the project. A .
complete copy of the report is available for review at the Broadway Complex Project Office, 555
West Beech Street, Suite 101, San Diego, California 92101-2937. The study involved a literature
search of the historical background of the project area and a surface and subsurface investigation
of the site, to document cultural properties located within the project area that may qualify for, .
the National Register of Historic Places. The cultural resources study was prepared in accordance
with the regulations for protection of Historic Properties (36 CFR Part 800), which implement
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Section 106 mandates Federal agencies
to take into account the effects of their undertakings en properties included in or efigible for the
National Register. The National Register Criteria for Evaluation (36 CFR 60.4) are used to assess

a property’s eligibility. This study is being used to make determinations of eligibility in
consuitaticn with the California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). SHPO has concurred
with the basic findings of this analysis. For these properties found to meet National Register
criteria, consultation will be initiated with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, as
required by Section 106. The Adviscry Council’s comment will be included in the final
environmental dccumentation.

4104 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Regional Historic Setting

The Navy Broadway Complex includes 10 major structures and varicus smaller buildings that
were constructed betwesn the early 1920s and the mid-194C0s. Many of the buildings have besn
remcdeled and are well maintained, giving the impression that the complex is not as old as the
criginal construction dates would suggest.

The project site is bounded by Pacific Highway, Harbor Drive (on two sides), and Broadway.
These streets were formerly kmown as Atlantic Street (Pacific Highway), Ocean Street (Harbor
Drive), and D Street (Broadway), and were laid out as part of the development of New Town
San Diego during the 1850s. The majcrity of the project site was actually jocated below the high
tide line during the 1800s (when New Town San Diego was laid out). It was only after the
improvement of the harbor began in the early 1900s, culminating in the construction of a bulkhead
and the use of dredged materials to fill behind the bulkhead, did the project site become dry land.

Overview of Project Area History

Pricr to 1850, the focus of activity in San Diego revolved around the Presidio of San Diego, Old
Town, and the Mission San Diego de Alcala, all of which were located near the San Diego River
several miles to the north of the site. The project area consisted primarily of tidai flats and opez -
shore. In 1830, a survey party that included William Heath Davis and Andrew B. Gray chose the
upland area pear the project site for a camp. Gray thought the place would make a Gne site for

a town. Gray and Lieutenant T. D. Johns drew up plans for 2 new town site, which encompassed
the project aresa. Toe New Town concept was presented to a group of Sadf Diegans, who on
March 16, 1850, formed a parinership o buy and develop the 160-acre site’. At the time, about
half of the New Town plots lay below the leve! of mean nigh tide.

The construction of New Town began in the summer of 1850, A desp-water wharf was
constructed just to the south of the present Navy Broadway Complex After the wharf was
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completed in 1851, ships could off-load cargo and passengers directly at the pier rather than
requiring the use of lighters to ferry them to the shore. '3 In October 18568 Stephen S.
Culverwell constructed a wharf at New Town at the foot of F Street, which extended 150 feet
into the bay.4

In the mid-1880s, the City experienced the first of a series of major construction boems. City
crews paved streets, gas and electricity were introduced, street car tracks were laid down, and
several water mains and drains carried sewage and stormwater to the deep waters of the bay.
Along the waterfrent, wharves became a focal peint of the importation of goods into San Diego.

The major wharves constructed within the current boundaries of the project site included
Culverwell’s Wharf and the Spreckesls Brothers” Wharf {see Figure 4-63). The Spreckels Brothers’
Whar? was also known as the Coal Bunkers Wharf. It was approximately 2,000 feet long, in 2
zig-zag configuration, with rail carts and steam-driven cable lines and winches o unicad cargos of
coal, cement and lumber. The wharf was located at the fcot of G Street and extended through
the southern area of the present Navy Broadway Complex Adjacent to the Sprecksis Brothers’
Wharf was Culverwell’s Whar?, at the foot of F Street, which also extended out several hundred
feet over the tidal area to deep water. Culverwell’s Wharf was subsequently purchased by William
Jorres and later bore his name. Structures were constructed at the end of the wharf in the
approximate Iccations of Buildings Nos. 7 and 8. The construction of these wharves improved
shipping conditions and further solidified the advance in the harbor development and waterfront
activities.

Prcr to 1260, the area along Pacific Highway, paraileling the-high tide line, inciuded a
concentration of shanties, wharves, and businesses. The area was unigue to Sazn Diego and played
an important role in the flourishing development of New Town. As shown on the illustrations
drawn from the Sanbom Fire Map of 1304, the Navy Broadway Comglex site included several
recorded structures {see Figure 4-64), In addition, photographs from the 1880s thrcugh the early
1800s reveal that the concentration of structures was even greater than was shown on the Sanber
Fire Maps (see Figure 4-65).

Iz 1911, the City of San Diego, along with Los Angeles and Qakland, petiticned the State of
California to grant the tidelands within the respective harbors to the cities for development.
Thae bill authorizing this transfer passed, with the provision that the City of San Diego weuld
male improvements (primarily dredging, filling, and the construction of bulkheads) to the tideland
areas. The constructior of the new concrete bulkhead and the filling of the tidelands occurred
by dredging of the channe! along Broadway and the depositicn of the dredged material behind the
bulkhead. i

Based upon photographs of the dredging operation, it appears that the shanties and piers or

wharves that wers located I the £ill area wers buried beneath the dredged fll.  In 1515, the

City of San Diege desded apprordmately 1.55 acres to the Mavy ai the corner of Broadway and

Harbor Drive. The remaining Navy Broadway Compiex property was subsequently grantad o the
i

Mavy in severai land exchange transactions with tae City of San Diego.
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Subsurface Investigation of Navy Broadway Comﬁlex

A subsurface investigation of the Navy Broadway Complex was conducted to locate the
archaeclogical remains of the variety of commercial activities which cccurred 2leng the wateriront,
and which might demcnstrate the change in these commercial enterprises through time reflecting
the maturing of the metropolitan environment in downtown San Diege. For instance, as coal was
replaced by oil as the primary fuel for heat, the rumercus waterfront companies that had been
associated with the Spreckels Brothers’ coal importing business had tc adapt to the change in this
major commercial activity. - The subsurface investigaticn was intended to also find artifacts
asscciated with the commercial wharves and shanties constructed on the project site.

The objective of the investigation was to determine if amy extant archaesiogy would yeld

L

information impcrtant to the historical record of the waterfront area.

Specific sets of artifacts that were considersd to be important to the data and which wers
expected in the deposit included:

s Faunal materials that would reveal the dietary patterns of the occupants of the

area. This informaticon would, in turn, indicate the secial/financial status of those

occupants, which should have changed through time as the City grew and
prospered.

. Items reflecting the variety of commercial activities that cccurred aleng the
waterfront. This informatice would be significant to the understanding of San
Diego histcry because it would reveal the relationship of the waterfront
commuaity to the major wateriront business {{freight imperting) 2s oppesed o
the orimary local trade (Eshing and whaliag).

® Artifacts reflecting the freight importing business and the arrival of ships from
arcund the world, significant in what they resveal about how these activities
affected the Iocal population.

° Artifacts reflecting the types of materials actually imperted, such as coal, cement,
weod, building materials or other goods, demonstrating trends in business and
merchandising in San Diego during a time when the City was becoming a major
urban center.

rour trenches were excavated on the site. A map of the trench locations is shown in Figure 4-66.
niy one trench did not produce historic materials. This may have been due to previous

listurbance from pipeline instaliations.

Toe subsurface investigation found the following:

x

— L , s e . o

» Ine target sois contained historic materials in three of thesfour tranches,
= fe 2mnt Aas LR Y + e daaakom el PP T i - [ I, kY
indicaling that depeosits relaling to the Cistoric wateriront are present beneain
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® The preservation of organic materials in the deposit, such as wood, bone,
leather, seeds, glass, and ceramics, is excellent, due in part to the encapsulation
of the deposit by the dredged fil

o Although certain intact elements of the wharves and shanties {i.e., the pier
pilings} remained, the integrity of the material appeared to be substantially
damaged, probably by the dredging operations when the bulkhead was
copsiructed.

o The variety of materials recovered from the trenches reveal the wide range of
activities that occurred at the waterfront.

Evalnation of Eligibility of Subsurface Resources

The laboratory analysis of the recoveraed items documented a wide range of materials; however,
while some of the categories wers too numerous o count, such as woed fragments ¢r pebble-sized
pieces of brick, the majority of the categories included too few items to provide a basis from which
to address any important research questions. Food bone was a particular category that included
too few specimens tc permit valid interpretaticn. Similarly, bottle glass was present in the
recovery, but in guantities too small to permit any meaningful interpretations.

As an adjunct to the laboratory analysis, the presence of fish remains in the collection was
reported to the Sar Diego Unified Port District. Tais information was considered to be
potentially important because the Port District is currently attempting to develop a historical
account of the natural resources of the bay. One means by which to identify the fish species in
the bay is through the study of historical sites around the bay that include remains of fish taken
as part of commercial fishing enterprises and soid in iocal markets. The size of the sampie of fish
materials from beneath the project site was too small o suppiy valuable information.

The recoversd artifacts did net provide any indication of the variety of commercial activities that
iook place within the study arsa. The research effort using maps and other data provides a useful
ccmpilation of businesses lccated along the waterfront, but the artifact collection from the

. trenches was toc small and the integrity of data was oo unclear to support a correfation between

the historic research data and the archaeological deposit. The artifact materials aiso do not
definitively demonstrate a shift from shanties or residences in the area to business concerns during
the late 1800s. The artifact recovery also did not include any acteworthy data concerning the
shipping business, other than the ccal importing enterprise ofthe Spreckels Brothers’ Company
{represented by pieces of coal in Trenches 3 and 4). It is more likely that data of this type would
be found on the west side of the project site, where the ships were moored, rather than cn the
east side along the historic shoreline, where the trenches wers excavated.

The subsurface analysis demonstrated that the historic deposit within the project potentially

)

contains a variety of well-preserved materials 1o document the sociceconomic comditions of th
L. - - » . . N LA . -
waterfront population. Because San Diego is a major city that has played a major role in the

history of California, the historic wateriront has been documented substantiaily in maps,
photograpis, and the iterature. While the data beneath the site is interssting in its conteni, it
aopears that 2n uncerstanding of tie history of the waterfront can more efficiently be gained by
use of exdsting documentation. Substantial additional excavation would yield larger samples of
some materials, but it is not clear that these amtifacts would provide new important informaticn
which is not alrsady avaiiable {rom other sources.

4-194
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eterminati igibili ubsurface Resourc . .

Criterion D of the National Register criteria for evaluation (36 CFR 60.4) weuld be the most
likely determinant for the subsurface resources, ie., that the site "may be likely to yield
information important in history.” However, based on the investigation of historic documentaticn,
it is evident that substantial data is already available to answer the important questions about San
Diego’s historic waterfront. Also, the damage to the integrity of the artifacts {caused by historic
dredging operations which moved and mixed materials) and the resuitant lack of a clear
stratigraphy (which hinders the ability to relate artifacts to time and place) diminishes the value
of this resource for the National Register. Consequently, the Navy has determined that the
subsurface resources do not meet the criteria for inclusion in the National Register. The State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) has concurred. '

Navy Broadway Complex Buildings

An important part of the Navy presence in San Diego was, and is, the Naval Supply Center
(NSC), San Diego, one of the commands located on the Navy Broadway Complex. NSC is one
of the four largest supply facilities in the Navy, with annexes at North Island, Naticnal City, Point
Loma, and Long Beach. As part of the 11th Naval District established in February of 1921, the
first unit of the Naval Supply Center—the north wing of Building No. I-was begun late in 1921.
It was completed in May of 1922, officially opened on August 8, 1922, 4nd the first stores arrived
on February 1, 1923. This structure {and the later 1938-1639 addition) has served as the

-.keadquarters facility for the Naval Supply Center since the base was first opened. In 1526, funds
were appropriated for the construction of the Navy Pier across Harbor Drive from the future site
of Building No. 12. Figure 4-67 provides an aerial view of the project area as seen in 1932, In
the 1930s and 1940s, construction was completed on the remainder of the buildings on the Mavy
Broadway Compler, including the largest structure, Building No. 12. The expansion of the Naval
Supply Center facilities was necessitated by World War IL

Today, the Naval Supply Center continues to serve as the supply headguarters facility. The
majority of buildings have, however, been altered (interior and/or exterior) to accommodaie
changing needs and storage requirements.

Fieid Survev and Building Inventory

A field survey of the existing buildings on the Navy Broadway Complex was conducted to
determine the age, architectural status, present condition, and historical status of the buildings
on the site.” All major structural and architectural features were photographed. Table 4.10-1
lists the buildings, their units, and dates of construction. In addition, a reconnaissance of the
project site for evidence of historic deposits or other cultural resources was conducted.

The aboveground structures wers each construcied in one of thrae major developmental phases,
and not as part of a unified development pian. As a result, they wers buiit in a number of
generally industsial styles utilizing a wide wvariety of construction maierials. The majority of
buildings on the Mavy Broadway Complex do not, thersfors, appear to qualify for either individual
or district iisting on the Naticnal Register. Despite this, Buildings No. 1 and Ne. 12 onsite--
along with the Mavy Pier adjacent to the site--present an historical and architectural prasence

4-195
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TABLE 4.10-1

INYENTORY OF EXISTING STRUCTURES AT THE

Building No.1

Original Name/Use:
Current Name/Use:

Constructicn Date:
Size:

Architect:

Bauilder:

Conditicn:
Alterations:

Building No. 5

Original Name/Use:
Current Mame/Use:

Copstruction Date:
Size:

Architect:

Builder:

Condition:
Alterations:

Building No. 6

Original Name/Use:
Cusrrent Name/Use:
Construction Date:
Size:

Architect:

Suildern

Condition:
Adterations:

JB/664G001.43

MNAYVY BROADWAY COMPLEX

Storehcuse

Administraticn building, administraticn cffices,
general warshouse

1921-1922, 1938-1539 (two phases)

357,577 squares feet

U. S. Navy Public Works

Unknown

Good :

Majcr addition of a seven-stery scuth wing in 1938,

meodifications to the window and doorway

opemnings, and numerous iniericr remocelings

Bulger Building
Trapsit shed, training space,
admirnistration building
1935
15,219 squars feet
Unknown {presumably U. S. Navy Pubiic Works)
Uaknown
Good
Altered in accordance with plans drawn in 1939,
and undergone numerous mincr modification ¢

‘the window and doorway cpezings.

Storzhouse

Packing shed, warehouse
1938-1933

30,688 square fest

U.S. Navy Public Works
Unkncwn

Good

Unaltered sxizricr y
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Building Neo. 7

Original Name/Use:
Current Name/Use:

Construction Date:
Size:

Architect:
Builder:
Condition:
Alterations:

Building No. 8

Original Name/Use:
Current Name/Use:

Construction Date:
Size:

Architect:
Builder:
Conditicn:
Alterations;

Building Ne. 9

Original Name/Use:
Current Name/Use:

Construction Date:
Size:

Architect:
Builder:
Condition:
Alteraticns:

JB/6540601.48

TABLE 4.10-1 (continued)

Storehouse

Cold storage warehouse

1938-1939

313,539 cubic feet, 25,913 square fzet
U.S. Navy Public Works

Unknown

Good

Altered by the encicsure of beth window and

. doorway openings, and by the addition of Building

i

No. 9

Storchouse

Fiammables stcrehouse

1938-1939

22,090 square feet

U.S. Nawy Public Works

Uznkaown :

Gocd

Altered by the enclosure of the original deorway
opening and the removal of the original concrete
steps

Gas and cylinder storage building

Cold Stcorage, administration building, and battery
shop

1940-1941

4,855 square feet

U.S. Navy:Public Works

Unimown

Good

Minor modifications to several window and

doorway openings

g8




. TABLE 4.19-1 tcontinued)

Building Ne. 18

Original Name/Use: Storehouse for bulk sterage

Current Name/Use: General warehcuse

Construction Date: 1943-1941

Size: 30,277 sgquare feet

Architect: U.S. Navy Pubiic Works

Builder: Unknown '

Conditicn: Gocd

Alterations: Minor medifications to windew znd docrway
Openings

Building No. 11

Original Name/Use: Pier and transit shed
Current Name/Use: Transit shed, general wareshouse, pier
Construction Date: 1941-1942 '
Size: 297,775 square feet {not including attached supply
pier)
Architect: U.S. Navy Public Works
. Builder: Unkaown
Condition: © Good
Alierations: - Substaatially unaitersd

Building Ne. 12

Original Name/Use: Unlaown
Current Name/Use: General warehouse, administration
buiiding
Construction Date: 1944
Size: 427,041 square feet
Architect: ' Unknown
Builder: Unkaown
Cordition: Good
Alterations: Conzected to Building No. 1 at the third story

ievel by an cveroass
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Building Na. 13

Original Name/Use:
Current Name/Use:

Construction Date:
Size:

Architect:

Builder:

Condition:
Alterations:

Building No. 19

Original Name/Use:

Current Name/Use:
Construction Date:
Size:

Architect:

Builder:

Condition:
Alterations:

Building No. 103

Original Name/Use:
Current Name/Use:

Construction Date:
Size:

Architect:

Builder:

Condition:
Alterations:

JB/6€40001.4B

TABLE 4.10-1 (continued)

Unknown

Substation (presumably an electrical
transformer room) -

1942

Approximately 100 square feet

Unknown

Unknown

Goed

None

PO

Sentry house
Gatchouse

1956

12 square feet

U.S. Navy Public Works
Urnknown

Goed

None

Garage and shed
Public Works shops, administration
offices '
1931-1932
11,000 square feet
U.S. Navy Public Works
Unknown. : '
Good
Altered by many mcdifications to window and
doorway openings by considerable interior
remodeling, and by the removal of a structure form
the central courtyard
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. TABLE 4.1¢-1 tcontinued)

Building Ne. 106

Original Name/Use:
Current Name/Use:
Copstructicn Date:
Size:

Architect:

Builder:

Cendition:
Alterations:

Building No. 198

Original Name/Use:
Current Name/Use:
Copstruction Date:
Size:

Architect:

Builder:

Condition:
Alterations:

Building Ne. 119

Original Name/Use:
Current Name/Use:

Constructicn Date:
Size:

Architect:

Builder:

Condition:
Alterations:

Temperary storage building
Public Werks shops, cafeteria

- 1935

20,067 squars feet

U.S. Navy Pubilic Works

Unknown

Good

Altered by many mcdifications tc window and
doorway openings, by <ccnsiderable intericr
remodeling, and by the removal of a structure from
the central courtyard '

Storehouse

Trapsit Shed

1936

12,960 squars feet

U.S. Navy Public Works
Unknown

Good

Virtually unajtered

Medical storage buiiding
Administraticn building, education
center, post office, confereace room
1942-1943
40,856 square feet
U.S. Navy Public Works
Usknown  »
Good _
Altered by many minor medifications to the
window cpenings and extensive interior remodeling
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Building No. 113

Original Name/Use:

Current Name/Use:

Construction Date:

Size:

Architect:

Builder:

Condition:
\Ilterations:

Building Ne. 114

Original Name/lJse:

Current Name/Use:
Consiruction Date:
Size:

Architect:

Builder:

Condition:
Alterations:

Building No. 113

Original Name/Use:
Current Name/Use:
Construction Date:
Size:

Agchitect:

Builder:

Condition: -
Alterations:

TB/6640C01.48

TABLE 4.10-1 (continued)

Storage building for fire fighting
equipment

Fire station, guard locker rocm

1942-1943

2,304 square feet

U.S. Navy Public Works

Unkacwn

Good

Virtually unaltered

Temporary warehcuse, labor force
temporary lockers, toilet building
Credit union/labor lobby
1943
1,440 square feet
U.S. Navy Public Works
Unknown
Good
Altered by minor modifications to the window and
doorway openings

Fish market

Dispensary

1928-1929

3,856 square feet

Navy acquired long after it was built

Unkncwn

Good |

Substantially altered by window enclosures,
doorway alterations, and by conversion of use and
interior remodeling '

4202




(see Figures 4-68 and 4-69). Building No. 1 contains a north wing built in 1922, and a south wing
built in 1938 and 1939. The pier and Building No. 11 (see Figure 4-70) were built between 1932
and 1942, and Building No. 12 was built in 1944. These buildings also form an architectural unit,
and are tied together both in terms of general form (design) and functicn. In effect, aithough the
entire Navy Broadway Complex does nct appear to qualify as an architectural district, these three
units would appear to qualify for the National Register Iisting as a single architectural and/or
istorical group. (Note: Building No. 11, the Navy Pier, is not within the boundaries of the
defined project site, but is part of a potentially significant grouping of three structures.)

Fvalyation of Elisibility of the Structures

Based upon Criterion C of 36 CFR 60.4, Buildings 1, 11, and 12 appear to mest National Register
Criteria as a single architectural and historical group. They represent the entire development
histery of the Navy Broadway Complex, and are the principal architecturai components of the
facility. They are all designed in compatible utilitarianfindustrial styles, and retain a2 high degree
cof integrity in consideration of the fact that the major alteration (the south wing addition to
Building No. 1)} is 50 years old. Building No. 12 (1544) is less than 50 years cld, but it represents
the largest structure on the Navy Breadway Compiex and is a dominant architectural feature.

- These three siructures are primary contributing featurss to the overall architectural character of

this area of the San Diege waterfront.

None of the other buildings on the Navy Broadway Complex appear eligible for ncminaticn to
the National Register, based upon the following factors:

® Alterations {form and/cr function)
® Lack of distinguishing features
s Level of criginal historical or functional importance io base operations

Each of the acn-eligible buildings clearly played a roie in the development and operational histery
of the base, but the relative level of importance of each of these buildings is clearly iess significant
than the three buildings listed as potentially eligible for nomiration to the National Register. The
non-eligibie buildings are most appropriately seen as architecturally associated features related to
the three primary siructures. The architectural associations are, however, relatively weak, as the
aumerous asscciated buildings are carried out in a number of differing styles and construction
materials. None of the other buildings on the site would appear to qualify as individually eligible
for listing, '

In addition, because the majority of the buildings within the Navy Broadway Complex were not
constructed as part of a planned development; are not of any unified design, tyoe, or method of

constructicn; and have been substantially medified both through physicel alteraticn and/or range

of use, i is suggssted ihat the entirs building complex as 2 whole or unified district not be

corsidersd io be eligible for somination to the Natiopal Register.

The fact that these buildings serve 25 2 functional suppiy unit on a single property does not
aprear io justify a level of historical sigaificance sufficient to include, within 2 e

buildings which are architecturally incompatible, altered, and/or representative of differing pericds
of development. Specifically, although this facility is the headquarters compler, anpexes are
located at North Island, National City, Peint Loma, and Long Beach. Most appropriately, any

consideration of district eligibility, as justified on a functicnal or purely historical/developmental

4.203
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basis, would have to include these annexes. The possibility of making a positive finding for such
a district determination of eligibility is extremely remote, and it is again suggested that
consideration of a district for the Navy Broadway Complex is inappropriate. o

ility for the Structures

Building Ncs. 1 and 12 clearly represent a district architectural entity in conjunction with the
Navy Pier. They further represent a recognizable type of construction, and represent every major
period of base develcpment. As such, the Navy believes these structures qualify as eligible under
Criterion C: Distinctive Characteristics for listing on the National Register. It is not suggested
here that these buildings would eack qualify as individually eligibie, but rather as a unit. Other
buildings on the site do not appear to gualify either individually or as a unit. SHPO has
concurred with this finding.

Reasourcas in the Vicinity of the Preject

As an element of the Section 106 procsss, all cultural resources within the vicinity of the project
must be considered because of possible adverse consequences from the project. In order to
determine the extent of cultural resources within a thrae-block radius of the proiect, various
sources were consulted and an cn-foct reconnaissance was conducted.

The files of the San Diego Museum of Man and the South Coastal Information Center at San
Diego State University were consulted for records of previcusly recorded sites. The records did
cot indicate that aoy sites are known tc exist in the study area.

The search for historic resources was completed by researching listings of historic properties.
The scurces consuited included the National Register of Historic Places, the California Histerical
Larndmarks Register, and the City of San Diego’s Historic Sites Register. Al of the structurss
listed on the registers within the study area were reviewed from the viewpoint of potentia]
eligibility for nomination o the Natiopal Register. Lastly, the entire surrounding arsa was -
surveyed on foot to visually inspect the area for any historic sites that could be potentially eligible,
but not previously identified or evaluated. In all of the facets of this survey, no in-depth
evaluations or research pertaining to individual properties was conducted--the review of the area
was sufficient only to determine potential for eligibility.

The following list srovides the names of structures that are curiently listed, determined to be
eligibie, or ars potentially eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places within
three blccks of the Navy Broadway Complex. Each lecation is keyed to Figure 4-71.

L Armed Services YMCA, 500 West Broadway. Eligibie.

2. SDG&E Power Generating Plant (Station B) 1911 Kettner Strest. Eligible.

3. Santa Fe Degot, 1050 Ketiner Street. Listed (June 26, 1972).

4. McClintock Storage Company, 1202 Kettaer Street. Listed {Qctgber 3, 1580).

3. Wetmore’s Garage, 1200 India Sirset. Potentially sligible, '

5. American Youth Heste! "AYH?" affilizrad with the Armad Services YMCa,
031 India Strest. Potentially eligible.

7. Retail and office building, 1061 India Sirest. Potentially siigible.

2 Warshouse Ltd., 654 India Street. Potentially eligible.

9. Building at 633 Kettner Street. Potentially sligible.

16.  Kapsas City Barbeque, 610 West Market Strest. Potentially eligible,

4-207
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11, Old San Diego Police Headquarters Building, 700 block of West Markst Street.
Eligible.

12.  San Diego Marine Hardware, 505 West G Street. Potentially eligible.
13, Ship’s Galley Restaurant, northeast commer of Broadway and Harbor Drive.

This was the Harbormaster’s Office. Potentially eligible.

14.  Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Western Region, 1220 Pacific Highway.
Potentially eligible.

15.  The Tower Bowling Alley has been determined to be eligible but has been
demclished by Center City Development Corp. as part of the redevelcpment
program.

These structures, along with a few adjcining ones, represent an era of harborside commerce
dating to the 1920s and 1930s. The historic structures in the vicinity are separated from the
histeric Gaslamp District (circa 1880s), Little Italy (circa 1919), and Cld Town (circa 1840s) arsas
by redevelopment and commercial/residential zores. The most important of the listed and eligible
structures are the Santa Fe Depct, the Armed Services YMCA, the San Diego Gas'and Electric
Power Generating Plant (Statxon B), and the McClintock Storage Ccmpany Building.. The
remaining structures on the list are smaller, but have architectural andfor cultural significance as
eiements of a harberside community.

4.10.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

The findings of the investigations presented in the previous section represent three separate
impact issues. The first issue concerns the historic structures (Buildings Ne. 1, No. 11, and
WNo. 12) and the determinaticn that these be considersed eligible for listing on the Naticnal
Register of Historic Places. The second issue invelves the presence of historic archaeoclegy below
the layer of dredged fill. This archaeclogical material does not appear to mest the criteria for
iisting on the National Register. The third vesource comsists of offsite historic resources
reprasented by varicus structures that are or may be eligible for ncmination to the Naticnal
Reg:s;er, are actually listed on the Naticrnal Register, or are listed on other stats or Iocal
landmarks registers. The svaluation of the effect of the project and the varicus alternatives upen
cultural resources that are listed on or -ug‘bne for ncmination t¢ the Naticnal Register has been
summarized in Table 4.10-2.

Impacts to Subsurface Resources

The impact evaluation for the subsurface archaeclogical deposits indicated the alternatives
requiring deep excavations for footings and below-grade construction would most likely destroy
these resources. However, this impact is not considered 0 be significant because the archacoclogy
is not Hkely to yield any important information about the history or prehistory of the area. The
plans for Alternmatives A, B, C, D, and ¥ would include the excavation of subterranean narkino
structures and foundations for the larger structures that would disrupt the historic deposits, 50 2
adverse impact would cezur. The Ristoric 4 deposits lie anuremmategf 6t & f22t below the "'L"""“"*
sr"u‘*" surface, and the consiruction sxcavations would rtzach as desp as 20 to:30 fest, th
disturbing the deposits whersver the construction would rsquire the removal of sofl for
subterranean siructurss. A* the D'r=sent tme, it s imyossible to guantify the exact area of the
deposits that weuld be afiected by these altermatives, since the dimensions of the subsurface
deposits are not fully known, nor is the extent of the constraction for subierranean structures
precisely drawn. However, the key factor for assessing the significance of the impact to subsurface
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TABLE 4.10-2

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES ON CULTURAL RESOURCES

Cultural Resources

Navy Subsurface Historic Offsite
Broadway Depcsits Buildings Resources +*
Cemplex Significant Significant Significant
Alternatives Impact Impact Impact
A No Yes No
B No Yes No
C No Yes No
D Ne Yes Ne
E No | Yes No
F No Yes No

G ' No No No

resources is the importance of the resource. Based on the determination that the subsurface
deposits are not eligible for the National Register, their disturbance by subgrade construction is
not a significaat impact.

Alternatives E and G would not affect the historic archaeclogical depcsits because they do not
include disturbance of the subsurface soils in which the archaeclogy is located.

Because it is possible that construction activity (including offsite infrastructure comstruction)
could £xpose important buried archaeological features not anticipated from previous investigaticns,
such discoveries will be addressed in accordance with the regulations for implementing
Section 106: "discovering properties during the implementation of an undertaking" (36
CFR 800.11).

nacts to Historde Stroctupss

The impact evaluation for the historic buildings which appear to quaiify for the National Register
(Buildings 1, 11, and 12) resulted in the conclusion that Altemnatives A, B, C,'D, E, and F would
have a significant impact on cultural resources. In each of these aiternatives, the impacts would
result from the removal or substantial renovation (modification of the exterior and interior
- components) of portions of Buildings Ne. 1 and No. 12. Building 11 is beyond the project limits
and would not be affected by the proposed project. The removal or substantial alteration of these
structures would constitute an effect that would be "adverse" as defined by the Criteria for Effect
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and Adverse Effect (36 CFR 8030.9). Alternative G (no action) would not have an impact on the
. suiidings as they would be retained in their current configuration.

Offsite Cultrral Resources

Offsite histeric resources would nct be affected by the develepment, =ither directly or indirectly.
The majority of the structures are situated at least cne to two blocks from the project, with the
exccptlons bemng the oid harbormaster’s headquarters at the northeast corner of Broadway and

Earbor Drive, the San Diege Gas and Electric Substation B at 1911 Kettner Street, and the cld
San Diego Poiice Headquarters in the 700 block of West Market Sireet. The historic sitss that
are located beyond one block of the project would not be affected by the project. Nore of the
alternatives have features that would remove or otherwise significantly alter the use or integrity
of these offsite resources.

Cumulative Impacts to Colinral Resouoyrces

The consideration of cumulative impacts to cuitural resources was not an issue for this project.
The resources are site specific, with the e,,c\.pt'.cn of historic buﬂdmgs adjacent to the project.
No historic districts have been identified in this area that would be affected through the loss of
rescurces within the project

4.10.3 MITIGATION MEASURES

The environmental consequences section of this study delineated potential impacts to subsurface
“istoric archaeological resources and significant adverse effects to Buildings Nos. 1 and 12, which

. sppear to gualify for inclusion in the Naticnal Register of Historic Places. In order to determine
appropriate steps to mitigate the impacts tc these cultural resources, the Navy has initiated
consultaticn with the California SHPO and the Advisory Courcil on Historic Preservation. The
Navy is proposing a program for recording Buildings 1 and 12 pursuant to Section 110(b) cf the
MNational Historic Preservation Act and will monitor excavations to ensure thai go significant
archaeclogy is inadvertently lost. SHPO has concurred with the basic findings of this analysis and
is consulting with the Navy on mitigation. The Secticn 106 process will lead to mitigation that
reduces project impacts to a level that is not significant.

ENDNOTES:

Ceunty Recorder, Deed Beok 3. ,
Rolle 1968
Brandes =t al. 1985.
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4.11 PUBLIC HFALTH AND SAFFTY

Two issues of potential concern are associated with public health and safety: (1) the potential .
for hazardous waste to be located on the site or in groundwater beneath the site and (2) the
proximity of the site to the Lindbergh Field Airport and North Island Naval Air Station.

4111 = AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Methodology

An assessment was completed by Woodward-Clyde Consuitants in January 1988, as part of the
Hirsch and Company 1'e=pc3rt,1 to detect possible contamination and any threats to human health
from ongoing and previous activities cn the Navy Broadway Complex. The investigation focused
on the possible presence of fuel products and. EPA priority poliutants in the soil and groundwater.
Petroleum hydrocarbons associated with fuel products, metals, and PCBs (from electrical
transformers) were identified as the most probable potential contaminants on the project site,
given the history of project operations. In addition, the site was investigated for the presence of
asbestos, a hazardous material with previous widespread use in building construction. Because 2
precise location for the offsite location of Navy offices for Alternative D has not been established,
a study on hazardous materials for the offsite component was not conducted. :

The {eld investigations included visual reconnaissance, test borings, groundwater and scil sampling,
and soil gas surveys. The visual reconnaissance helped identify areas with the greatest likelthcod
of contamination. Soil and groundwater sampling was conducted using methodologies that
maximize the possibility of discovering hazardous substances. Tests focused on areas where
underground and surface storage tanks have been lotated, and where long-term industrial activities
have occurred.

Twenty borings were conducted throughout the site. Monitoring weils were installed in 10 of
these boring wells. Soil samples were taken from above the water table, which is 8 to 10 feet
below grade, and were analyzed for PCBs, priority pollutant metals, and petroleum bydrocarbens.
In addition to the test bores, 24 hand-augured bores were drilled in the upper 3 feet of soil.
During hand auguring, a soil gas analysis was conducted to identify the presence of volatile
organics. Figure 4-72 depicts the locations where samples were taken.

o

Materials Found Onsite

Table 4.11-1 describes the presence of hazardous materiais and asbestos at or near each of the
onsite buildings.

#
Laboratory analysis found no detectable hydrocarton concentrations ip the groundwaier in the
10 monitoring wells dug on the sits. Generally 2 or 3 soil samples were taken from =ach of the
20 test berings, at depths of 1 io 8 fest. Petroleum hydrocarbons were detscted in only one
boring, No. 19-1 (Figure 4-72). The action level for hydrocarbon cleanup, as established by the
State Water Quality Control Board (SWQCB), is 1,000 parts per million (ppm). At 2 feet below
surface in this boring, 19 ppm of total hydrocarbons were detected. The scurce of the
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hydrocarbon traces is mot certain, however, 19 ppm is well below the threshold that generally
requires remediation.

TABLE 4.11-1

PRESENCE OF ASBESTOS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

HBazardous
Bldg. : Asbestos Materials
No. Building Use Present Present
1 Administration Offices Yes Yes
5 Warehouse and Administration. Yes No
6 Warehouse Yes No
7 Cold Storage Warehouse Yes Yes
8 Warchouse Yes " No
g Offices _ Yes - - No
10 Warshouse No No
iz Warshouse and Offices Yes Yes
13 Substation " Neo No
105 PW Shops Yes Yes
06 Cafeteria and Shops Yes Yes
i08 Warehocuse : No No
110 Administration Yes : No
113 Fire Station and Office : Yes Nc
114 Administration Office Yes No
115 Administration : : Yes No
iz25

Wareshouse and Offices _ Yes e5

Note: Hazardous maternals include sulfuric acid batteries, freon, sulfuric acid, cleaning chemicals,
propane, and paints. All buildings contained fluorescent lighting ballast and some buildings
contained electrical transfcrmers. These apparatuses contain PCBs in sealed structures.

Scurce: Hirsch and Company 1988.

An olly surface spill with: surface stalning was apparent cutside Building 106 in the vicinity of 2
forklift maintenance and drum storage arsa. Concrete and asphalt surface in this iocation may
be Lmiting the migration of this contaminaiion into the soil. Hand-augured drillings Nes. 8 and
10 at Building 106 found high acidity as a resclc of sulfuric acid being previously stored in this
building. The scurce s 2ssumed 1o be batiery acid used for batieries in fork lifis and vehicles.
it was determined that the metals concentrations associated with the acid were below any action

ievels that would require remediation.

No petroleum hydrocarbons were found in any of the 24 hand-augured sampies with the exception
of boring HA-21 adjacent to Building 7, which contained 390 ppm iotal petrohydrocarbons in
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some discolored soil near scme fuel tanks. This contamination is below the SWQCB thresheld -
that generally requires remediation. However, the extent of this contamination has nct been .
identified, and could be greater than tested.

No PCBs were found in any of the 15 soil samples analyzed, even in the vicinity of three large
transformer units that contain oil laden with PCBs. No leakage was reported to have occurred
in any of the transformers or other electronic units located on the site. i
Twelve soil samples were analyzed for EPA priority pollutant metals. Samples FHA-7 and HA-9
showed higher than normal levels of some priority poliutant metals. However, the samples do nct
excead threshold levels that would require remediation.

Field readings frcem an organic vapor meter showed concentrations of 0 to 4 ppm in soil gas
analysis, an almost undetectable quantity of volatile organics. No significant areas of
contamination were identified.

Asbestos

In an encased cor non-friable form (i.e., nct peeling or cracking) asbestos does nct pose a
significant health risk factor. However, friable asbestcs can enter the air stream and beccme a
human health hazard. As shown in Table 4.11-1, some form of asbestos was found in all but
three buildings onsite. None of the buildings w1th asbestcs were found to pose an imminent
health threat.

Asbestos-containing materials (ACM) found in Buiiding 1 include pipe insulation, floer tile
adhesive, corrugated paneling, and sprayed-on ceiling material. Approximaiely 270,560 square
feet of ACM was detected in this building.

Building 12 contains approximately 32,000 square feet of ACMs, including pipe insﬁlation, blown-
cu fire-proofing material, and flooring. Buiiding 115 contains ACM mainly in pipe insulation and
flocring materials. Approximately 3,000 squara feet of ACM was found in this building.

Approximately 800 square feet of ACM was found in Building 114 in the form of painted wall
paceling. Approximately $00 square feet of vinyl floor tile and adhesive containing 5 percent
asbestos was found in Building 113. Flooring materials, covering approximately 24,000 square
feet of Building 110, contained asbestcs. Approximately 14 square feet and 100 linear feet of
ACM were detected in Building 7. &

Building 8 contained 400 square feet of ACM in the form of vinyl floor tile and adhesive. In
Building $, about 2,800 square feet of flcoring contains ACM along with 200 linear feet of pipe

insulation. Approximately 1,000 square feet of flocring corntaining 3 percant asbestos was found
in Building 5.

Building No. 106 contains approximately 26,060 square feet of ACM. A sighificant portion of
that area is flooring that contains 1 to 3 percent asbestcs. More thap 8,800 squars feet of ACM
and two asbestos-containing waste containers were also found in Building 106.
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Conclusion of Site Investigation

Investigations conducted by Woodward-Clyde Consultants (as part of the Hirsch and Company
report) found that groundwater at the Navy Broadway Complex appears to be free of
contamination. Scil contamination by hydrocarbons cecurs in isolated areas, but oniy in substantial
quantities in the vicinity of the forklift maintenance area (at Building 106), where scil removal and
disposal would be recommended prior to future development on the site.

Although PCB-containing scurces were found onsite (fluorescent lighting bailasts and electrical
transformers), no contamination from PCBs was detected on the project site. Thus, PCBs are
well contained within their storage sources.

The Wocdward-Clyde study also indicated several areas that would require further investigation
to determine the type and extent of any hazardous waste and the potential need for additional
emediation. These areas include: :

® A source of black, hydrocarbon-discolored soil encountered in hand-augured
borings HA-21, HA-21A, aad HA-24 near Building 7.

. A former bazardous waste storage area located in Building 8. The results of a
soil gas survey indicate that further investigation would be needed to determine
if there is spiilage beneath or around this building.

e The soil around the forklift ar=a should be evaluated f{or acid levels, and
remediated if the pH is less than 5. At lower pH levels, heavy metals bave a
propensity {o migrate.

] Oil within fluorescent lighting ballasts and transformers shouid be tested to
identify PCB concentrations. If sufficiently high concentrations are found,
remediation would be recommended to reduce the probability of future consite
soils contamination. ‘

Asbestos is present in all buildings except two warehouses and the substation building. Although
not posing an immirent heaith threat, asbestes kas the potential to become a hezlth threat over
time. Asbestos has the potential to be friable and become a human health hazard. This hazard
would be increased if demeolition of buildings occurred, thus potentially releasing asbestos into the
iocal air stream. : =

Agzncy Consultatiop on Hazardous Substances

Toe California Depariment of Heaith Services (DHS), Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) wers consulted to determine if
thers were any reporss of hazardous substances at the Navy Broadway Complex. No hazardcus
substance releases or underground storage tank leaks at the Navy Broadway Complex have been
re;-orted.zﬁ"" However, RW(QCB did express concern with respect to leaking uaderground
storage tanks in the Centre City area outside the project boundaries, especially with regard to a
kaown plume of contaminated groundwater southwest of the site” Tais is discussed below.

egional Groundwater Contamination—A plume of contaminated groundwater was discoverad in
1986 approximately 1/3 mile ast of the site in the area of Marks! Street and Front Sireet (see
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Flgurc 4-73). The plume contains concentrations of h ydrocarbons in the form of gasoline and
diesel’ The gradlent of the plume is to the southwest,” which would result in normal migration
south of and away from the Navy Broadway Complex. The IT Corporation conducted a detailed
characterization and remediation study in 1988,

The study found that the Convention Center project, located southeast of the Navy Broadway
Complex and south of the plume, may have promoted migration of the plume towards the
Convention Center site through a groundwater dewatering program that was removmg over
800,000 (and up to 1.3 million) gallons of groundwater per day in 1987 and 1988°

The RWQCB e"pressed concern that there may be plumes of contaminated groundwater in other
areas of Centre City

Adrport Hazards
Regional Setting

The project site is located in the vicinity of both Lindbergh Field and the Naval Air Station,
North Island. Guidelines that require consideration of structure height to prevent hazards to
navigable airspace have been defined in an "Airport Approach Overlay Zope” for the areas around
these facilities. In 1986, the City of San Diego adopted the Airport Approach Overlay Zone
(Ordinance No. 0-16556) for Lindbergh Field. The purpose of the ordinance is to establish 2
procedure by which a proposed structure is evaluated for compliance with the zope’s height
limitation, prior to the issuance of a building permit {or the structure. This is consistent with the
FAA's procedures for determining potential hazards, as specified in Federal Aviation Regulations
Part 77. The height limitations are not absolute restrictions; rather they signify the thresheid that,
once exceeded, would require an evaluation by the FAA to determine if a bazard to air navigation
would result, and if so what remedial measures should be imposed to avoid the hazard. Buildings,

" structures, or uses not exczeding 30 feet in height would be exempt from the procedures of the
Overlay Zone. % The Cverlay Zone encompasses an irregular area surrounding Lindbergh Field

“‘that continues outward and upward from the airport along aircraft approach paths up to an
elevation of 500-fest mean sea level (msl).

The Naval Air Station (NAS), North Island has identified height limitations (imaginary surfaces)
through Federal Aviation Regulations Part 77 designed to protect its navigable airspace. Areas
to the north and east of the air station ars within both the Overlay Zone and air station height
iimitations. e

Project Site

The Navy Broadway Complex is within imaginary height surfaces associated with Lindbergh Field
and NAS, Nerth Island. The site is not within any safety hazard zones or beneath any fight
tracks, as defined by the Aircraft Installation Compatibility Use Zone (AICUZ) study for NAS,
North Island, and is oot within any ciear zones or other high safety hazan. zohes asscciated with
Lindbergh TField. A non-operational Part 77 imagivary surface ffom Lindbergh Feld (the
horizontal surface) crosses over the site at 165 feet above mean sea level {msl). Structures atove
this height would require submittal of a Notice of Proposed Copstruction or Alteration {0 the
FAA The lowest imaginary surface that crosses the site from NMAS, North Island, above which
a Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration must be filed with the FAA, is of 391 feat ms]
assceiated with the conical surface, which is approzimately 381 feet above Block 1. Imaginary
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surfaces that extend over other arsas of the site {Blocks 2, 3, and 4) associated with NAS, North
Island are at approximately the same height. The lowest operaticnal imaginary surfaces that are
lccated over the site are at 500 feet msl. These surfaces are associated with a circling area for
missed approaches to Lindbergh Field, and extend over the length of the site and a large part o
the Centre City area.

i

411.2 ENVIROCMNMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

Effects From Hazardous Materials
Seoils Coptamination

Eealth hazards are associated with the presence of substantial quantities of hazardcus substances,
so hazardous substances identified on the project site would have a similar effect on each of the
alternatives. No action-level (ie., clean-up level) concentrations of hazardous substances were
found in the investigation, no study is thorough =nough to preclude the detection of ali substances
that might be present on the site. Several areas cf contamination or potential contamination were
identified on the site that could adversely affect the heaith of personnel on the site, especially
during construction activities that uncover soils.

The arca beneath and surrounding Building 8 may contain hazardous substances. If these
materials exist and are expesed, they couid cause significant health impacts. If the integrity of any
units that store PCB-laden cil is compremised, contamination with this material could occur, also
a significant heaith concern. Acid levels in soils near Building 106 could cause metals in the soils
to become more mobile. It is not presently known if the acid levels are sufficient to cause this
ic occur, but from a conservative consideration, this would be considered a significant adverse
effect. The oily surface residue in the vicinity of Buildings 7 and 106 may contain residues of
concemm with regard to health. From a conservative consideration, this would be considerad
significant adverse effect.

If Alternative D is adopted, the lccation of the offsite Navy offices would need to be inspected
o determine if there s a potential health risk at that site associated with hazardous materials in
soils.

Effects Related to Asbestos

Development in accordance with Alternatives A through F would pose significant heaith exposure
risk$ associated with demciition of buildings that contain asbestos. During demolition, asbestcs
fbers could become airborne, thersby providing a pathway 1o enter the human sysierm. Asbestos
exposure is considered 2 human hkealth risk, and building demolition in accordance with any of
these alternatives would be considerad a significant safery impaci

Tz s iy o, 4 3 +% ~FFas . fadan o mmamm s ] o~ oo I

I Alterpative D I adopted, the offsite Navy office location would need 10 be, inspecied 0
: $€ ttmmm - L o milied it = LI 1 - s 1 1

determine if there are any sxisting facilities tha: require removal and contain asbesios that couid

pose a health risk
Alternative G wouid zot invoive the demoiition of any structurss, sc ihe risk of expcsurs o

airborne asbestos would te substantially reduced. Therz is ac eminent health risk associated with
existing asbestos on the site.
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Effects Related to Regional Gronndwater Contamination

Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F include subsurface parking and would likely include subsurface -
foundation components. Groundwater is located at approximately 7 to 11 feet below the ground
surface of the site. Subsurface construction would encounter substantial quantities of
groundwater, and a temporary groundwater dewatering program would be required during
construction. Following construction, a permanent groundwater dewatering program wculd bc,
required to aveid flocding of subsurface facilities. Dewatered groundwater would be released
either to storm drains for disposal to the bay, or to the sanitary sewer system, where it would be
conveyed to the Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant (PLWTYP) and released to the bay.

Cngoing studies have shown the hydrocarbon-contaminated groundwater plume to be 1/3 of 2
mile east of the Navy Broadway Complex, with a gradient to the southwest, away from the site.
Tests of groundwater beneath the site have found no presence of hydrocarbons. Given the
distance o a kncwn contaminated source and the gradient of flow away from the Navy Broadway
Complex, it is unlikely that any contaminated groundwater would be encountered during
temporary or permanent dewatering activities. However, it was found that the dewatering
program asscciated with the Convention Center may have promected migration of the
contaminated plume in the direction of that project. It is, therefore, conceivable that groundwater .
dewatering associated with any of these alternatives could cause :mgrat on of the plume, or of a
currently unlmown source of contaminated groundwater, towards the Navy Broadwa y Complex.

If the discharge of groundwater cccurred, a National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
{NPDES) permit application would need to be filed with the RWQCB. The RWQCR would
review the permit application and determine if an NPDES permit is necessary. The RWQCEB
has indicated, given the uncertainty associated with groundwater quality in the Centre City area,
that an NPDES permit would likely be required for the discharge of groundwater directly into
the storm drain system and to the bay. The RWQCB expressed uncertainty regarding the o
ior a permit if dewatered greundwater is discharged into the sanitary sewer, where it would be
conveyed tc PLWTP for advanced primary treatment prior to release to the bay The RWQCB
would determine that an NPDES permit is nesded i it is feit that the dewatered groundwater
could adversely affect the water quality of the bay. If a permit is required, it would include quality
standards for discharge that would protect water quality. Thus, compliance of the project with any
NPDES permit conditions, if it is determined a permit is needed, wounid avoid adverse impacts to
water quality from discharged groundwater '

The offsite Navy offices associated with Alternative D wopld be located in the Centre City East
* area, well away from the contaminated groundwater plume. Although subsurface parking would
be constructed at the offsite location with this alternative, it is pr.;bable that groundwater in this
area is sufficiently deep to not require an extensive dewatering program. Therefore, this
component of Alternative D would not result in a significant impact to water quality.

Alternatives © and G would not include the copstruction of subsurface faciiities. Thereicrs, no
dewatering would be associated with either of these alternatives, and no impatts associated with
water quality would result.
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Effects Associated With Airport Hazards

Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F include building heights that approach the imaginary surfaces
asscciated with mabe*a‘* Field and NAS, Nerth Island designed to protect navigable airspace.
However, the site is not within any safety hazard zones as defined by the AICUZ for NAS, North
Island, and is not within any clear zones or other high safety hazard zones associated with
Lindbergh Field. Each of these alternatives has 250-foot-high buildings on Bleck 3, which is 260
feet msl and is above the hornizental surface from Lindbergh Field. In additicn, Alternative A has
a building height of 400 fest (410 feet msl) on Block 1, which is above the 391-foot msl imaginary
conical surface from NAS, North Island. Neither ihe horizontai surface frem Lindbergh Fieid nor
the conical surface from NAS, North Island, are surfaces that affect the operations of either

irfield, and the exceedance of these surfaces means only that notification to the FAA is required.
The Mavy has notified the FAA of the proposed development of Alternative A. In response, the
FAMA has prepared a Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigaticn and has indicated the project
would not have a significant effect on the safe and efficient utilization of navigable airspace.
Proposed structures on Block ! and the easterly halves of Blocks 2 and 3 woufd need to be
obstruction lighted in accordance with FAA Advisory Circular AC 70/7460- 1G1

Alternative T includes a 500-fcot-high building (510 feet msl) on Bleck 2, which would be the
only building in any alternative that exceeds an operational imaginary surface, whick is the 500-

foot msl circling area for missed approaches at Lindbergh Field. Alternative F has the potcnuaf _

to adversely affect air navigaticn. However, the FAA has previously apnroved structures for as
high as 500 feet (ms!) cn blocks in the vicinity of the pl'OjeCt. Therefors, it is urnlikaly that the

TAA would consider any of the alternatives a hazard to air navigation.

Tae cifsite Navy'ofﬁc compenent of Altermative D would be a maximum of 350 feet high. The
entire area in which this site would be lccated has imaginary surfaces associated with Lindbergh
Field and the NAS, North Island in excess of 500 feet. Therefore, the offsite component of this
aiternative would aot result in adverse effects to air navigation.

Alternatives E, with buildings propcsed as high as 150 feet, and G, with existing buildings as high

.as 100 feet, do not inciude any buildings that approach the imaginary surfaces associatzd with

Lincbergh Field or the Nerth Island Naval Air Station. Therefore, these altwnatwes do not have
the potent;al to adversely affect air pavigation.

4.113 MITIGATION MEASURES

Eazardous Materials

The EPA _Das requested inclusion of the following mitigation measures for Alternatives A
through Fi-
’ If any underground siorage tanks on {he sits ars found 10 e leaking, such leaks

sill be cleaned up by ;he Navy in accordance with the Resourct Conservation
and Recovery Act (?f"ﬁA ) and any other applicacie staie or City of San Diege
regulations, with clean up being initiated upon discovery of any leaks.

» if the Navy discovers evidence of substantial hazardous substances contamination

in the futurs, it will promptly notify the EPA and comply with 2ll applicable
requirements of the Comprehensive Emergency Response Compensation and
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Liability Act and the Superfund Amendment and Reauthorization Act
(CERCLA/SARA) and the National Contingency Plan (NCP).

If CERCLA ‘hazardcus substances are discovered, no construction will occur
until the requirements of CERCLA/SARA and the NCP have been fully
satisfied by the Navy. CERCLA/SARA/NCP activities would take priority over
new construction untii CERCL.A/SARA compliance has been achieved.

=

The following additional measures are applicable to Alternatives A through F and would reduce
impacts associated with exposure to hazardous materials to a level that is less than significant:

The area beneath Building 8 will be further investigated by the Navy, pricr to
construction in this area, for the presence of hazardous materials in the soils.
The tests will include scils sampling and testing in accordance with accepted
professional standards. If any contaminated soils are found, they will be cleaned
up in accordance with the regulations specified by the EPAS

The Huid in transformers and other electrical units will be tested by the Navy
prior to onsite construction to determine if such fluid contains PCBs. If PCBs
are found, the fluid and the units will be disposed of by the Navy at an approved
waste disposal facility.

The soil in the vicinity of the forklift maintenance area at Building 106 will be
tested for acidity by the Navy prior to development in this area. If the pH of
the soil is less than 5, the pH will be adjusted so that it is greater than 5.

The oily residue-stained soil and paving materials in the vicinities of Buildings 7
and 106 will be removed by the Navy to the satisfaction of the EPA pricr to
development in this area and disposed of in an approved waste dispesal facility.”

Demolition of buildings containing asbestos cn the Navy Broadway Complex will -
be conducted by the Navy in accordance with commonly accepted practices and
in compliance with the Federal Clean Air Act. Asbestos-containing materials

-will be disposed of by the Navy in a landfill or other such facility that is

permitted to accept such waste.

The follcwing mitigation measure is applicable to thg offsite Navy office component of -
Alternative D, if that alternative is selected, and would reduce to a level that is below significance
any potential impacts associated with hazardous materials:

A visuzl and historic land use survey of the offsite location will be conducted
by the Navy prior to {inai pl.r:hase of the location o determine if thers are any
evident hazardous materials requiring remediation, or if there is the potential
for such. If it is found that thers may be hazardcus matgtials at the offsite
location, a remediation program will be designed and implemented

The iollowing mitigation measure is applicable i0 Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F and would
reduce to a level that is less than significant any potential impacts associated with groundwater

dewatering:

JB/6¢40001.48
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° A National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit application
will be filed with the Regicnal Water Quality Control Beard (RWQCB). The
project developer will comply with any conditions expressed by the RWQCB.

irmort Hazards

The FAA has reviewed the Notice of Proposed Constructicn or Alteraticn for Alterrative Al
Based on that review, the following measure has been requirec:

. Buildings on Block 1 and the easterly halves of Blocks 2 and 3 will be red
obstruction lighted in accordancs with the provisions of FAA Advisory Circular
C 70/7460-1G, Chstruction Marking and Lighting.

The following mitigation measurs is applicable tc Alternatives B, C, D, and T.
® A Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration has been Bled with the FAA.

Any conditions that the FAA imposes on the site (e.g., lighting, striping, poles,
etc.) will ke followed. i

ENDNOTES:

1 Woodward-Clyde Corsultants, 1988 and Hirsch and Company, 1988.

2 Foley, Califcrnia Department of Health Services, perscnal communaicaiion, 1985.

3 Posthumcus, Regional Water Quality Control Board-San Diege Regior, personal

communication, 1989. _

Region 9 Federal Facility Hazardous Waste Information Docket, July 1989,
Posthumous, obn. cit.

Owen Gectechnical, 1983,

Tbid.

IT Corperation, 1988.

Posthumous, op. cif.

City of San Diego, 1586.

Posthumous, op. ¢l

Federal Aviation Administration, 1990.

Tomsavic, Envircnmental Protection Ageacy, personal communication, 1989,
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4.12 G Co VATIO
4.12.1 NATURAL GAS
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) provides natural gas service to the prolecr.
area. The primary gas supplier to SDG&E is the Southern Califcrnia Gas Company.

Natural gas facilities in the project area include a 2-inch main in Harber Drive; 1-inch, 1.5-inch,
and 4-inch mains in Pacific Highway; a 2-inch mair in Breadway; and a 1—mch main in Market
Street (Figure 4-74). Thaese facilities are operating within their capacity.’

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

As depicted in Table 4.12-1, Aiternatives A, B, C, D, and I would consume over 10 million therms
of natural gas per year. ‘This is a substantial increase over that consumed by the existing onsite
uses (i.e., Aitematxve G). The uses propcsed by Alternative E would consume approximately
70,000 therms on an annual basis, also a large increase over current consumption.. Nevertheless,
‘SDG&E can provide gas service associated with any of these alternatives without adversely
affecting the ability to provide natural gas to SDG&E’s service area.

The existing natural gas facilities serving the project area are operating well within their capacity.
A preliminary study of surrounding gas facilities suggests that the natural gas lines serving the’
project vicinity may be sufficient to supply any of the proposed alternatives with natural gas.
Therefore, significant impacts to natural gas distribution are not anticipated with implementaticn
cf the land uses proposed by Alternatives A through F, or perpetuation of the excdsting uses under
Alternative G.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Private development associated with Alternatives A through D and Alternative F would be
required to meet State of California Title 24 energy conservation standards. No other mitigation
mMeasures are necessary.

4122  ELECTRICITY
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

San Diego Gas and Electric provides electrical service to the project area. San Diego Gas and
Electric has a substation, Station B, located one block east of the project site, on Ketiner
Boulevard betwesn E Street and F Street. The capacity of Station B will be upgraded from
75 megawaits to 100 megawatis in the first quarter of 1950. The peak demand of Station B is

]

approximatsly §3 megawatis® ¢

SDG&E currently provides 12-kilovolt elecirical service to the project site}  The location of
electrical infrastructure serving the site is shown on Figure 4-75. The primary distribution line
facility is located along Broadway.
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. TABLE 4.12-1

NATURAL GAS CONSUMPTICN FOR THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES
{Net Ipcrease)

Consumpticn

Alternative Land Use (Therms/Year)’
A 1,249,247 SF ofSce’ 139,557
1,245,000 S¥ hotel _10.012.500
Total 10,172,197

B 1,549,247 SF cffice® 195,663 -

1,245,000 S¥ hotel 10.012.600

Total 16,207,663
C 594247 SF office’ 70,932
1,245,000 SF hotel _16.012.500
Tatal 19,083,532
. D 2,024 247 SF offics’ 248,262
1,445,000 SF hotel 11,574,566
Total 11,822,828
E 584,247 SF office’ 70.932
Total 76,932
v 1;249,247 SF office’ 139,557
1,245,000 SF hotel 10.012.600
Total 16,172,197
G No new uses —
Toial i

w

Zosting office

uses on ine

site are subtracted from proveosed uses (O arrive at
uses. Industrial uses curreatly on the site consume a minor amount of natural ;

(less than 3,500 themms), so are nct considersd in the apalysis.
. Generation rates provided by San Diego Gas & Electric.
> There would be no net increases in natural gas usage because no zew uses are proposed.

W
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES - .

When compared to Alternative G, the no action alternative, redevelopment of the project site
with Alternatives A, B, D, and F would result in an increase in electricity consumption, wherzeas
implementation of Alternative E would result in a decreased demand for electricity. _
Table 4.12-2 Lsts the anticipated electricity requirements of the proposed alternatives.
Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F weuld all substantially increase the demand for electricity over
existing consumption {Alternative G). The uses proposed by Alternative E would actually reduce
the amcunt of electricity that would be consumed on the site.

According to the preliminary public utilities assessment by Cash and Associates, a looped 12 kV
system would be required to serve the new or rehabilitated structures asscciated with
Alternatives A through F. The loop system could be constructed in conjunctior with the phased
development of these alternatives. '

Development of the 12 kV system, as well as the underutilized capacity of Station B, would
provide sufficient electrical service to the project site. No significant impacts are expected from
implementaticn of any of the alternatives. :

MITIGATION MEASURES

Tae following measures should be incorporated into the project design to reduce potential adverse
effects on coasumpticn and distribution of electricity to the project site:

® Alooped 12 kV system will be constructed by the developer in phases to provide
adequate electricity to the varicus individual structures within the Navy
Broadway Complex as they are developed.

® Coordination by project developers will occur with SDG&E regarding
recommendaticns on energy conservation measures. All private development
will be constructed in accordance with Title 24 of the California Administrative
Code, which provides energy conservation measures,

4-228
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TABLE 4.12-2

ELECTRICITY CONSUMPTION FOR THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES
{Net Increase)

Consumptionb
Alternative Net Land Use kWh/Year
A 1,249,247 SF office? 18,156,797
1,245,000 ST hotel 11,787,425
(601,276 SF industrial) (16.806,240)°
Tatal 14,137,082
B 1,549,247 SF office® 23,413,863
1,245,000 SF hotel 11,787,425
(601,276 SF industrial} (16.806.240%
Total 18,395,048
c 594,247 SF office® ' 8,514,132
: 1,245,060 SF hotel 11,787,425
(601,276 SF industrial) {156.806.240Y
Total 3,495,317
D 2,024,247 SF office’ 28,339,458
1,445,000 SF hotel 21,285,330
(601,276 SF industrial) {16,806 240)
Total 32,818,548
E 554,247 SF office® 8,514,132
(601,276 SF industrial) (16.806,240)°
Total -8,292,108
F 1,245,247 SF office® 19,136,767
1,245,006 SF hotel 11,787,425
(601,276 ST industrial) (16,806.240)°
Totai 14,137,082
Total D

[ TR & T

Net inersase in propossd office uses over exsting office uses that would be removed.
Censumpticn factors were provided by San Diege Gas & Electric.

Existing industrial uses that would be rzmeved by Alternatives A througn F,

Mo net increases in electrictty consumption would occur because RO new uses are
propesed.
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ENDNOTES:

1 Cash and Associates, 1988.

2 Ables, San Diego Gas and Electric, perscnal communicaticns, 1589.
3 Cash and Associates, op. cit.
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SECTION 5
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The Navy Broadway Complex is located in an area of San Diego that is undergoing substantial
development. As shown in Table 4.1-2, page 4-7, and Figure 4-3, page 4-8, major projects with
over 6.5 million SF of office, 600,000 SF of commercial-retail, 4,000 hotel rooms, nearly 2,000
residential units, and a convention center are praposed to be completed in the project vicinity
between 1989 and 2010. Attendant with this level of development would be cumulative impacts
to many of the environmental systems in the project area,

Due to the relatively long buildout period of the alternatives, with completion of all but
"Alternative E and Alternative G (no action) not expected until 2003, many of the impacts of the
proposed project were considered in Section 4 along with cumulative development. Provided
herein is a qualitative discussion of the potential cumulative impacts of the proposed alternatives,
with references to quantitative discussions in Section 4, where appropriate. Cumulative impacts
are generally regional impacts associated with several developments to which the project may
contribute.

5.1 U PLI

Section 4.1.1, page 4-12, discusses the impacts of the prbposed alternatives on existing and
proposed surrounding land uses. As indicated in that discussion, none of the alternatives
introduce incompatibilities to the existing and future land uses in the project area.

The ability of the Navy Broadway Complex to provide waterfront access is a site-specific issue that
would be unaffected by cumulative development in the project vicinity. Nonetheless, to the extent
.that the development of either of Alternatives A through F would provide new pedestrian linkages
from the downtown core to the waterfront, the following mitigation measure should be considered:

¢ New development along Broadway, E Street, F Street, G Street, and Market
Street in the vicinity of the Navy Broadway Complex should be designed to
facilitate and encourage pedestrian flow.

5.2 S IRCU

Section 4.2.2 (page 4-47) addressed two traffic impact scenarios: a short-term scenario that
addressed the impacts of the first phase of the project on the circulation system that would be in
place in 1995, and a long-term scenario that addressed the impacts of buildout of the project
alternatives with buildout of cumulative development. As indicated in Section 4.2.2 (page 4-47),
several of the alternatives would contribute incrementally to cumulatively significant impacts at
the following intersections:

Grape/Pacific Highway (Alternatives A through F)
Broadway/Harbor (Alternatives B, C, and E)
Broadway/Pacific Highway (Alternatives A through F)
Broadway/Front (Alternatives A through F)

Several alternatives also contribute incrzmentaily to cumulatively significant impacts at the
following roadway segments:

JB/664CC01.5



e  Pacific Highway south of Broadway (Alternatives A, B, C, E, and F)
e  First Avenue south of Ash (Alternatives A, B, C, E, and F)

Mitigation measures, listed in Section 4.2.3, page 4-65, would reduce the traffic contributions of
the alternatives to all intersections and road segments to a level that is below significance.

53 AESTHET]CS AND VIEWSHED

The aesthetics and viewshed analysis in Section 4.3.2, page 4-108, includes visual simulations of
Alternatives A and F. Included in those simulations were simulations of cumulative development.
As indicated in Section 4.3.2, page 4-108, the alternatives would fill in the skyline of downtown
San Diego. Only Alternative F, at some selected street-end views, would adversely affect the
aesthetic character of the skyline.

5.4 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES

Section 4.4 (page 4-115) discusses the impacts of the proposed alternatives on police protection,
fire protection, recreation facilities, water, wastewater, and solid waste. Impacts created by project
demand for these services and utilities would be mitigated to a level that is less than significant.
The suppliers of these services and utilities did not indicate that cumulative development would
adversely affect their ability to provide services. As discussed in Section 4.4, page 4-115, the
project alternatives that include private development (Altematives A, B, C, D, and F) would
contribute incrementally to a cumulatively significant impact to schools. Measures to mitigate
project impacts would reduce to less than significant the project’s contribution to this effect.

5.5 SOCIQECONOMICS

The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) provides projections of population,
housing, and employment growth based on growth trends, land use patterns, and general plan land
use designations. The SANDAG projections are cumulative in nature. The SANDAG growth
projections for the site have been based on mixed-use development of the site, as designated by
the City of San Diego General Plan. Development of any of the proposed alternatives, which
would fall within the parameters of a mixed-use development, would be consistent with regional
growth projections for the site. Therefore, the project would not adversely affect cumulative
socioeconomic projections.

5.6 PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT
5.6.1 GEOLOGY AND SEISMICITY

Geology and seismicity impacts are site-specific, and would not be affected by, nor would
contribute to, cumulative impacts.

5.6.2 EXTRACTABLE RESOURCES

Impacts to extractable resources are site-specific. Therefore, the proposed project would not
contribute cumulatively to impacts on extractable resources. -

JB/6640001.5



5.63 HYDROLOGY !

Other development in the project vicinity would be located primarily on sites that already have
some form of urban development. Therefore, redevelopment with the new uses would not add

substantial areas of impervious material to the area. As such, no cumulative impacts on hydrology
would occur.

5.7 JOLOGICAL RESOURCE

As discussed in Section 4.7.2, page 4-151, the proposed alternatives would not adversely affect
biological resources in the project vicinity. Therefore, development of the alternatives would not
contribute to cumulative impacts on biological resources.

5.8 AIR OUALITY

The air quality analysis in Section 4.8.2, page 4-161, considers the impact of each of the
alternatives on the air quality in the project vicinity and in the San Diego Air Basin. The San
Diego Air Basin is a non-attainment area for ozone, nitrogen dioxide, and carbon monoxide. The
proposed alternatives would include transportation demand management measures (TDM) that
would substantially reduce the potential air quality impacts of the project. Incorporation of the
TDM would, according to the California Air Resources Board, demaonstrate consistency with the
State Implementation Plan.

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

attainment of ozone and carbon monoxide standards is a cumulatively significant unmitigated
impact.

5.9 NOISE
The noise analysis in Section 4.9.2, page 4-175, considers the impacts of each of the alternatives

on buildout of the project vicinity. No significant noise impacts in the project vicinity would
result.

5.10 CUL L RESOQURC
Unless the proposed alternatives would affect a historic district, cultural resource impacts from
Navy Broadway Complex development are considered site-specific. As discussed in Section 4.10.1,

page 4-207, the area surrounding the site is not in a historic district; therefore, development on
the site would not create cumulative cultural resource impacts.

IB/6640001.5



511 UBLIC

Public health (i.e., hazardous waste) and safety (i.e., proximity to an airport) impacts are site-
specific and would, therefore, not be affected by other development.

5.12 ENERGY AND CONSERVATION

5121 NATURAL GAS

The San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) has sufficient capacity to supply natural gas
to other development in the Centre City without adversely affecting its ability to continue
providing existing services.

5.12.2 ELECTRICITY
SDG&E has indicated that a new substation may be needed to service the electrical needs of
cumulative development in Centre City. Development of any of the proposed alternatives, except

Alternatives C and E (both of which would provide a net reduction in onsite electricity use), and
Alternative G, would contribute to this need.

IB/6640001.5



SECTION 6
. GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS

The project site is located in a dynamic area of San Diego that is undergoing substantial
development. A number of major office, hotel, and commercial developments are propeosed,
under construction, or have been recently completed in the vicinity of the project site.

Growth-inducing impacts are these direct or indirect effects of a project that could result in
sconomic or populaticn growth, or the need for new housing. Section 4.5 {page 4-129),
Sccioeconomics, discusses the population and housing growth potential asscciated with the project.
1t is not anticipated that the proposed project would cause or encourage the intensification of any
surrounding land uses, because surrounding land uses have long been responding to dynamic
market forces that have alrzady resulted in substantial growth, without apparent regard to the
proposed redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex. Infrastructurs in the project vicinity
is already in place, and has not been a primary constraint to development of the surrounding area.
Therefore, project development would not result tn the intreduction to the project area of new
infrastructure that would remove constraints to the development of surrounding properties.

Alternatives A, B, C, D, and T would result in substantial increased usage of the waterfront. This
would occur because major pathways between the Centre City-core and the waterfront, such as
E, F, and G Streets would be opened and enhanced for public use. In addition, pedestrian-
encouraging treatments along Harbor Drive and the provision of ground-level retail on the site
would serve to increase pedestrian use of this arsa. In tumm, patronage cf other wateriront
sstablishments, such as Searort Village, would be expected to increase, which is 2 zrowth-inducing

. sffect of the project.

JB/SE4C001.8
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SECTION 7

ANY PROBABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS WHICH CANNOT BE
AVOIDED SHOULD THE PROPOSED ACTION BE IMPLEMENTED

Section 4, beginning on page 4-1, addressed the potential environmental consequences of the
proposed action, and included measures to mitigate significant environmental consequences to the
extent feasible, After mitigation, certain of the proposed alternatives would still cause significant
adverse environmental effects, as discussed below. Please refer to Section 4 for a complete
discussion of the potential impacts and mitigation measures.

7.1 USE AND PLANNING

Alternatives C and E would not implement City of San Diego urban design goals that specify a
pedestrian orientation along Broadway and would not be consistent with City or regional goals for
providing a plaza at the foot of Broadway.

7.2 TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

No signiﬁéént unavoidable impacts associated with traffic would result from development of any
of the alternatives.

73 - AESTHETICS AND VIEWSHED

Development of Alternative F would significantly affect street-end views, such as from Pantoja
Park down F Street, because this alternative would contrast substantially with the skyline from this
istance. Even so, it is recognized that visual resource impacts are highly subjective, and
*elopment of this alternative may be considered aesthetically appropriate, even if its building
eight is out of character with the scale of nearby development.

7.4 IC S S

No significant unavoidable impacts associated with public services and utilities would result from
development of any of the alternatives.

7.3 SOCIOECONOMICS

No significant unavoidable impacts associated with sacioeconomics would result from development
of any of the alternatives.

7.6 PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

No significant unavcidable impacts associated with physical environmental resources would resuit
from development of any of the alternatives,
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7.7 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

No significant unavoidable impacts associated with biological resources would result from
development of any of the alternatives.

7.8 AIR QUALITY

Development of Alternatives A through F would result in increased emissions of air pollutants.
The project region is located in a nonattainment area for the achievement of air quality standards,
so any increase in emissions is considered a significant environmental effect. However, substantial
reductions in emissions would result from the proposed mitigation measures, so development of
Alternatives A through F would not result in significant project-related unavoidable effects to air
quality. The project would contribute an increment to cumulatively significant air quality impacts.
This increment is considered significant under City of San Diego guidelines (see Section 5.8,
page 5-3).

7.9 NOISE

No significant unavoidable impacts associated with noise would result from development of any
of the alternatives. :

7.10 CULTURAL RESOURCES

No significant unavoidable impacts associated with cultural resources would result from
development of any of the altematives.

711 PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY

No significant unavoidable impacts associated with public health and safety would result from
development of any of the alternatives.

7.12 ENERGY AND CONSERVATION

No significant unavoidable impacts associated with energy and conservation would result from
development of any of the alternatives. '

7-2
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SECTION 8

ANY IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES
. THAT WOULD BE INVOLVED IN THE PROPOSED ACTION IF IMPLEMENTED

The Navy Broadway Complex is lccated in the urbanized downtown area of the City of San Diego.
Redevelopment of the site with any of the propesed alternatives would not commit new land or

sensitive environmental resourceas to urban.uses.

As with any urban development, nonrenewable resources and resources used tc manufacture
construction materials will be used during both the construction and cperational phases of the
project. Such resources include oil and gas, sand and gravel, and sther construction materials.

This represents an irreversible commitment of rescurces.
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SECTION 9

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES OF MAN’S
. ENVIRONMENT AND THE MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF
LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY

Development of the Navy Broadway Complex with the proposed uses would prcvide a
continuation of the urban uses on the project site. In the shert term, noise, traffic, and air
polluticn would be generated as old structures are removed or rencvated and new facilities are
ccemstructed. Mo sensitive snvironmental resources would be used in the short term.

gtm

The project site is lccated in a highly urbanized area, and land use plans indicate a long-term
commitment to highly urbanized uses, such as high-rise office and hotel uses. Thke propesed uses
would reprasent 2 continuaticn of this long-term commitment to urban uses. The proposed uses
would enhance the long-term productivity of the site. Each of the alternatives, except
Alternative G, would create view corridors to the waterfront along E, F, and G Streets.
Aiternatives A and F would provide significant open space uses at the foot of Broadway, and
Alternatives B and D weuld provide smaller pedestrian plazas at the fcot of Broadway. QOther
urban amenities would be provided by redevelopment of the site with the proposed alternatives.

JB/664CC01.5
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SECTION 10
LIST OF PREPARERS

Navy personnel directed the preparation of this environmental document and provided technical
direction regarding the operations and needs for the Navy Broadway Complex in San Diego,
California. The following personnel from the Western Division Naval Facilities Engineering

Command Detachment, Broadway Complex assisted with the preparation of this report:

CAPT Wayne Goodermote, CEC, USN . .................... Officer-in-Charge
William ROBINSON, T & ittt ettt et e ettt e e Executive Director
LCDR James Haug, CEC, USN ....... ... ... . ..... Assistant Officer-in-Charge
Louis MiskO . .. ..ottt i e Director of Planning
Jack Wells . ........ i, et e e e e Counsel
Thomas Harkanyl .. ......... ... i, Planning Project Officer
Pat Day ..ottt e e et e Director of Contracts

Additional Navy personnel who participated in the preparation of this report are:

Western Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command

CDR Richard F. Krochalis, CEC, USN ............. Head, Facilities Planning and

Real Estate Department
Cynthia Hall . ....... .. ... i Assistant Counsel
JohnKepnedy ................ ... ... .. Head, Environmental Planning Branch
Sam Denmis .. ..t e e e e e e e e, Head, Land/Air Projects
Louls RIVEIO . ... i i ittt it it Land/Air Environmental Planner
Louis Wall ............ . ot Cultural Resources/Community Planner

Naval Facilities Engineering Command

CDR Gary W. Hein, CEC,USN . ................ Deputy Assistant Commander

for Facility Planning
Thomas Peeling .......... ... ... ... ...... Environmental Affairs Coordinator
William Mahn ........ . ... ... .. o i Associate Counsel (Land Use)
Ralph Lombardo ................... ... . Assistant Counsel (Environmental Law)

This report was prepared by Michael Brandman Associates (MBA) environmental consultants
of Santa Ana, California. MBA has no financial interest in the approval or disapproval of the

proposed project. MBA staff who participated in this project are:

Curtis E. Alling, AICP .. ... ... .. . i i Project Director
Gary D. Jakobs, AICP . ....... ... ... . i i Project Manager
Tuomas Fitzwater, AICP . ...... ... .. ... ........ Senior Environmental Analyst
Rayde Wit . ........... e Marine Biologist
LOTl APPEISON L . v vttt e et e Urban Planner
Elizabeth Fiering ... .. ... ... .. .. . ... Environmental Analyst
Michael Houlihan ......... ... ... .. ... .. ... .. ... Envircnmental Analyst
JoAnne Aplet . ........ ... il Senior Air Quality Specialist
Julle McCall . ... .. . Air Quality Planner
Robert Reider . ... ... . e Senior Noise Analyst
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SECTION 11
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