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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 Viey 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.1 "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 corridors should, according to tbe 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. Tbe 
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 primaiy area of shading from existing project structures is towards the north and northeast, 
where shadows are cast during the wannest part of the day on the winter solsdce. 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. 

4 3 2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

Development of any of the proposed aitematives, except the no-action alternative (Aitemative G), 
would substantially alter the visual characteristics of the Navy Broadway Complex. 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 aitematives are built out (by around 2003), so this analysis 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 tbe 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. 
Aitematives A, B, and tbe onsite component of Aitemative D are all generally consistent with the 
draft guidelines. Aitematives C and F are partially consistent Aitematives 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 Aitemative 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 transition 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 towaid the site. Aitemative A would not adversely affect the viewshed from 
this viewpoint; rather, it would complement 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 Aitemative D would appear the same as Aitemative A 
from this viewpoint, because the buildings would be nearly tbe 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 Aitemative A between the downtown core and the 
area to the south. Rather, this alternative would appear to step down from the downlown, 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 
Island and Coronado, respectively. This aitemative would provide a contrast in the skyline, with 
a cluster of higher buildings on Blocks 2, 3, and 4. Both figures show that this aitemative 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 
Aitemative A from Harbor Drive, at Laurel Street, Interstate 5 at Olive Street and Harbor Drive 
at 5th 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 Aitemative 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 aitemative. Aitemative 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. 

Aitemative B and the onsite component of Alternative D would appear visually similar to 
Aitemative 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 aitematives 
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 
Aitemative F from the same viewpoints as shown in Figures 4-29 (page 4-85), 4-32 (page 4-88), 
and 4-35 (page 4-91). This alternative would be more visually prominent than either the existing 
condition or Aitemative 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 Aitemative 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 Fc 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 £ Street at the waterfront 

The view from Pantoja Park at F Street (see 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 projeci 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 Aitemative A. The view from G Street 
(Figure 4-47, page 4-103) would also be opened up to the waterfront another visual benefit of 
this alternative. Building heights would provide a smooth visual transition from other buildings 
on the street to the waterfiront Buildings on Alternative A would not be substantially visible firom 
Market Street (see Figure 4-50, page 4-106). 

In summaiy, Alternative A would be generally more visible from street-end views than the existing 
onsite development Development would be designed to 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 obstructed by ensting Navy Broadway Complex development 
Aitemative A would not adversely, but would beneficially, affect street-end views. 

Alternative B and the onsite component of Aitemative D would provide the same level of visual 
compatibility as Aitemative A from these view points, due to the similarity in scale and layout of 
these aitematives, 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 Aitemative A, 
so would also not adversely affect the subject viewsheds. Alternative C would instead appear 
similar to the existing condition. Alternative £ would also have lower buildings than 
Aitemative A, and would have a similar appearance from the subject viewsheds as it currently 
appears. TTius, it would not adversely alter the current views of the site. 
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Egures 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 Aitemative F from the same viewpoints as depicted with 
Alternative A. Unlike Aitemative 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 aitemative. 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 alternative contrasts substantially with surrounding 
structures seen from these view points. Nonetheless, aesthetic considerations are highly subjective, 
and this aitemative would be required to comply with draft design guidelines that would be 
adopted by the Gty 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 Aitemative G would remain unchanged from current conditions. Although 
no adverse changes in the viewshed would occur with this aitemative, the opportunity to upgrade 
the appearance of the Navy Broadway Complex and open view corridors through the site would 
not be created. 

Effects on Centre City East Views 

The ofisite Navy development associated with Alternative D would be in character with the visual 
resources in tbe Centre City East area, in the context of tbe proposed City Hall and the general 
intensification of land uses planned for this area. However, because a specific location for this 
aitemative has not been established, the effect of this aitemative 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 
aitematives 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 aitematives. 
These shadows are indicative of the largest shadowing between the noon and 2 p.m. that would 
result from any of the aitematives. The mid-moming 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 aitematives, moving northeast in the afternoon 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 (Alternative F) would not be substantially 
covered. 

Tlie 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 wanner times of the year. During the cooler 
times, temperatures are moderate enough that shading would not be considered substantially 
adverse. Therefore, no sigmficant adverse effects from shading would result from any of the 
aitematives. 

433 MITIGATION MEASURES 

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

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

No significant adverse visual changes would result from cither Alternative E or Alternative G, so 
no mitigation is necessary for either of these aitematives. 

ENDNOTES: 

1. Centre City Devetopment Corporation, 1983. 
2. Ibid. 
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4.4 PUBLIC SERVICES AND JTmJTfFS . 

Tae foilcwiag analysis is based on consultation with purveyors of pubiic servicas and utilities that 
s a y be affected by the propesed alternatives. A major component of the project involves 
relocation of personnel from one area cf San Diego to the project area. 

4.4.1 POLICE PROTECTIGN r 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Tne" City of San Diego Poiice Department provides police protection to the project area. The 
departnieat's main station is at Broadway and Fourteenth Street. The response distance to the 
project site is approxiniatsiy 1 mile. Tne project area is located within the Central Division 
Ccnnnand, which is one of seven arsa commands. Tne Central Division staff currently includes 
a captain, four patrol lieutenants, 16 sergeants, 140 officers, and 15 detectives. There ars 59 
patrol vehicles assigned to the Central Division. The Central Division services a population of 
over 67,000 residents and is responsible fcr 113 miies (3 percent) of the City's 330.7-square-
Tnfle jurisdiction.1 The City of San Diego Police Department is adequately staffed to provids 
police protection to the project region and vicinity. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

The City of San Diego Polics Department has expressed that any of the altsmatives that increase 
vehicular traffic on surrounding strsets and arterials may increase the risk of traffic accidents. 
Only Altsmative G would not generate this effect Circuiation systsm improvements proposed 
to mitigate impacts from this and other arsa development, as discussed in Section 4.23, page 4-65, 
would reduce this potentiai advsrse sffsct to a level that is less than significant. 

In addition, the Fciics Dspartmsnt has identinea car prowls on •parked vsbicles as another 
potentiai adverse effsct of ths higher density uses proposed by ali the altsmatives except 
Aitemative G. Ths sxisting police facilities, manpowsr, and available equipment are adequats 
to provide ths projsct site and surrounding arsa with a sufficient level of pciics protection in 
cases of emergency. No significant adverse effects on the ability to provide police protection cr 
public safety are anticipatsd from dsveiopment of any of the alternatives. 

MmGATION MEASURES 

Because no significant adverse effects ars expected from any of the alternatives, no mitigation 
measures ars necessary. 

4.4.2 FIRE PROTECTION 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Firs protection services for ths project arsa are provided by ths City of San Diego Firs 
Dspartmsnt. A Federal fire station, located at the 32nd Strset Naval Station, has a mutual aid 
agrssment to assist the City at the sits, at ths City's rsquest3 '4 Tne Ere stations that serve ths 
projeci arsa are listed in Tabie 4.4-1 along with the equipment located at each station. 
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TABLE 4.4-1 

FIRE STATIONS IN THE 
VICINITY OF THE BROADWAY COMFLE: T STY 

Station Location Equipment 

1 

3 

4 

11 

Navai Station 
San Diego 

1222 1st Street 

725 W. Kalamia 

404 8th Avenue 

945 25th Street 

32nd Street 

Two engine companies, chemical fire-fighting rig, 
light air rig, truck ccinpany, and paramedic 

Engine company 

Engine company and rescue unit 

Engine company and truck company 

Three engine companies 

Source: Sumier, City of San Diego Firs Dspartmsnt, personal communication, 1988. 

Station 1 is within 0.5 mile of the project site and is the nearsst City firs station. The average 
rssponse time to the project area from City stations is approximately 4 to 6 minutes. Tne City 
stations that ssrve the project arsa ars currently adequately staffsd.3 The Federal fire station 
at the 32nd Street Naval Station is 3.7 miles from the project site. It provides fire protection to 
both federal and nonfederal facilities, pursuant to the San Diego County Mutual Aid Plan. Tae 
Federal fire station at 32nd Strsst is adequately 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 2^00 gallons per minute (gpm). 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

Redevslopmsnt of the project sits with Altsmativss A, B|**C, D, E, or F would result in 
construction of new buildings, and underground parking facilities (i.e., Aitematives A, B, C, D, 
and F) that would be susceptible to firs hazards. However, the project would include sprinklers 
and other fire safety msasures that would avoid fire hazard impacts. Fire flow cf 2,500 gpm wouid 
be required ^ t h a sprinkler fire system to adequately serve the site. Tne current flow of 
2,500 gpm, therefore, would be sufficient to serve Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, and F. 

spi ~ - — — — 0 _ — j i r r 

existing and would not introduce any new hazards to Naw personnel on the site. 

According to fire department personnel, the sxisting facilities, manpower and equipment at the 
city and Federal firs departments are adsquate to maintain a sufficient level of firs protection 

4-116 
JB/6640001.4B 



service to the project site if any of the aitematives are developed. Therefore, no significant 
impacts to fire protection services are anticipated with implementation of any of the alternatives. 

MITSGATION MEASURES 

No impacts would result from development of the aitematives; therefore, no mitigation measures 
ars nscsssary. _^ 

4.43 SCHOOLS 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Ths projsct area is within the boundaries of the San Diego Unified School District (SDUSD). 
The SDUSD provides public school facilities for grades K through 12. As of October 1987, the 
SDUSD had 107 elementary schools (grades K-6), 8 middle schools (grades 6-8), 12 junior high 
schools (grades 7-9), and 15 high schools (grades 10-12).6 A majority of SDUSD schools are 
currently operating near or over capacity. The SDUSD is levying school 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 constmcted commercial structures.8. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

None of the propesed aitematives 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 aitemative. In general. Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, and F would' result 
in the relocation and centralization of outlying Navy administrative personnel already located in 
the region, so would not result in the introduction of new Navy personnel to the area. However, 
indirect impacts could potentially occur from the in-migration of civilian personnel and their 
families as a result of private development associated with Aitematives A, B, C, D, and F. 

Tne density of uses proposed by Aitemative E would be similar to that which currently exists 
onsite, and would not create the need for additional military employment or civilian employment. 
This altsmativs would csntralize existing military employees within the region. Thus, the amount 
of Navy personnel and family members within the region would not increase with Alternative E, 
and no indirect impacts to city schools are anticipated with this aitemative. 

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

Since AJtematives A, B, C, D, and F propose an increase in land use density, and propose both 
military and privats dsveiopment, in-migration of non-military personnel and their families could 
occur with these five alternatives. Tne inflnx of civilian families with elementary school age 
children could potentially result in indirect adverse impacts to elemsntary schools, since the 
combined capacity of thess schools (i.e., 63,990) has already been exceeded by over 2,300 students, 
as shown in Table 4.4-2. Aitematives A, B, C, D, and F could, therefore, contribute incrsmentally 
to a cumulatively significant. impact. Sscondary schools within ths District ars bsiow their 
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combined maximum capacity (Table 4.4-2), and they could accommodate approximately 6,700 more 
secondary grade students. 

TABLE 4.4-2 

MAXIMUM CAPACITY AND CURRENT ENROLLMENT OF 
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS 

WITHIN SAN DIEGO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Grade 
Current Enrollment 

(October 1988) 
Maximum 
Capacity 

Capacity 
Remaining 

Elementary 

Sscondary 

66,309 

50,748 

63,990 

57,450 

-2,319 

+6,702 

Source: San Diego Unified School District, 1989. 

MmGATION MEASURES 

Tne Navy office component of any of the aitematives would not result in incrsassd Navy 
personnel in the region, so no mitigation measures for Navy offices are necsssary. Private 
developmsnt has the potential to cause regional immigration, so the fcilcwing mitigation measure 
is proposed for the private deveiopment component of Aitematives A, B, C, D, and F: 

• As authorized by California Government Code Section 53080, the developer 
of private uses on the Navy Broadway Complex will be assessed a fee of $0.25 per 
square foot of private commercial and office uses, but excluding parking 
structures. The fee will be paid to the San Diego City School District. 

4.4.4 RECREATIONAL FACILmES 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Tne City of San Diego has 13,776 acres of neighborhood, community, and regional parks. Ninety 
percent of the parkland within the City is concentrated in a few regional parks, such as Balboa 
Park, Mission Bay Park, Mission Trails Regional Park, and the La Jolla Underwater Park. Tae 
remaining 10 percent (1,272 acres) is located within numerous neighborhood and community 
parks. Tne San Disgo Unified Port District also provides park facilities, such as, the Bayfront 
Promenade and the G Strset Mole. 

The City of San Diego Park and Recrsation Department has established standards for 
neighborhood and community parks. Neighborhood parks vary in size from 5 to 10 acres and 
are intended to serve approximateiy 3,500 to 5,000 people. Community parks vary from 13 to 
20 acres and serve approximately 18,000 to 25,000 residents. Ths 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 Zoo) 
and the La Jolla Underwater Park are tourist-oriented and serve both residents and visitors. 

The Port District has established a boardwalk along the bay that connects a number of recreation-
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. ^ 

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 devsiopmsnts. None of the 
aitematives include residential uses, so there would be no new demands on park facilities. These 
facilities would, thersfore, 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 Aitemative A and 3.5 acres as part of 
Aitemative F. This could fae 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). 

Aitematives B and D wouid 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 Streets through the sits. Thsrefore, 
each of these alternatives would provide substantial recreational benefits. 

Aitematives E and G would not provide any new recreational amenities on the Navy Broadway 
Complex. Thersfors, no beneficial recreational effects would result from these aitematives. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

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

4.4.5 WATER 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Water for the project area is supplied by the City of San Diego under the administration of the 
Watsr Utilities Department City water is supphed by the Colorado River and the California 
State Water Project, and is stored in numerous reservoirs. The University Heights Reservoir, 
located approximately 5 miles northeast of the project site, provides water to ths Centre City 
and the Navy Broadway Complex. Water conveyed from this rssfervoir is controlled with pressure 
regulating valves. One of these valves is located at Pacific Highway and F Strejst adjacent to the 
projsct sits. Water pressure in the project area is adsquate to ssrve existing'needs. 

Tne primary water facilities adjacent to the project site include 3C-inch, 16-inch, and i2-inch 
mains in Pacific Highway; a 16-inch main in Harbor Drive; and a 10-inch main in Broadway 
(Figurs 4-54). In addition, 6- and 8-inch mains bisect the site from Broadway to Market Street. 
The water facilities in the project area currently operate within their capacity.12 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

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

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

Sines the existing watsr facilities in the project vicinity are currently operating well within their 
service capacity, there would be no signincant impacts to water service from the reduced density 
uses of Aitemative E, or the continued onsite uses of Aitemative G. Tnese facilities also have 
sufficient capacity to ssrve the additional uses proposed by Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F without 
resulting in significant impacts to water service. 

Although the proposed altsmativss would not adverssly affsct existing watsr facilitiss, the City 
of San Diego Water Utilities Department has expressed the nesd fcr upgrading the existing cast 
iron mains near the proiect site. Tne Water Utilities Department has an ongoing capita! 
improvement program to upgrade the cast iron water mains within the City, and recommends 
rspiacement of all such mains with new mains ranging from 12 to 16 inchss. Tns City specifically 
rscommends upgrading the mains in those portions of Broadway and F Street onsite, which ars 
currently 10-inch and 12-inch mains, respectively, to 16-inch diameter mains. Tnese would connect 
to existing 16-inch mains in Broadway, F Street, and Harbor Drive (Figure 4-54, page 4-120). The 
City plans to change the Harbor Drive main from a high pressure transmission main to a 
downtown pressure distribution main. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None of the aitematives wouid significantly affect the ability of the City to provide water ser/ice; 
therefore, no mitigation measures are necessary. 

4.4.6 WASTEWATER 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Sanitary sewer and wastewater treatment faculties that serve the project arsa are operated by 
the City of San Diego Water Utilities Department. Tne metropolitan sewage collection system 
consists of a network of collection sewers and interceptors that convey wastewater from the San 
Diego Metropolitan Sswer Service Area (and participating agencies) to the Point Loma 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (PLWTP). 
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TABLE 4.4-3 

WATER CONSUMPTION RATES FOR THE PROPOSED LAND USES 
(Net Increases) 

Aitemative Proposed Uses 

Water 
Consumption 
Rate Per Day 

Anticipated 
Daily Water 

Requirements 

A 

B 

D 

1,244,247 SF office3 100 gaL/l,0CO SF 
1,500 hotel rooms 180 gal/room 

55,000 SF museum 90 gaL/1,000 SF 
(601,360 SF industrial) (150 gaL/1,000 SF) 

Total 

1,494,247 SF office9 100 gaL/1,000 SF 
1,500 hotel rooms ISO gaL/room 

55,000 SF museum 90 gaL/1,000 SF 
(601,360 SF industrial) (150 gaL/1,000 SF) 

Total 

594,247 SF office' 
1,500 hotel rooms 

(601,360 SF industrial) 

100 gaL/1,000 SF 
180 gaL/room 

(150 gaL/1,000 SF) 

1,044,247 
1,800 

980,000 
(offsite) 

(601^60 

SF office3 

hotel rooms 
SF office 

SF industrial) 

100 gaL/1,000 SF 
180 gaL/room 
100 gal./l,000 SF 

(150 gaL/1,000 SF) 
Total 

594,247 SF office3 100 gaL/l.OOO SF 
(601,360 SF industrial) (150 gaL/1,000 SF) 

Total 

1,244,247 SF office3 . 100 gaL/1,000 SF 
1,500 hotel rooms 180 gaL/room , 

55,000 SF museum 90 gal./l,000:"SF 
(601,360 SF industrial) (150 gaL/1,000 SF) 

Total 

No New Uses NA 
Total 

124,425 gallons 
270,000 gallons 

4,950 gallons 
(90,204 gallons)13 

309,171 gallons 

149,425 
270,000 

4,950 
(90,204 
334,171 

gallons 
gallons 
gallons 
gallons) 
gallons 

59,425 gallons 
270,000 gallons 
(90,204 gallons)13 

239,221 gallons 

104,425 gallons 
324,000 gallons 

98,000 gallons 

(90,204 gallons)5 

436,221 gallons 

59,425 gallons 
(90,204 gaUons)b 

(30,779) gallons 

124,425 gallons 
270,000 gallons 

4,950 gallons 
(90,204 gallons)13 

309,171 gallons 

0 gallons 
0 saBons 

a Reflects proposed uses in excess of the existing 405,753 square fest of offics spacs onsite. 
Existing square footage has been subtracted from proposed uses to reflect the potential net 
increase in watsr consumption, 

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

Source: Jim Wageman, City of San Diego Water Utilities Department, 1989, and Michael 
Brandman Associates, 1989. 
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Numerous sewer facihties serve the project site (Figure 4-55). Wastewater from the. site is 
conveyed south to Market Street via a 15-inch sewer main in Pacific Highway. Another 15-inch 
sewer line in Market Street conveys wastewater to a 36-inch regional trunk sewer in Kettner 
Boulevard, which then transports wastewater north to the Point Loma Treatment Plant. Am 
abandoned 24-inch line crosses the southwesterly 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 
lines; however, approved development in the project area wouid require uparading of the 15-
inch sewer lines in Pacific Highway and Market Street to Kettner Boulevard. 

According to the City of San Diego, Point Loma Plant has capacity to treat 223 million gallons 
per day (mgd) and has a flow rats of 190 mgd, indicating sufficient capacity3. It provides advanced 
primary treatment, then discharges treated wastewater to the ocean through an outfall. However, 
the Federal Clean Water Act cf 1975 and the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit for the PLWT? require that wastewater receive secondary treatment. 
Thersfore, the Qty does not comply with ths Clean Water Act and with the NPDES permit for 
this plant14 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB) are joint plaintiffs suing the City of San Diego for noncompliance 
with the Qean Water Act and the NPDES permit, and has issued to the City a cease and desist 
order requiring compliance by 1996. The City has indicated it may not be able to meet this date 
and is negotiating an agreemsnt with EPA. and RWQCB. ' 

Nevertheless, the City has committed to providing secondary trsatmsnt at the Point Loma 
Wastewater Treatment Plant, although the timeline has not been finalized. The City is planning 
to expand capacity at the plant to 240 mgd by 1992 and to 340 mgd by 2050. Secondary treatment 
of ail this wastewater would be nrovided." Wastswater flow proiscticns through 2010 are 
207 mgd, so adequate plant capacity is projected at least through 2010. 

The Point Loma Plant is also subjected to the California State Ocean Plan, which provides water 
quahty standards for wastewater outfalls for the purpose of maintaining beneficial uses of ths 
ocean. Compliance with the plan is monitored by the California Department of Health Services 
(DHS). DHS has indicated that thsre are no toxicity problems at the plant's outfall, but that 
there are periodic coliform problems at the outer edges of some kelp beds. The City of San 
Diego is considering an outfall extension or a chlorination/dechlorination/discharse program to 
resolve this problem.' 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED AL-TERNATTVES 

Tne City of San Diego Watsr Utihties Department has established daily generation rates for 
wastewater typically produced by the various land usss. Table 4,4-4 lists the generation rates and 
the amount of wastewater anticipated from the procosed aitematives. At even the highest rate 

Tne P.egional Watsr Quality Control Board (RWQCB) has indicated thsre is some 
question concerning plant capacity, and is requesting additional information from the 
city. Nevertheless, RWQCB has also indicated that the systsm is not capacity 
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TABLE 4.4-4 

WASTEWATER GENERATION RATES FOR THE PROPOSED LAND USES 
(Net Increases) 

Aitemative Proposed Uses 

Wastewater 
Generation 

Rate Per Day 

Anticipated 
Wastewater 
Generation 

A 

D 

VJ 

1,244,247 SF office3 85 gaL/1,000 SF 
1,500 hotel rooms 140 gaL/room 

55,000 SF museum 70 gaL/l.OOO SF 
(601,360 SF industrial) (115 gaL/1,000 SF) 

1,494,247 SF office9 85 gaL/1,000 SF 
1,500 hotel rooms 140 gaL/room 

55,000 SF museum 70 gal./l,000 SF 
(601,360 SF industrial) (115 gaL/1,000 SF) 

Total 

594,247 SF office3 . 85 gaL/1,000 SF 
1,500 hotel rooms 140 gaL/room' 

(601360 SF industrial) (115 .gaL/1,000 SF) 
Total 

1,044,247 SF offics3 

1,800 hotel rooms 
980,000 SF offics 
(offeite) 
(601,360 SF industrial) (115 gaL/1,000 SF) 

Total 

85 gaL/1,000 SF 
140 gaL/room 
85 gaL/1,000 Sr 

594,247 SF office3 100 gaL/1,000 SF 
(601^60 SF industrial) (115 gaL/1,000 SF) 

Total 

1,244,247 SF office3 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 

No New Uses NA 
Tatai 

105,760 gallons 
210,000 gallons 

3,850 gallons 
(69,115 gallons)13 

250,495 gallons 

127,011 gallons 
210,000 gallons 

3,850 gallons 
(69,115 gallons)" 
271,746 gallons 

50,510 gallons 
210,000 gallons 
(69,115 gaIlons)b 

191,395 gallons 

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

(69,115 gaHons)b 

354,945 gallons 

50,510 gallons 
(69,115 gallons)13 

(18,605) gallons 

105,760 gallons 
210,000 gallons 

3,850 gallons 
(69,115 gallons)b 

250,495 gallons 

0 gallons 
0 gallons 

a Reflects proposed usss in excess of the sxisting 405,753 square fset of office space onsite. 
Existing square footage has been subtracted to identify the net -increase or decrease in 
wastswater generation, 

b Rsflscts ths rsduction 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 Associates, 1989. 
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of wastewater generation (354,945 gallons/day, Aitemative 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 additional wastewater would not significantly affect the quality of water 
discharged from -the outfall, nor would it affect the ability of ths City to provide sscondary 
trsatmsnt of wastewater. It would also not significantly affect the capacity of the treatment 
system. ' The EPA has concurred with this conciusicn. 

Tne density of usss proposed by Aitematives A, B, C, D, and F would significantly increase the 
amount of wastewater conveyed through existing sewer facilities. Each of these aitematives 
would represent a substantial increase over the existing uses (i.s., Aitemative G), and would 
result in significant impacts to sewer conveyance facihties. 

The uses proposed for Aitemative E would result in a decrease in the amount of wastewater 
currently being generated at the sits, so it would not cause any significant impacts. The existing 
sewer facihties currently provide adequate service to the project site. Therefore, no significant 
impacts would occur with Aitemative G. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following measures are proposed to mitigate significant impacts fiom Aitematives A, B, C, 
D, and F to sanitary sewer facihties: 

• The existing 15-inch diametsr mains located in Pacific Highway and in Market 
Street (Figure 4-55, page 4-124) will be upgraded by the project developer, in 
coordination with the City, of San Diego, to a capacity sufficient to serve future 
onsite development, as well as future upstream 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 Street to the intersection of Market Strsst and Kettner 
Boulevard. Tne sewer line will be constructed upon demand for a new line 
creatsd by the project Upon implementation of these measures, adverse impacts 
from Aitematives A, B, C, D, and F related to sewer facihties wouid be avoided. 

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 contractors. Refuse collected from the project site is currently taken to the 
West Miramar Landfill, a Qass III facility operated by the City of San Diego Disposal Division. 
Tne landfill currently receives 1.6 million cubic yards of refuse per year and has a remaining 
capacity of 26 million cubic yards. Tne City has estimated that the landfill will reach capacity in 
1995; consequently, the City is in the procsss of identifying a replacement landfill site. Tne City 
has entered into a joint powers agreement with the County of San Diego to determine the 
location of new sites within the City. In addition, the Citv is considering exc-andine the West 
Miramar site." 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED .ALTERNATIVES 

Aitematives A through F wouid generate greater quantities cf solid waste than the existing onsite 
uses (AJtemative G), In addition to typical daily solid waste production during project operations, 
Alternatives A through F would require demolition of most existing onsite structures. The 
increase of daily solid wastes, and disposal of demolished construction materials, wculd-
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 aitemative arrangement will be needed to provide the necsssary capacity for future 
solid waste dispcsal. 

The San Diego County Department of Public Works Solid Waste Division uses a generation 
factor of 1.6 tons per person per year to determine the quantity of solid waste produced by land 
uses.2 Table 4.4-5 lists the quantity of solid waste expected to be generated by future employees 
of the proposed project aitematives (A through G). 

Aitematives 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
t 
G 

ANTICIPATE 

TABLE 4.4-5 

D SOLID WASTE GENERATION 
FOR PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

Increase in 
Employees3 

8,648 
9,759 
5,745 

12,340 
4,545 
8,648 

0 

Solid Waste 
Generation 

Factor 

1.6 tons^r/employee 
1.6 tons/yr/employee 
1.6 tons/yr/empicyee 
1.6 tons/yr/employes 
1.6 tons/tyr/smployee 
1.6 tons/tyr/employee 
1.6 tons/yr/empioyee 

Solid Waste 
Generation 

(tons/yr) 

13,800 
15,600 
9,200 

19,700 
7,300 

13,800 
0 

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

b Generation factor represents average annual per capita trash generation for residential, 
commercial, and industrial uses, and demolition activities, for 1988 population (Eric Swanson, 
personal communication, San Diego County Department of Public Works Solid Waste Division, 
1989). 

iource: Michael Brandman Associates, 1989. 
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Tne largest increase of solid waste would occur with the Aitemative A, the Alternative B, the 
Aitemative D, and Alternative F, from which an anticipated 13,800, 15,600, 19,700, and 13,800 
tons, respectively, would be generated per year. Aitemative C and Aitemative E would result in 
iesser increase to solid waste generation (i.e., 9,200 and 7,300 additional tons per year over 
existing uses, respectively). The West Miramar landfill will provide adequate solid 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 solid 
waste disposal are anticipated with implementation of any of the aitematives. 

With Aitemative G, the site would not be redeveloped, no demolition would taks place, and no 
increase in solid waste generation would occur. Therefore, there would be no significant impacts. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

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

ENDNOTES: 

1 Qty of San Diego, i987c. 
2 Hagman, San Diego Police Department, personal communication, 1988. 
3 Inman, San Diego Fire Department, personal communication, 1988. 
4 George, San Diego Fire Department, personal communication, 1988. 
5 Sumier, San Diego Furs Dspartment, personal communication, 1988. 
6 San Diego Unifisd School District, psrsonal communication, 1988. 
7 Cherry, San Diego Unified School District, personal communication, 1988, 
S City of San Diego, op. cit 
9 Smith, San Diego Parks and Recreation Department, psrsonal communication. 1988. 

10 Ibid. 
11 Jacoby, San Disgo Watsr Conssrvation Departmsnt, psrsonal communication, 1988. 
12 Ibid. 
13 Graft, San Diego Water Utihties Department, personal communication, 1988. 
14 Child, San Diego Water Utihties Department, personal communication, 1989. 
15 McCann, Regional Water Quahty Control Board - San Diego Region, personal 

communication, 1989. 
16 Tomsavic, Environmental Protection Agsney, psrsonal communication, 1989. 
17 Child, op. cit v 

18 City of San Diego, op. cit 
19 Child, op. cit 
20 McCann, op. cit 
21 Child, op. cit 
22 Tomsavic, op. cit. • 
23 Clay, West Miramar Landfill, personal communication, 1988. 
24 Swanson, San Diego Public Works Department, personal communication; 1988. 
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4.5 SOCIOECONOMICS 

Ths socioeconomic analysis is bassd primarily on local and rsgional growth projections that ars 
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 
area. 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 core and waterfront The boundaries of the areas 
are depicted on Figurs 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 

RegionaB Fopoiation. Housing, and Employment 

Existing Regional Population 

San Diego County has an estimated 1988 population of 2,320,700,1 malting 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 19S8.2 

The City of San Diego comprises almost half of the county's population and is now the second 
largsst city in California.3 Ths 1988 population is estimated at i,058,700.4 Although the City's 
rate of growth is not as high as the county's, the City's population has increased 51 percent since 
1970 and 4.5 percent since 1986. 

Existmg Regional Honssng 

San Disgo County had an sstimated 855,545 housing units (as of January 1,1987), an increase 
of nearly 19 percent since 1980 and nearly 4 percent since 1986. Single-family units have 
dominated the regional housing inventory, constituting over 57 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 January 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 percent5 

Existing Regional Employment 

San Diego County's civilian labor force numbered 333,300 as of 19S6, the mosl recent year for 
which data were available. For the third consecutive year, ths county's employment showed a 
significant 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-retail trade. 
Table 4.5-1 depicts the labor force by occupation. 
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TABLE 4.5-1 

EMPLOYMENT BY OCCUPATION 
COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

Occupation 
Number of 
Employees 

1986 

Percent 
of total 

Agricultural, 
Forestry, Mining, 
Fishina 

Construction 

Nondurable 
Manufacturing 

Durable 
Manufacturing 

Transportation, 
Communication 

"Wholesale Trade 

Rstail Trads 

Financs, Insurance, 
Real Estate 

Ssrvicss 

Government 

TOTAL 

12,400 

52,000 

21,600 

100,400 

32,100 

34,800 

162,700 

56,200 

211,1002 

150.000 

833,300 

1.5 

6.2 

2.6 

12.1 

3.9 

4.2 

19.5 

6.7 

5.3 

18.0 

100.0 

Source: California Employment Development Department, 1987, 

As shown in Table 4.5-1, ths county smploymsnt base is diverss. According to the City of San 

it is estimated that ths Navy and the Marine Corps still contributs approximatsiy 20 percent of 
the county's gross product, which constitutes a substantial segment of the overall economy. 
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Projected Regional Population 

Population 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 Califomia."8 The county is forecast to gain 444,726 
persons by the year 2000, as shown in Tabie 4.5-2. 

TABLE 4.5-2 r 

City cf San Diego County of San Diego 

1988? 
1 9 9 0 b , 

1995b 

.2000^ 
2010f 

Year Population Housing Employment Population Housing Employment 

1,058,700 
1,029,600 
1,160,234 
138,738 
1,375,232 

415,590 
385,600 
446,385 
484,941 
543,437 

592,562 
534,500 
659,448 
707,915 
812,583 

2,320,700 
2,424,240 
2,567,193 
2,765,421 
3,133,851 

765,262 
865,800 
958,023 

1,051,006 
1,204,899 

1,026,761 
930,200 

1,263,391 
1,366,140 
1,589,260 

a 1988 estimates from City of San Diego Planning Denartment 
b SANDAG, 1987c. 
c Current (1988) population employment and housing estimates sxcsed ths projected 1990 

estimatss by apprcximateiy 30,000. 

Source: Michael Brandman Associates, Inc., 1989. 

The average annual projected growth rate in San Diego County is 2.2 psrcsnt, which is greater 
than both California's (1.1 percent) and the United States (0.8 percent).9 The estimated average 
annual increase of 41,000 people is not as large as the recent growth of 69,000 persons between 
1986 and 1987. Most growth is expected north of 1-8. By the year 2010, the majority of the 
region's population is expected to reside in north city and north county MSAs. 

The City of San Diego is also expected to grow at a reduced rate over the next decade. Tne 
growth rate is expected to remain steady and average approximately 1 percent annually through 
2000, with an anticipated overall increase of approximately 180,000 persons over 1988 estimates 
(Table 4.5-2). The most current (as of 1988) population estimates for the city exceed, by 30,000 
people, the projected (in 1987) city population by 1990, indicating a more rapid rate of growth 
than expected. 

Projected Rsgional Housiag 

The county is anticipated to increase its housing inventory by 37 percent, or nearly 286,000 units, 
to reach approximately 1,051,000 units by 2000 (Table 4.5-2). A majority of the growth is 
expected to occur in the northern region where more land is considered available for 
development10 
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The City of San Diego's recent building boom is expected to slow to a degres and ths north 
should continus to grow fastsr than the south. By the year 2000, 69,000 new houses are projected 
to be built, bringing the citywide total to 484,941 units. 1 As with population, however, the City's 
estimated housing stock in 1988 exceeds fay 30,000 units the total projected (in 1987) for 1990, 
suggesting a more rapid growth rate than projected. 

Projected Regional Employment 

The county is expected to gain 339,379 civilian jobs by 2000, a civilian employment increase of 
33 percent over 1988 (Table 4.5-2). The highest rate cf growth is expected in the wholesale, 
retail, and services sectors (including tourism), with high technology, manufacturing, transportation, 
communication, utihties, finance, insurance, and real estate also showing growth. Along with 
agriculture, forestry, and fisheries, construction and government jobs will dechne in percsntage 
of total regional employment Little change is anticipated in the number of military 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 wiU be 115,253 new jobs—a 19 percent increase over 
1988 levels. However, the current estimate of city employment exceeds the projected employment 
for 1990 by 58,000, suggesting a more rapid than projected rate of employment growth. 

Local Fomilation. Housing, and Employment 

Existing Local PopMlatioa 

The population of the Central MSA (where the projsct site is located) (Figurs 4-30, pags 4-86) 
grew 11 psrcsnt between 1980 and 1986, reaching a total 1986 population of 548,722. The smaller 
statistical arsa—Central San Diego SRA-—reprssentsd approximatsiy 6.4 percent of the region's 
1980 population, with a total of 117,400 persons. 

Tne SRA population has increased 23 percent since 1980 and is currently (1988) 144,805,:L3 Tae 
Centre City substatistical area had a 1987 population of 12,132.14 

Existing Local HoHSing 

Tne 1986 housing inventory for the MSA was 199,105 units;, a 7-percent increase from 1980. 
The SRA's housing inventory grew 9 percent during the same time period to 60,560 in i9S6.15 

Centre City had a housing inventory of 7,709 units in 1987.15 

Existing Local Employment 

Employment totaled 259,122 in the Central MSA in 1986, a growth of 5 percent between 198G 
and 1986. Tne SRA had an increase in employment of 20 percent for the same time period, 
reaching 151,000 in 1986,17 Centre City had 60,300 jobs in 1986.18 

Projected Local Growili 

Population, housing, and employment growth projections are provided by MSA. and SRA, but not 
for the smaller Centre City statistical area, whers oniy current data are available (except with 
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regard to employmsnt). Estimates of currsnt (1986/1987) population, housing, and employment 
exceed 1990 projections for the Central MSA and Central San Diego 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 to 
be San Diego's slowest growing MSA. The smaller Central San Diego SRA is projected to 
increase by 3,100 people between 1986 and 20CO, a 2-percsnt incrsase. However, as noted in 
Table 4.5-3, the current (1986) population fcr the SRA already excseds ths projsctsd 1990 
population by nearly 21,000 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 incrsass 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 69329 for the SRA' 

Projected Local Employment 

Total employment for Central MSA is projected to increase by 23 percent (or approximately 
60,000 jobs) between the years 1986 and 2000. The largest projected growth in employment in 
the MSA is anticipated to occur south of 1-8. Employment in the Central San Diego SRA is 
expected to increase by 44 percent (or 56,776 jobs) over the same period. One-third of the 
projected incrsass is expected to occur in Centre City, with a projsctsd increase of 19,000 
jobs-a 32-percent growth-between 1986 and 2000. 

4.5;2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

Direct Effects on Population. Housing, and Employment 

None of the alternatives include the development 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 result in indirect housing 
demands and population growth through project-induced in-migration to the region. However, 
given the substantial housing and population base in San Diego (415,590 housing units and a 
population of over 1 million in 1988), new employess to ths rsgion associatsd with the project 
would be absorbed without notable secondary effects. Aitemative E (military construction), 
which consolidates existing Navy administrative staff located in San Diego on the project site and 
provides no other employment, and Aitemative G (no action) would not generate any substantial 
long-term employment opportunities and, therefore, would not result in-migf'ation to ths region. 
Tabie 4.5-4 shows the anticipated employment levels for sach aitemative and Table 4.5-5 
compares these levels with the employment growth projected for the Central MSA Central San 
Diego SRA, and the Centre City area for 1995 and 2000. Employment levels depicted in 
Tables 4.5-4 and 4.5-5 rsprsssnt ths jobs in excess of the approximateiy 2,100 jobs currently held 
by Navy and civilian administrative psrsonnei onsite. 
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l A H L J i 

GROWTH PROJECTIONS 1. FATISTICAL AREA 

Year 

198tf 

Ciirremb,c 

l990P'd 

1995" 

200Cf 

Centn 

Population 

495,500 

548,721 

521,900 

559,763 

577,118 

il MSA 

Housing 

180,800 

199,105 

196,100 

212,554 

222,134 

Em ploy m 

247,600 

259,772 

251,900 

303,112 

319,311 

Central San Diego SRA Centre City Statislical Area 

117,400 

144,806 

123,900 

150,733 

157,212 

55,700 

60,560 

61,100 

65,645 

69,329 

126,100 

128,233 

152,200 

176,422 

185,009 

12,132 7,709 60,300 

76,740 

79,344 

a Unmarked SANDAG Series 6; 1980, 1990, 2000. 
b 1987 (i.e., "current") population and Centre City housing provided by the City of San Diego. 
c SANDAG Series 7; 1986,1995, 2000. (The "currenl" year for housing and employment oulside of Centre City is assumed to be 1986, the most 

recent data year available.) 
d Note that current (1986) population, housing, and employment exceeds the 1990 projected levels in the Central MSA. Current (1986) 

population also exceeds the projected 19^0 population in the Central San Diego SRA. 

Source: SANDAG. 



TABLE 4.5-4 

NET EMPLOYMENT LEVEL-ALTERNATIVES A THROUGH G 

Proposed 
Aitemative 

Land Use 
Assumptions 

Employment 
Levels3 

Alternativs A 

Alternative B 

Altsmativs C 

Alternative D 

Aitemative t . 

1,000,000 SF Navy office 
650,000 SF commercial office 
1,500 hotel rooms 
55,000 SF museum 
25,000 SF retail 

Net Increase 

1,000,000 SF Navy ofSce 
900,000 SF commercial otScs 
1,500 hotel rooms 
55,000 SF museum 
25,000 SF retail 

Net Imcrease 

1,000,000 SF Navy oSce 
1,500 hotel rooms 
25,000 SF retail 

Net Increase 

20,000 SF Navy office 
1,430,000 SF commercial offics 
1,800 hotsl rooms 
25,000 SF rstail 
980,000 SF Navy offics 
(ofEsite) 

Subtotal 

Net Increase 

1,000,000 SF Navy office 

Net Kncrsase 

6,667 
2,889 
1,200 

15 

10,821 

SJ699a 

6,667 
4,000 
1,200 

15 
—SQ 

11,932 

9 ,81^ 

6,667 
1,200 
—SQ 
7,917 

5,79^ 

133 
6,355 
1,440 

50 

&£44 
14,522 

iz^orf1 

6,567 

$£S67 
4,54^ 

IB/6640G01.4B 
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TABLE 4.S-4 (continued) 

Proposed 
Aitemative 

Land Use 
Assumptions 

Employment 
Levels3 

Aitemative F 

Aitemative G 

1,000,000 Sr Navy office 
650,000 SF commercial office 
1,500 hotel rooms 
55,000 SF museum 
25,000 SF retail 

Subtotal 

Net lucrease 

405,753 SF Navy office 
601,360 SF industrial 

Net Increase 

6,667 
2,889 
1,200 

15 
50 

10,821 

S)699b 

2 J 2 f 

a Employment levels assume 150 gross square feet (gsf) cf Navy office use psr smployse, 225 
gsf of commercial office use per employee, 1.25 hotsl rooms per employee, and 4,000 gsf of 
museum use per employee. 

b Net total assumes future employment Isvel in excess of existing 2,122 emplcysss onsite. 

c Estimated existing onsite employment 

Source: Korve Engineering, Inc. and Michael Brandman Associates, 1989. 
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TAHLE 4.5-5 

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

Proiect 
Alternative 

A 

B 

C 

£ i > 
DO 

F 

G 

Anticipated 
Em p. Level 
For Project 
Alternative 

8,648" 

9,759^ 

5,745* 

10,89*/ 

4,545a 

n,64^ 

(f 

Central MSA 
1995 2000 

Employ. 1 

307,485 

307,485 

307,485 

307,485 

307,485 

307,485 

307,485 

?roj. % 

2.8% 

3.2% 

1.8% 

3.5% 

1.5% 

2.8% >.-

0.0% 

Employ. 1 

324,753 

324,753 

324,753 

324,753 

324,753 

324,753 

324,753 

Proj. % 

2.6% 

3.0% 

1.8% 

3.4% 

1.4% 

2.6% 

0.0% 

Central 
San Diego SRA 

1995 2000 
Employ. 1 

176,473 

176,473 

176,473 

176,473 

176,473 

176,473 

176,473 

Proj. % 

4.9% 

5.5% 

3.3% 

6.2% 

2.6% 

4.9% 

0.0% 

, Employ. 

180,100 

180,100 

180,100 

180,100 

180,100 

180,100 

180,100 

Proj. % 

4.8% 

5.4% 

3.2% 

6.0% 

2.5% 

4.8% 

0.0% 

Centre Cily 
Statistical Area 

1995 7nnn 
Employ. 

76,740 

76,740 

76,740 

76,740 

76,740 

76,740 

76,740 

Proj. % 

11% 

13% 

7% 

14% 

6% 

11% 

0.0% 

Employ. Proj. % 

79,344 11% 

79,344 13% 

79,344 7% 

79,344 14% 

79,344 6% 

79,344 11% 

79,344 0.0% 

a Anticipated employnienl level assumes future employment in excess ofcxisting 2,122 employees onsite. 

source: SANDAG, Series 7 Regional Growth Forecasts, July 1988 and Michael Brandman Associates 1989. 
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Altsmativss A B, C, D, E, and F wouid provids smploymsnt opportunities that vary according 
to the uses proposeci (see Tables 4.5-4, page 4-136 and 4.5-5, page 4-138). Aitematives C and E 
propose 1 million square feet of Navy office uses and would result in similar smploymsnt levels 
(5,745 and 4,545, .respectively). In addition to the proposed office uses, Aitemative C also 
includes 1,500 hotel rooms, resulting in an additional 1,200 jobs. Aitematives A B, and F propose 
similar land uses (i.e., office, hotel, and museum uses) and intensities, and would generate similar 
employment levels (8,699, 9,810, and 8,699, respectively). Tne uses proposed by Aitemative D 
would generate the highest net employment level (12,400 employees). Approximately 980,000 
square feet of Navy office uses would be dsveloped at an offsite location in the Centre City East 
area, supporting 6,544 employees, and 7,978 emplcyses would be on 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). Tne largest percent contribution to employment growth 
would be experienced within the Centrs City Census Tract, ths smallsst statistical, area. Long 
term employment levels associated with Aitematives A B, D, and E (i.e., 11, 13, 14, and 11 
percent, respectively) would represent a substantial contribution of employment opportunities for 
the Centrs City area by 2000, which would be a beneficial sffsct of thsss aitematives. 

Employment opportunities associated with Aitematives C, E, and G would represent a relatively 
minor percentage of the predicted employment within the Central MSA (1 to 2 percent), Central 
San Disgo SRA (1 to 3 percent), and Centrs City arsa (7, 6, and 3 psrcsnt, respectivsly). The 
additional employment associated with Alternative C and Aitemative E would also bsnsncially 
affect smployment levels. 

Fiscal Impact AssessHtent 

A Sscal impact rspcrt was prepared for the proposed aitematives and is cn file at the Broadway 
Complex Office, 555 West Beech Strset, Suite 101, San Diego, Califomia, 92101-2937. Provided 
below is a summary of ths report's conclusions. 

Ths Sscal impact assessment evaluates the public (governmental) ccst and revenue impUcations 
derived from changes in employment associated with the project Oniy the primary ccsts that 
would be incurred and the immediate revenues which would be generated from the proposed 
development alternatives have been evaluated. Indirect impacts were not addressed due to the 
difficulty in accurately predicting the secondary consequences: of growth, and the potential for 
double counting when primary and sscondary impacts are viewed simultaneously. Three 
methodological approaches are used: (1) application of municipal tax rates for propsrty, sales, and 
transient occupancy tax revenues; (2) per capita multipliers for anticipatsd polics and fire 
protection costs; and (3) per acrs multipliers for othsr revsnues and municipal expenditures such 
as planning, engineering, .and other support services. Tne projected total employmsnt generated 
from the proposed project aitematives is summarized in Table 4.5-6. ( 
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TABLE 4.5-6 

PROJECTED TOTAL EMPLOYMENT BY PHASE3 

Alternative 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

Phase 1 
1992-1994 

2,122 

2,122 

2,122 

2,122 

2,122 

2,122 

2,122 

Phase 2 
1995-1997 

2,572 

2,572 

2,572 

2,572 

2,122 

2,922 

2,122 

Phase3 
1998-2000 

3,349 

3,349 

3,701 

3,920 

6,667 

3,699 

2,122 

Phase 4 
2001-2003 

10,021 

11,143 

7,128 

11,783.. 

6,667 

8,815 

2,122 

Stabilized 
Occupancy 
2004-2006 ^ 

10,821 

11,932 

7,917 

14,513 

6,667 

10,821 

2,122 

a Total employment includes existing 2,122 Navy personnel currently on the site. Years refer to 
approximate years required to reach stabilized occupancy by phase. Based on smploymsnt 
assumptions prsssntsd in WK&A Sscal impact asssssment rsport. 

Sourcs: Korvs Engineering, Inc. and Wiliiam-Kuebelbeck & Associates, Inc. 1989. 

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

The annual tax revenues generated to the City of San Diego at project buildout (for property 
taxes) and stabilized occupancy (for retaU sales tax and hotel occupancy tax) are summarized in 
Table 4.5-7. Tne fiscal impacts of the respective development aitematives are presented in 
Table 4.5-8. Tne key Endings of the Sscal impact assessment are listed below. 
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TABLE 4.5-7 

FRO JECTED ANNUAL TAX REVENUES TO CITY OF SAN DIEGO AT 
PROJECT BUILDOUT3 

(in Thousands of Dollars) 

Aitemative 

Annual 
Property 

Tax 
Revenue 

$2, US6 

5,371 

3,193 

7,364 

0 

4,ooy 

0 

Annual 
Sales 
Tax 

Revenuec 

$565 

565 

565 

652 

0 

565 

0 

Annual 
Transient 

Occupancy 
i.3X 

$9,286 

9,286 

9,286-

11,246 

0 

9,286 

0 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

j . • , 

G 

a Property taxes based on project buildout in 2003. Retail sales and transient occupancy tax 
revenues based cn project stabilized occupancy in 2005. 

b Includes 1 psrcsnt property tax increment to city as well as zoological sxhibits tax at 30.005 
per $100 assessed value. Based on estimatsd construction ccst value of private development 
at project buildout in 2003. Increases 2 percent annually, per Proposition 13. 

c Based on 1 percsnt of taxable retail sales tax at project stabilized occupancy in 2005. 
Increases annually at estimated 5 percent inflation rate. 

d Based on 9 percent of gross hotel room revenues at project stabilized occupancy in 2005. 
Increases annually at estimated 5 percent inflation rate. ,;. 

e After deduction of estimated annual S2.55 million tax allocation bond payments for city-
funded public improvement 

Source: Wiiliams-Kuebelbeck & Associates, Inc. 1989. 
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TABLE 4.5-8 

PROJECTED NET AND CUMULATIVE FISCAL IMPACTS OF PROJECT 
(in Thousands of Dollars) 

Development 
Aitemative 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

Net Annual 
Fiscal 

Impact 
in2005a 

$19,383 

23,691 

18,743 

30,708 

-2,138 

21,209 

• -697 

Cumulative 
Fiscal 

Impact 
in 2005" 

$100,936 

130,275 

101,592 

176,476 

-19,325 

129,806 

-8,248 ' 

Net Annual 
Fiscal 
Impact 

in Year 20 

$41,317 

47,188 

38.224 

60,825 

-4,667 

42,371 

-1,521 

Cumulative 
30-Year 

Fiscal 
Impact 

$576,104 

686,206 

547,827 

894,620 

-72,435 . 

628,408 

-25.554 

a At full developmsnt stabilizsd occupancy. 

Sourcs; Wiiliams-Kuebelbeck & Associates, Inc., 1989. 

Aitematives A B, C, D, and F all generate significant property tax incrsmsnt, 
as wsll as rstail 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 
facihties. 

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 $93 million under ths A, B, C, and F Alternatives, tc $11.2 million under 
Alternative D. 

« Aitematives A, B, C, D, and F would all generate net annual'cperating surpluses 
to the City of San Diego by 1994, -while the Aitematives E and G would 
consistently yield annual operating deficits throughout the 3G-year projection 
period. 
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• By year 30 of the proposed projsct (2021), Altsmativss A B, C, D, and F wouid 
generate cumulative surpluses to the. City of San Diego of $576.1 million, 
$686.2 million, $547.8 million, $894.6 miilicn, and $628.4 miilicn, respectively. 
Conversely, Aitematives E and G would yield cumulative deficits of $72.4 million 
and $25.6 million, respectively. 

4.53 MITIGATION MEASURES 

Alternatives A through F would provide positive economic and employment effects to the project 
area and would not result in any significant impacts. Tnerefcre, no mitigation measures are 
necessary. Even though Aitemative G would not generate an increase in employment 
opportunities, and Aitematives E and G wouid not generate positive fiscal effects, no significant 
environmental impacts would result. 

1 Turner, City of San Diego, personal communication, 1988. 
2 , Ibid. 
3 City of San Diego, 1987b. 
4 Turner,.op. cit 
5 San Diego Association of Governments, 1987a. 
6 City of San Diego, op. cit 
7 Ibid. 
S San Diego Association of Govsmments, op. cit 
9 City of San Diego, op. cit 
10 San Diego Association of Governments, op. cit 
11 Ibid. 
12 City of San Diego, op. cit 
13 Polinsky, San Diego Association of Governments, 1988. 
14 Turner, op. cit 
15 Polinsky, op cit 
16 Turner, op. cit. 
17 Polinsky, op. cit 
IS Turner, op. cit. 
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4.6 PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 

4.6.1 GEOLOGY AND SEISMICITY 

The following discussion summarizes a geotechnical investigation conducted for the project site 
by Hirsch and Company in Febmary 1988. 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Geologic Setting 

The projsct sits lies in an area of low relief within the coastal plain adjacent to San Diego Bay. 
The project area is located wsst of the historical high tide line in an area that was previously 
characterized by the tidal flats and marshes that naturally existed around the margins cf San 
Diego Bay. Holocene-age lagoon and bay ssdiments accumulated in thess areas over a gently 
sloping surface of older Pleistocsne-age deposits. The site has subsequently, been reclaimed by 
tbe hydraulic fill placed between 1920 and the late 1930s. The fill was placed over the 
depositional surface of the bay deposits to form the existing land surface. 

The project site is covered with surface pavsmsnt Bsiow the surface pavement the site is 
underlain by a layer of 511 soils that was placed over the natural bay deposits. The bay deposits 
are in turn undsrlain by oldsr Pleistocene sedimentary deposits of the Bay Point Formation. 
Tnese geologic units are described below in the order of increasing age. 

Hydraulic fill soils derived from bay dredging operations are located on the project site. T i e 
average fill depth is about 10 fest north of F Strsst South of F Strsst, the fill ranges from 7 
to 10 feet with an average of approximateiy 8 feet The hydraulic fill soils consist cf light brown 
to gray silty and poorly graded fine sands which contain abundant shell fragments, few silt and clay 
layers, and occasional clay balls and pockets. 

The upper few feet of the hydraulic fill soils have been locally reworked. Imported fill (up to 3 
fest) has bssn placed on ths hydraulic fill in ths northwestern and eastern portions of the site. 
The observed imported fill soils are generally similar tô  the hydraulic £11 soils and consist cf 
brown silty sands with some clay layers and balls. 

Bay Deposits 

Late Quaternary-age embayment deposits underlie the Sli soils. Tns deposits generally consist 
of very loose to medium dense silty and clayey sands with some sandy and clayey silt laysrs. The 
average depth of bay deposits is approximateiy 3 feet north of F Street and 16 feet south of 
F Street The bay deposits south of F Strset generally thicken toward the west. 

Bay Point Fonnataon 

Pleistocsne-age terrace deposits of the Bay Point Formation underlie the bay deposits to the 
maximum depths explored (approximately 44 fset). Tne deposits consist of medium dense 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 to poorly graded sands and from medium dense to dense or very dense conditions with 
depth below the top ofthe Bay Point Formation soils. Tae depth of dense to very dense portions 
of the deposits varies across the site and appears to range from approximately 15 to 40 feet below 
the existing ground surfacs. 

Fattltinq aad Seismidtv 

The project site, like much of downtown San Diego, is within the Rose Canyon Fault zone. The 
onshore portion of the Rose Canyon Fault zone extends along the northeast flank of Mount 
Soledad and continues southward along the eastern portion cf Mission Bay. The £one widens 
and diverges between Mission Bay and San Diego Bay as it continues across tc Coronado and 
beyond to the south. Tne most significant traces of the Rose Canyon Fault zone generally trend 
north to north-northwest near downtown San Diego. 

The Rose Canyon Fault zone is considered to prssent a significant seismic hazard to the coastal 
San Diego area; rscsnt sarthquaks activity within the general area of southern San Diego Bay 
further dsmonstrates the ssismic activity of this zons of faults. During July 1985 a series cf 
earthquakes up to Richter magnitude 4.2 were rsccrded in the vicinity of San Diego Bay. Tne 
surface rupture potential associated with faults in the Rose Canyon Fault zone is not well 
undsrstood. In downtown San Disgo, fault tracss within the Rose Canyon Fault zone have been 
difficult to locate due tc dsvslopmsnt dating back many decades which may obscure or obliterate 
surface geologic expression of faults, in many areas, shallow groundwater conditions also iimit 
geologic studies to shallow exposures. Rscsnt 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 around San Diego Bay are also believed to displace Flolocsns sediments. Therefore, at least 
soms portions of ths fault zone are considered "active." 

In addition to the Rose Canyon Fault zone, other major active faults (which have produced 
recurring earthquakes having a magnitude greater than 4.0) are the Elsinore Fault zone and the 
Coronado Banks Fault zone, which are apprcximateiy 45 miles northeast and 13 miles southwest 
of the site, respectively. 

LiquelFactlog Fotentsa! 

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 
behaves more like a liquid than a solid. 

The very loose to medium dense sands and nonplastic silts of the hydraulic fills and bay deposits 
below the groundwater level represent a potential liquefaction hazard to ths projsct site during 
significant ground shaking. Tne consequencss of liquefaction, should it occur at diis site, probably 
would be seen as localized sand boils, ground cracks, and ground settlements. It is possible that 
lateral movement of soils into the bay could occur as a result of soil liquefaction. The relatively 
dense sands and silts of the Bay Point Formation have a low potential for liquefaction. Tne 
project site wouid not be subject to a greater risk of liquefaction potential than other adjacent 
arsas along the San Diego Bay. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

Effects on Soils and Erosion 

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

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

2. Contribution of particulates to ths air strsam, 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 Centrs City area (in addition to the erosion that could occur at the Navy Broadway 
Complex site). Tnis sedimentation, if it were to occur, would eventually be. conveyed to San 
Diego Bay. If large areas of the project site(s) were Isft with Exposed soils during storms, the 
environmental impact from erosion could be significant, because sedimentation of the Bay could 
adversely affect marine biological resources. 

Aitemative 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 erosion impacts would 
result 

Effects from Geologic Hazards 

Faulting and Seismicity 

The preciss location of ths Ross Canyon Fault and its associatsd branchss is not known. Tnus, 
it is unknown if thsrs is any faulting within ths boundaries of the project site or the Centre City 
site for Aitemative D. If the fault dees bisect the project or aitemative site, seismic activity could 
cause surface rupture and substantia] damage to structures, which would be a sigmficant impact 
to all of the aitematives. 

Since the project site and aitemative site are located in a seismicaily active region, strong seismic 
activity would be expected to occur within the lifetime of the project. Seismic groundsbaking 
could result in substantial damage to structures and is considered a significant impact to 
Alternatives A through F, *• 

Additional damage to the Navy Broadway Complex could, occur if liquefaction is realizsd during 
a seismic event This is considered a significant impact to Alternatives A through F. It is 
unknown if a liquefaction hazard is present at the alternative site for Aitemative D. However, 
due to its inland location, the liquefaction potential at this site is likely to be lower than at the 
Navy Broadway Compiex. 

With Altsmative G, potential seismic shaking couid affect existing structarss onsite. With the 
exception of a portion of Building Nc. 1, none of the existing buildings comply with earthquake 
safety standards set by the Uniform Buiiding Code. Tnis does not represent a change from 
current conditions, so no impact would result. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 

The Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) was consulted regarding specific mitigation 
measures for erosion control RWQCB does not gensrally develop erosion control measures. 
Tne following measure would mitigate any impacts from soil erosion during constmction: 

• An erosion control pian will be implemented during constmction of new 
structures at the Navy Broadway Complex site and (if it is selected) at the 
aitemative site. Tne plan will be prepared by the project developer and will 
receive appropriate approvals prior to the initiation cf construction. Major 
components of the plan would include (but not be limited to) the following: 

Regular watering cf exposed soil. 

Kydroseeding of large (l-acre-plus) areas of exposed soils that will remain. 
exposed and undisturbed by construction for 3 or more months at a time. 

Draining any areas where ponding occurs. 

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

Upon implementation of this measure, adverse impacts from soils erosion would 
be avoided (Aitematives A through F). 

Compliance with buiiding codes would mitigate sigmficant impacts from geologic hazards. 

4.6.2 ErTRACTABLE RESOURCES 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

An analysis was conducted of the potential fcr extractable rssourcss to be located on or beneath 
the site. Based on infonnation available from the U.S. Bureau of Land Management2 and the 
California Division of Oil and Gas, the project site is not known to have any extractable 
rssourcss such as oil, gas, or aggrsgats, and no resources are currently or are known to have been 
extracted from the site. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

The project site and the second site location for Alternative D are not known to contain any 
extractable resources, and thers is no evidence tc suggest any would be found during the 
excavation and grading phases of Alternatives A through F. Therefore, construction of 
Altsmatives A through F would net result in significant impacts to extractable resources. 

Since the project site "does not contain extractable resources, the existing onsite strictures 
associated with Alternativs G would not prsciude the mining of essential natural resources. 
Tnus, no significant impacts to extractable resources wouid occur. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 

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

4.6.3 HYDROLOGY 

, AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT r 

Surface Hydrology/Drainage 

The project site is level, at street grade, and covered with impervious surfaces. During rain 
storms, surface water flows to existing subsurface storm drains located on and adjacent to the 
project site. Five storm drains (one 36-inch, one 24-inch, two 18-inch, and one i6-mch) convey 
storm water to the San Diego Bay (see Figure 4-57). 

Tne project site is west of the historic mean high tide line of San Disgo Bay. Howevsr, according 
to the National Flood Insurance Program, it is within Socd hazard Zone C, which dsnotss minimal 
flooding. 

Groundwater 

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

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

Implementation of Aitematives A through F would result in increased sedimentation during 
demolition and constmction activities as subsurface soils are exposed to runoff (see Section 4.6.1, 
page 4-146). No long-term increases in runoff would occur sines the Navy Broadway Ccmpiex 
site is already fully developed with impervious surfaces. 

One additional concern, expressed by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) with respect 
to water quahty, is associated with the potential for nonpoint source pollution from an accidental 
fuel spill from constmction vehicles during project construction or from runoff from the site. In 
the unlikely event that a large spill were to occur, hydrocarbons could bs released directly to the 
storm-drain system and flow to the bay. The EPA also sxprsssed concern with regard lo 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 rssponse or for 
control of runoff water quahty. 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 release into receiving waters. This wouid have no effect on the project, as the standards would 
not be directed toward individual developments. 

Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F would ail include subsurface parking. Construction and operation 
of these aitematives would rsquire temporary and permanent groundwater dewatering. Thsre is 
a potential for contaminatsd groundwater to b s drawn to the site during dewatering. This issue 
is discussed in Section 4.11, page 4-220. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 

Tne erosion control pian, described in Section 4.6.1, page 4-147, includes the 
placement of sandbags in gutters and around storm drains during grading. If fuel 
was accidentally released during construction, it would collect near the sandbags 
before it enters the storm drain. The construction personnel will be required 
to notify local heaith officials immediately to clean up spilled fuel in order to 
minimize the amount entering ths storm-drain systsm. 

ENDNOTES: 

1 Hirsch and Company, 1988. 
2 Ortiz, Bureau of Land Management, personal communication, 1988. 
3 Guerard, Califomia Division of Oil and Gas, personal communication, 1988. 
4 Hirsch and Company, cp. cit. 
5 Hirsch and Company, Ibid. 
6 Posthumous, Regional Water Quahty Ccntrol Board, personal communication, 1989. 
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4.7 mOLQGICAL RESOURCES 

4.7.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Regional Setting 

Tne 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 resources. There are thrse major areas in which 
sigmficant levels of environmental pollution are found in the bay: heavy metals associated with 
ship anticorrosion activities near the sntrancs to the bay, PCBs associated with runoff from 
activities near Harbor Island, and copper ore 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 resources ars 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 (Salsoia iberica). horseweed fConyza canadenisl. and sow thistle (Sonchus sp.). 
None of these species is indigenous to the area and none is considered threatened or endangersd 
by sithsr Fsdsral or state rssource agsnciss. 

Wildlife is limited to those species typically associated with highly disturbed urban environments. 
Species that could be found on the site include ths side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana). house 
finch (Caropdacus m ericas a), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura). American crow (Corvus 
brachymchos). and European starling (Stumus vulgaris). As with vegetation, none of thess speciss 
is considered threatensd or endangersd by eithsr Federal cr state resource agencies. 

The San Diego Bay waterfront is located one block west of the site, A monitoring 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 signs of substantial deterioration. No other studies are known to have been conducted 
in the project area sines. ' The projsct site contributes drban 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 ofSces under Aitemative D would be in the highly urbanized Centre 
City East area. Although a specific site has not been selected, it is probabie,that the biological 
resources on the site would be similar to those found on ths Navy Broadway Complex site. 

4.7.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

None of the aitematives would alter ths biological nature of the Navy Broadway Complex site, 
which would continue to function as a developed, urban site. Thers would be no direct effect 
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cn terrestrial biological resources associated with any of the alternatives because there are no 
known threatened or endangered biological resources on the Navy Broadway Complex site. 

Tne ofisite Navy ofSces associated with Aitemative D would also be located in an urbanized arsa. 
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 biological resources have been raised through the environmental 
scoping process. Tne first issue raised was that if any over-water structures were developed, they 
could shade the marine environment and reduce productivity of nearshore plants and animals. 
Such structures could also eliminate foraging habitat for such birds as the Federal- and state-
listed endangered Califomia least tern fStema antillamm brcwni). None of the aitematives 
includes over-water structures. Reprsssntatives of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) and the National Marine Fisheries Ser/ice (NMFS) were informed of this and agreed 
that the project would not have a significant shading impact cn marins habitat ' 

A second concern is the potential for bird strikes if reflective materials ars ussd on projsct 
stractures. Tne design guideiines proposed for the project (Appendix D) prohibit the use of large 
areas of reflective glass. Thus, compliance with these guideiines would resolve this potentiai 
•concern. If nonrsflective glass is used, USFWS agrees there would be nc significant impact^ 

Tns third concern was shading marine resources from onshors projsct structures. Nons of the 
aitematives include any construction in, over, or within 150 feet of the waterfront An 
investigation of shading effects of the aitematives found that the highest propesed buildings, a 
400-foot-high building on Block 1 and a 500-foot-high building cn Block 2 (Aitematives A and F, 
respectively), wouid not cast a shadow over the waterfront when the sun is most direct, between 
10 a.m. and 2 p.m., during the winter solstice, when shadows are longer than at any other time of 
the ysar (sse Figures 4-52, page 4-112 and 4-53, page 4-113). Under this condition, shadows 
would be cast over the near-shore area in the immediate vicinity of the site between sunrise and 
approximately 9:00 to 9:30 a.m. However, an existing seawall facing the same direction already 
casts shadows over this arsa during the same time period. Tnus, shadows from deveiopmsht of 
any of ths altsmatives wouid not cause any apparent adverss effects to 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 exprssssd during 
snvironmentai scoping, is the discharge of groundwatsr that would rssult from construction and 
opsration of Aitematives 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 (pag£ 4-212), groundwater beneath the . 
site was tested for contamination and was found to contain no hazardous or toxic substances. 
Givsn its proximity to ths waterfront and the fact that groundwater beneath the site is near sea 
level, it is probable that groundwater beneath the site is of similar composition as San Diego Bay. 
Given these factors, USFWS and NMFS do not feel that discharge to the ocean would adversely 
affect marine resources. ' 

Both USFWS and NMFS would be concsmed if it was found that groundwater being discharged 
contained toxic substances (see Section 4.11, page 4-220). However, both agencies stated that 
compliance with conditions that may be imposed as part of a National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System permit application (also see Section 4.11, page 4-220) would avoid adverse 
impacls to marine resources.' ' ' 
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4.7.3 MmGATION MEASURES 

Design guidehnes adopted by ths Navy and City of San Disgo will specify that 
nc reflectivs 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, personal 
communication, 1989. 

2 Hoffman, United States Department of Commerce, National Marine Fisheries Ser/ice, 
personal ccmmumcation, 1989. 

3 Kenney, op. cit. 
4 Hoffman, op. cit 
5 Kenney, op. cit 
6 Ibid. 
7 Hoffman, op. cit. 
8 Kenney, op. cit 
.9 Hoffman, on. cit. 
10 Kenney, op. cit 
11 Hoffman, op. cit. 
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4.8 ATR QUALITY 

4.S.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Climate 

San Diego's climate is largsly determined by the position'of the semi-permanent mid-Pacific high 
pressure system and the proximity of the moderating effects of the nearby ocean. Tne resulting 
Mediterranean-type climate is characterized by cool, dry summers and mild winters. Limited 
rainfall occurs in winter while summers ars often completely dry. Rainfall avsragss only 10 inches 
per year and falls mainly from November to late March from the fringes of mid-latitude storms. 
Tsmpsraturss average 62 degress Fahrenheit' with winter lows around 48 degrees Fahrenheit. 
Temperatures over 100 degrees Fahrenheit or below 32 degress Fahrenheit almost never occur 
in the coastal arsa because the ocean and the onshore breezes moderate any temperature 
extremes." 

Meteorology 

Air pollution transport is primarily affected by prevailing wind pattems. The dominant winds are 
onshore except in the winter. Figurs 4-58 indicates the wind direction frequencies at Lindbergh 
Field, 13 miles north of the project site. Onshors flow dominatss with a wids distribution of 
dirsctions from south-southwsst to north-northwsst Ofishors flow is less frequent and blows from 
north-northeast Tne onshors flow has moderats average wind speeds of 8 to 12 miles per hcur 
(mph) while the offshore flow is weaker with average speeds of 2 to 4 mph. Tns onshore Sow-
coming off the ocean is usually unpolluted. 

Local air pollution sources contribute to air quality degradation that can become significant when 
the onshore flow affects the foothill communities east of the metropoiitan arsa. Whereas the 
moderate onshore Sow rapidly ventilates the coastal corridor by day, a slow nocturnal return flow 
may allow for localized stagnation of pollutants, especially on cool, clear winter nights. Tnere may 
be isolated carbon monoxide "hot spots" in traffic-intensive areas in the downtown area. 

In conjunction with the winds that control horizontal dispersion, there ars two characteristic 
temperature inversions that affect the vertical depth through which any locally generated air 
pollutants are mixed. When the cool, onshore Sow of marine air undercuts a large dome of warm, 
sinking air over the ocean, a marine/subsidence inversion is formed that creates an impermeable 
barrier that traps all pollutants within the marine air layer.: As this layer moves inland and 
pollutants are added from urban activities without any dilution from above, the shallow layer 
becomes progrsssivsly more pollutsd. Hydrocarbons and oxides of nitrogen emittsd mainly by 
vehicular sources in coastal areas react under sunlight, forming photochemical smog (mainly 
czone) that can creats unheaithful levels of air quality in foothill communities.'' 

A second characteristic inversion forms when the air nsar the ground cools at night by heat 
radiation while the undisturbed air aloft remains warm. A shallow radiation inversion forms, 
trapping surface-based smissions within a few hundred fsst of ths ground. Tnese inveisicns may 

' " '" of nitrogen near sources such 
ig localized health concerns. 
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Both invsrsions occur throughout the year, but their maximum effsctiveness and impact are well 
separated seasonally. About 70 percent of all summer afternoons have marine/subsidence 
inversions that may cause degraded air quality in inland arsas such as El Cajon or Alpine, while 
60 percent of all winter nights have radiation inversions that may cause elevated CO levels around 
the project site. 

Air Otialitv 

Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Ambient air quahty standards (AAQS) are the levels of air pollutant concentration considered 
safe to protect the public heaith and welfare. They are designed to protect people most 
susceptible, to respiratory distress, such as asthmatics, the elderly, vsry young children, people 
already weakened by other disease or illness, and psrsons 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 pollution constituents. States have 
the option to add other pollutants, to rsquirs mors stringent compliance, or to include different 
eroosure periods. Standards applicable in Caiifornia are shown in Figure 4-59. 

Ambient Air QuaUty 

Ambisnt air quahty is dsscribed in terms of comphance with state and Federal standards. One 
requirement of the Califomia Qean Air Act (1988) is for the Califomia Air Resources Board 
(CARS) to establish critsria and designate areas of the state as attainmsnt, nonattainmsnt, or 
unclassified for any stats standard. In June 1989, CARB adopted criteria and designations fcr 
each arsa bassd on these criteria. An attainment designation for an area signifiss that pollutant 
concsntrations did not violate ths stats standard for that pollutant in that area. A nonattainment 
designation indicates that a pollutant concentration violated the state standard at least once, 
excluding those occasions when a violation(s) was caused by an exceptional event, as defined in 
the criteria. Tae designation of attainment or nonattainment for each pollutant with respect to 
nationai standards is based on similar criteria as required by the Clean Air Act Amendments 
(1977). 

The San Diego Air Basin is designated nonattainment for several pollutants. Tne entire Basin is 
designated nonattainment of state and national ozone standards, and state PM10 (particulate 
matter less than 10 microns in diameter) standards. Tne 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 quahty near the project site have been monitored by the San Diego A r 
Pollution Control District (APCD) for many years at the monitoring station on Island Avenue in 
downtown San Diego. Tabie 4.S-1 summarizes the air quahty monitoring results from this station 
for the past 5 vears. Specific A^QS exessdances ars discusssd below. 
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AIR POLLUTANT 

Ozone 

Carbon Monoxide 

Nitrogen Dioxide 

Suffur Dioxide 

Suspended 
Particulate 
Matter (PMIO) 

Sulfates 

Lead 

Hydrogen 
Sulfide 

Vinyl Chloride 

Visibiirty 
Reducing 
Particles 

CALIFORNIA 

CONCENTRATiON 

0.09 ppm, 1-hr. avg. >= • 

9.0 ppm, 8-hr. avg. > a' 
20 ppm, 1-hr. avg. > 

0.25 ppm, 1-hr. avg. > f ) 

0.05 ppm, 24-hr. avg. >= with 
ozone >= O'.IQ ppm. 1-hr. avg. 
or TSP > = ug/m3. 24-hr. avg. 

0.25 ppm, 1-hr. avg. > b> 

30 ug/m3, annual geometric 
mean > 

50 ug/m3 24-hr. avg. > c' '* 

25 ugAna, 24-hr. avg. >= 

1.5 ug/ms 30-day avg. >= 

0.03 ppm, 1-hr. avg. > = 

0.010 ppm, 24-hr. avg. >= 

In sufficient amount to reduce 
the prevailing visibility to less 
than 10 miles at relative 
humidity less than 70%. 1 obs. 

— — ' • • • • 

FEDERAL 

PRIMARY ( » 

. 0.12 ppm, 1-hr. avg. 

9 ppm, 3-hr. avg. d) 
35 ppm, 1-hr. avg. 

0.053 ppm, annual avg.3) 

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

50 ug/m5, annual a) 
arithmetic mean 

150 ug/m3, 24-hr. avg. 

1.5 ug/m3, calendar 
quarter 

SECONDARY { » 

0.12 ppm, 1-hr. avgT* 

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

0.053 ppm, annual avg.e) 

0.50 ppm. 3-hr. avg. 

50 ug/m3 annua! 3) 
arithmetic mean 

150 ug/m3, 24-hr. avg. 

-

1.5 ug/m3 calendar 
quarter 

a) Effective December 15,1982- The standards were previously 10 ppm, 12-hour average and 40 ppm. f-hour average. 
b) Effective October 5,1984. The standard was previously .5 ppm, 1-hour average. 
c) EffBctive August IS. 1983. The standanjs were previously 60 ug/m3 TSP, annual geometric mean, and 100 up/m' TSP, 24-hour average. 
d) Effective September 13.198S. standard changed from > 10 ug /W ( > - 92 ppm) to > 9 ppm { > - 9.5 ppm). 
e) Effective July 1.1S85. standard changed from > 100 ug/m^ ( > .0532 ppm) to > .053 ppm ( > .0534 ppm). 
f) Effective March 9.1987, standard changed from > • .25 ppm to > 25 ppm. 
3) Effective July 1,1987. The standards s/ere previously: 

Primary - Annual geometric mean TSP > 75 ug/m3, and 24-hour average TSP > 260 ug/m3. 
Secondary - Annua! geomatric mean TSP > 60 ug/m3. and 24-hour average TSP > 150 ug/m3. 

' ppm " parts per million iiy volume. ^ 
" ug/m* = micrograms per cubic meter. 

National & State Ambient Air Quality Standards 

3S40C01 1/SO 
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AMBIENT AiR QUALITY STANDARDS (continued) 

NOTES: 

1. Caiifornia standards, other than carbon monoxide, suifur dioxide (1 hour), nitrogen 
dioxide and particulate matter — PM-JQ. are values that ars not to be equaled or 

exceeded. The carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide (1 hour), nitrogen dioxide and 
particulate matter — PM-JQ standards are not to be exceeded. 

2. National standards, other than ozone and those based on annual averages or annua! 
geometric means, are not to be exceeded more than once a year. The ozone 
standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with 
maximum hourly average concentrations above the standard is equal to or less than 
one. 

3. Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units 
given in parentheses are based upon a reference temperature of 25° C and a 
reference pressure of 760 mm of mercury. Ail measurements of air quaiity are to be 
corrected to a reference 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 moie of gas. 

4. Any equivalent procedure which can be shown to the satisfaction of the Air 
Resources Board to give equivalent results at or near the level of the air quaiity 
standard may be used. 

5. National Primary Standards: The levels of air quaiity necessary, with an adequate 
margin of safety to protect the public health. Each state must attain the primary 
standards no later than three years after that state's implementation plan is approved 
by the Environmental Protection Agency. 

6. Nationai Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the 
public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant. Each 
state must attain the secondary standards within a 'Yeasonable time" after the 
implementation plan is approved by the EPA. 

7. Reference method as described by the EPA. An "equivalent method" of 
measurement may be used but must have a "consistent relationship to the reference 
method" and must be approved by the EPA. 

8. Prevailing visibility is defined as the greatest visibility which is attainec^or surpassed 
around at least haif of the horizon circle, but not necsssariiy in continuous sectors. 

9. At locations where the state standards for oxidant and/or suspended particulate 
matter are violated. National standards apply elsewhere. 

10. Measured as ozone. 

SSdCOOl 1/90 
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TABLE 4.S-1 

DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO AIR QUALITY MONITORING 
SUMMARY 1982-1986 

(Number of days standards were exceeded, and nuudmums for periods indicated) 

Pollutant/Standard 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 

a 
Ozone 

1-HRa 0.10 ppmE 

1-HR > 0.12 ppm 
1-HR.> 0.20 ppm 
Max. 1-KR (ppm) 

Carbon Monoxide 
1-HR > 20 ppm 
8-HR > 9 ppm 
Max. 1-HR (ppm) 
Max. 8-HR (ppm) 

Nitrogen Dioxide 
1-HRa 0.25 ppm 
Max. 1-HR (ppm) 

SuKfair Dioxide 
1-HR > 0.25 ppm 
24-KR.> 0.05 ppm 
Max. 1-HR (ppm) 
Max. 24-HR (ppm) 

Total Suspended Particalates 
24-HR a 100 ug/m3 

24-HR > 260 ug/m3 

Max. 24-HR (ug/m3) 

Lead Particulales 
l-MO.> 1.5 ug/m3 

Max. 1-MO (ug/m3) 

Sulfate Particulates 
24-HR ^ 25 ug/m3 

Max. 24-HR (ug/m3) 

a Changed to 0.09 in 1988. 
b Number of days standard WE 
c No Data. 

Source: California Air Reso 
APCD Island Avenue Station. 
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15 
5 
1 
0.23 

0 
0 

16.0 
8.0 

0 
0.20 

0 
0 
0.04 
0.017 

7/58b 

0/58* 
150 

0/12? 
0.82 

1/58* 
25.8 

17 
3 
0 
0.16 

0 
0 

12.0 
7.6 

0 
0.17 

0 
0 
0.09 
0.038 

ll/61b 

0/61b 

164 

0/12* 
0.60 „• 

0/61b 

18.0 

23 
5 
0 
0.16 

0 
0 

15.0 
9.4 

0 
0.21 

0 
0 
0.05 
0.023 

14/63* 
0/63* 
176 

0/12* 
038 

0/54* 
15.4 

sded/number of davs samDie was 

toard. Summarv of Air Oualitv Ds 

12 
2 
0 
0.16 

0 
0 

16.0 
9.0 

0 
0.18 

0 
0 
0.05 
0.027 

13/59^ 
0/55^ 
214 

0/12* 
0.28 

0/6& 
17.6 

taken./ 

Ita, 1985-: 

8 
1 
0 
0.14 

0 

12.0 
9.4 

0 
0.22 

0 
0 
0.05 
0.011 

12/6^ 
o/erf 
194 

otei* 
.15 

ND" 

L987. San 



Qzom 

During summer's longer daytime hours, plentiful sunshine provides the energy needed tc fuel 
photochemical reactions between nitrogen dioxide and reactive organic compounds. Levels of 
ozone, a colorless toxic gas that irritates the lungs and damages materials and vegetation, exceed 
Federal and state standards throughout the Basin. Tbe state standard (0.09 parts per million 
[ppm], 1 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. Tne stage one episode (or stage one "smog alert") (over 0.20 
ppm/hr))during which hazards to persons with sensitive health can occur, was exceeded once 
during the 5-year period in 1983. Tne highest 1-hour ozone level was 0.23 ppm in 1983. 

Carbon Monoxide 

Carbon monoxide (CO) is a colorless gas, produced almost entirely from automobiles, that 
interferes with the transfer cf oxygen to the brain. From 1983 to 1986, the state and Federal 
8-hour CO standard (over 9.0 ppm) was exceeded only once, in 1985. Tne state and Federal 
1-hcur CO standards (2G.0 ppm and 35.0 ppm, respectively) were not exceeded from 1983 through 
1987. Tne highest 1-hour CO level recorded during this period at the downtown San Diego 
monitoring station was 9.4 ppm in 1985 and 1987, well within Federal and state standards. 

Nitrogen Dioxide 

Nitrogen dioxide is a reddish-brown gas that can cause breathing difficulties at high levels. The 
1-hour state standard for nitrogen dioxide (over 0.25 ppm, 1 hour) was not exceeded at the Island 
Avenue Station from 1983 through 1987. Tne maximum daily nitrogen dioxide concentration 
measured during the last 5 years was 0.22 ppm in 1987. 

Total Suspended Particulates/Particulate Matter 

Tne 24-hour standard for total suspended particulates (TS?) was exceeded on approximateiy 
19 percent of the days monitored between 1983 and 1987. Tne maximum concentration during 
this period was approximately twice the standard. On July 1,1987, the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) replaced the TS? Standard with a new particulate standard known as ?M10. PM10 

includes only particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter. PM10 is not monitored at the 
Island Avenue Station. However, the entire air basin is designated as nonattainment for PM10 

standards, so exceedances at this station would be expected, j . 

State Impflementation Pian 

Tne California Air Resources Board (CARB) is the agency responsible for Dreparing and 
impiementing an Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). To do this, the CARB has compiied 
the State Implementation Plan (SIP), which outlines air quality conditions in each of the state's 
14 air basins and details measures to achieve the National Ambient Air Quality Jtandards. In 
addition, the CARB has established more strict standards for some pollutants 'due to unique 
circumstances in California. 

Tae SI? is compiled from air quality plan revisions prepared for each air basin by designated iccai 
agencies. In the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB), the Air Pollution Control District (APCD) is 
responsible for preparing and revising the basin's plans. 
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The current SIP for the San Diego Air Basin was adopted in 1982. The purpose of the SI? 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 ozone 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 cf 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 SI? 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 VU growth 
projections, which have not yet been adopted, are expected to be the basis for the updated 
SIP.13 '14-1* 

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 SIP for the San Diego Air Basin. 

The new SIP is due to CARS in 199i.15 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 

17 18 

encourage a reduction in single-occupancy vehicles through ridesharing and public transit ' 

4.S,2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

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

The approval of the proposed project would result in increased stationary and mobile sources in 
the basin. Stationary sources include short-term emissions onsite from construction activities and 
long-term stationary-source emissions resulting from oSsite 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 
long-term traffic generation. The proposed commercial land uses impact air quality almost 
exclusively through vehicular traffic generated fay the development Generally, such impacts occur 
both regionally and on a local scale. Regionally, personal commuting, hotel 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 within the project vicinity, especially 
during peak hour traffic, will be added to the local roadway system. The most 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 pollution "hot spots" within the project vicinity. 
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TABLE 4.S-2 

1982 STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
TRANSPORTATION TACTICS (T1-T4) 

T-l Ridesharing 

« Increase Level of Rideshare Matching Service 
• Expand Employer Promotion 
• Expand Vanpools 
• Expand Subscription Bus Service 
• Taxipooi 

:-2 Tramsst 

Increase Frequency of Ser/ice 
Increase Service Area Coverage 
Decrease Transit Travel Times 
Reduce Transit Fares 
Increase Express Bus Service 
Construct Light Rail Transit 
Restructure Transit Routes 
Increase Transit Attractiveness and Convenience 

T-3 Bicydiag 

Bicycle Lanes and Paths 
Bicycle Parking 
Showers and Lockers for Bicyclists 
Bicycle Racks on Buses 
Direct Subsidy to Bicycle Commuters 

T-4 Intercity Bus and Rail • 

• Increase Frequency of Rail Service 
• Decrease Rail Travel Time 
• Incraase Frequency of Intercity Bus Schedule 

Tne following impact discussion is organized into two general categories for ease of presentation: 
short-term impacts (fugitive dust and construction equipment emissions) and long-term impacts 
(stationary and mobile sources). 

Tae preparation of the project site for building construction wouid produce two types of air 
contaminants: exhaust emissions from construction equipment and motor vehicles traveling to the 
site, and fugitive dust generated as a result of soil movement Tnese construction impacts could 
be expected during each phase of deveiopment. The emissions produced during grading and 
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construction activities, although of short-terra 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 Protection Agency, "Compilation of Air Pollution Emission Factors, Volume I.­
Mobile Sources," September 1985. Assumptions regarding the type of construction equipment 
to be used during each phase of construction were based on an environmental impact report 
prepared for a 700,OCO-square-foot building in Los Angeles.2 Appendix H contains the heavy-
duty equipment emission factors. Air pollutant emissions for each alternative are given in 
Table 4.8-3. The amount of pollutants generated 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. Also, the phases would occur independent of one another and the 
total amount of emissions generated for each alternative would occur over several years. Because 
the emissions would fae temporary and would not likely contribute substantially to the exceedance 
of any air quality standards, the impact would not be significant. Alternative D would generate 

. the greatest amount of construction equipment emissions, followed by Alternative 3, 
Alternatives A and F, Aitemative C, and Aitemative E. Alternative G would not generate any 
construction equipment emissions. 

Fugitive Dust Emissions 

Construction activities are a source of fugitive dust that may have a substantial temporary impact 
on local air quaiity. Emissions are associated with demolition, ground excavation and site 
preparation. Dust emissions van/ substantially from day to day, depending on the level of activity, 
the specific operations, and the prevailing weather. The quantity of fugitive dust generated is 
proportional to the silt content of the soil (that is, particles smaller than 75 microns in diameter) 
and inversely proportional to 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 into account the relatively high water table at the Navy 
Broadway Complex, which results in moister soil and less dust generation. Dust control through 
regular watering and other fugitive dust abatement measures required by the San Diego Air 
Pollution Control District (APCD) can reduce levels from 50 to 75 percent Dust emission rates 
therefore depend on the length of the construction activities and the care with which dust 
abatement procedures are implemented. 

If the uncontrolled dust emission factor is applied to the 15.6-acre site for Aitematives 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 simultaneously 
and no watering or other dust-palliative measures will be used. In reality, only one-fourth cf the 
site would be under construction at any one time, so the maximum dust generation (not 
considering the higher moisture content of onsite soils) would be approxinjately 4.7 tons per 
month. With dust control measures, the total is reduced to about 2 tons per month of 
construction activity. Aitemative C would generate substantially less dust than Alternatives A, B, 
and E since the two major buildings on Blocks 1 and 2 wouid be rehabilitated and not demolished. 
Aitemative D wouid generate additional fugitive dust at tbe ofisite location. Aitemative G would 
not generate any construction-related fugitive dust While the overall dust generation is 
substantial for Aitematives A, B, C, D and E, the daily rate of fugitive dust generation is well 
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TASLE 4.3-3 

ESTIMATED HEAVY-DUTY CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT EMISSIONS 

Pollutant rib/davl 
Carbon 

Monoxide 
Exhaust 

Kydrocarbcns 
Nitrogen 
Oxides 

Sulfur 
Oxides Particulates 

Alternative A 
Phase 1 (1992-1994) 
Phase 2 (1995-1997) 
Phase 3 (1998-2000) 
Phase 4 (2001-2003) 

Total 

Alternative B 
Phase 1 (1992-1994) 
Phase 2 (1995-1997) 
Phase 3 (1998-2000) 
Phase 4 (2001-2003) 

Total 

Aitemative C 
Phase 1 (1992-1994) 

-.e 2 (1995-1997) 
.e 3 (1998-2000) 

Phase 4 (2001-2003) 

Total 

380 
109 
933 
604 

2,026 

58 
16 

141 
_21 

899 
257 

2.183 
1A12 

4,751 

90 
26 

219 
142 

477 

60 
17 

146 
95 

31S 

380 
109 

1,098 
604 

2,191 

380 
77 
115 
$04 

58 
16 
166 
21 
331 

58 
12 
17 
91 

899 
257 

2,568 
1.419, 

5,136 

899 
180 
270 

1,412 

90 
26 
258 
142 

516 

90 
IS 
27 
142 

60 
17 
172 
95 

344 

60 
12 
18 
95 

1,176 173 2,761 27' 

Alternative D 
Phase 1 (1992-1994) 
Phase 2 (1995-1997) 
Phase 3 (1998-2000) 
Phase 4 (2001-2003) 

Total 

380 
380 

1,667 
604 

53 • 
58 
252 

.21 

S99' 
899 

3,898 

1.412 

90 
90 
392 
142 

60 
60 
261 
95 

3,031 459 714 476 

emative E 
Phase 1 (1996-1998) 194 29 455 46 30 

Alternative F 
Phase 1 (1992-1994) 
Phase 2 (1995-1997) 
Phase 3 (1998-2GGG) 
Phase 4 (2001-2G03) 

Total 

• 

330 
109 
933 
604 

2,026 

53 
16 

141 
_21 

306 

899 
257 

2,193 
XAIZ 

4,751 

*—'a tm G 0 9 

6o- . . . j : U.S. EPA-42 1985 and Michael Brandman Associates 1988. 

90 
26 

219 
142 

477 

17 
146 
JS 
31S 
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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 
unheaithful air quality impact 

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

Long-Term Mobile-Source Emissions 

Regional Air Quaiity 

Emissions from vehicle usage for all the aitematives 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, tbe number of vehicle trips and pollutant emissions were 
calculated. The projected vehicle trips and emissions are summarized in Table 4.8-4. 

TABLE 4.S-4 

NET MOBILE SOURCE POLLUTANT EMISSIONS AT PROJECT BUILDOUT 

Aitemative 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

Total 
Vehicle 
Trips3 

23,000 

25,100 

17,800 

29,200 

9,400 

23,000 

10,700 

TOG* 

270 

315 

180 

425 

20 

270 

0 

Net 

•S 

Emissions3 1 
C(f 

2,405 

2,810 

1,590 

3,800 

190 

2,405 

0 

Ibs/dav) 
NOxd 

445 

525 

280 

725 

50 

445 

0 

a Net vehicle emissions are based on alternative land uses* vehicle-related emissions less the 
sxisting (Aitemative G) land uses' vehicle-related emissions. ,t 

b Total organic gases, 
c Carbon Monoxide. 
d Kitrogsn oxides. 

Source: URBEMIS 2 (CARB 1987) and Michael Brandman Associates Analysis 1989. 
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Aitemative A would have the potential to generate 270 pounds per day of total organic, gases, 
2,406 pounds per day of carbon monoxide and 445 pounds per day of nitrogen oxides. 
Aitemative D would generate more total vehicle trips and vehicle-related emissions than 
Aitematives A, B, C, E and F. Aitemative G (no project) would not generate any additional 
vehicle-related emissions. Reactive organic gases are a component in the formation cf ozone. 
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 organic gases is a subset of TOG. Ozone measurements taken over the past 5 years at 
the Island Street Station in Downtown San Diego have exceeded both the state and federal 
standards for ozone. Tne project would contribute to an already existing violation of the ozone 
standard; however, the significance of its impact must be considered in the context of air quality 
planning, discussed cn pages 4-170 through 4-172. 

Local Air Quaiity 

The impact of the proposed project aitematives on local air quahty with respect to carbon 
monoxide was assessed through the use of Caltrans Caline 4 Air Quality Model, which allows 
microscale carbon monoxide concentrations to be estimated along a roadway corridor or 
intersection. Figure 4-60 shows the locations for which the Caline 4 model was completed. The 
locations were selected because they were the areas with the highest concentration of traffic near 
the project site and adjacent lo sensitive receptors. Areas along the waterfront were not modeled 
because traffic volumes are less and, as explained below, the locations selected with higher 
volumes did not exceed Federal or state standards for carbon mcncxide. 

Computer readouts for the Caiine 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 following assumptions and methodology: 

• Tae calculations assume a meteorological condition of almost no wind 
(1.0 meters/second), a Sat topographical condition between the source and 
receptor and a mixing height of 1,000 meters. 

• CO concentrations are calculated for the l-hcur averaging period, and then 
compared to the state and Federal 1-hour standards. 

• Concentrations are given in parts per million (ppm) at each of the receptor 
locations indicated in Figure 4-60. The receptor locations indicate sensitive 
receptors (i.e., condominiums, hotel, park, etc.). 

• Tne average travel speed (most adverse-case assumption) was assumed to be 
20 miles per hour on the roadways analyzed. Emission factors provided by the 
CARB for 19S9 were used for existing conditions and emission factors for 2002 
were used for all aitemative conditions (EMFAC7C, CARB 1987). 

» Ambient (background) CO concentrations that represent the second worst-
case CO concentration at the San Diego - Island Avenue monitoring station 
were added to the model results. Tne background concentration is 11.0 ppm 
for the 1-hour average (CARB 1987). 
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TABLE 

MAXIMUM CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS' 
(Parts per Million) 

j 

Carbon Monoxide Concentrations (1 hr) 

Intersection 

nrondwiiy/ruciflc 
Coast Highway 

Receptor 1 
2 
3 
4 

Receptor 
Location 

on Figure 4-60 

A 
B 
C 
D 

Exisling 

12.1 
11.7 
12.1 
11.7 

AJlernative 
A 

12.5 
11.9 
12.5 
11.9 

Alteinalive 
B 

12.5 , 
11.9 
12.5 
11.9 

Ailernative 
C 

12.5 
11.9 
12.5 
11.9 

Alternative 
D 

12.3 
11.8 
12.3 
11.8 

Alternative 
II 

12.5 
11.9 
12.5 
11.9 

Alternative 
F 

12.5 
11.9 
12.5 
11.9 

Alternative 
G-

12.4 
11.9 
12.4 
11.9 

G Streef/KeHner S t 

Receptor 1 
2 

Paeilie Const Highwny/ 
Market Street 

Receptor 1 
2 
3 
4 

n 
F 

G 
H 

I 
, J 

11.8 
11.5 

12.5 
12.0 
12.4 
11.9 

12.1 
11.7 

12.5 
12.0 
12.5 
12.0 

12.1 
11.7 

12.5 
12.0 
12.4 
12.0 

12.1 
11.7 

12.5 
12.0 
12.5 
12.0 

12.0 
11.6 

12.3 
11.9 
12.3 
11.8 

12.1 
11.7 

12.5 
12.0 
12.5 
12.0 

12.1 
11.7 

12.5 
12.0 
12.4 
12.0 

12.0 
11.7 

12.1 
11.7 
12.1 
11.7 



Intersection 

Receptor 
Location 

on Figure 4-60 

Market/Front Slreet 

Existing 

TABLE 4.8-S (continued) 

Carbon Monoxide Concentrations (1 hr) 

Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative 
A B C D E F G 

Receptor I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

K 
L 

M 
N 
O 
P 

12.3 
11.9 
12.3 
11.9 
12.3 
11.9 

12.5 
11.9 
12.5 
11.9 
12.5 
11.9 

12.4 
11.9 
12.4 
11.9 
12.4 
11.9 

12.4 
11.9 
12.4 
11.9 
12.4 
11.9 

12.3 
11.8 
12.3 
11.8 
12.3 
11.8 

12.4 
11.9 
12.4 
11.9 
12.3 
11.9 

12.4 
11.9 
12.4 
11.9 
12.4 
11.9 

12.3 
11.8 
12.3 
11.8 
12.3 
11.8 

a The federal standards are 35 ppm (1-hour average) and stale sUmdards 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 Engineering, Inc. and Michael Brandman Associates, Inc. 1989. 
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As indicated in Table 4.8-5, carbon monoxide concentrations at the 16 receptor locations for all 
of the aitematives would not violate state or Federal 1-hour standards. Tnerefore, none, of the 
project aitematives would have a significant impact on local air quality. 

Lonff-Term Stationary Soisrce Smissions 

Stationary source emissions were quantified based on the various propesed land uses and gas and 
electric consumption rates provided by the San Diego Gas and Electric Company (Sigman 1988 
and Schiu 1989). Emission factors were obtained from the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency's Compilation cf Air Pollutant Emission Factors. AP-42. Appendix F contains the 
computer runs for these emissions. The stationary emissions for the proposed project aitematives 
are summarized in Table 4.8-6. 

Consistency With the State Implementation Plan 

Axccrding to the San Diego APCD, the CARB will be responsible for determining whether the 
project is consistent with the SIP. CARB indicates that measures tc substantially reduce the 
number cf single-occupancy vehicles wouid be the primary measure of consistency. Tnis is the 
primary means by which the updated SI? will reduce emissions, so incorporation of such measures 
would determine conformance with not only the 1982 SIP, but also with the updated SIP currently 
in preparation. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has indicated that because the San Diego Air. 
Basin is a nonattainment area for air quaiity, all reasonable efforts should be made to net 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, a reduction in potential 
emissions to the maximum extent practical is strongly encouraged. EPA acknowledged that 
conformance with the SIP is a decision made cn the local level-

Tne proposed mixed-use aitematives (A, B, C, D, F) would generate, without mitigation, between 
28,000 (Aitemative C) and 42,000 (Aitemative B) daily vehicle trips, with Aitematives A, D, and 
F each generating approximately 38,000 trips. Including offsite Navy offices, Alternative D would 
generate approximately 52,000 daily trips. Apprcximateiy 40 percent of these trips (16,000) would 
be associated with Navy-personnel relocated to the site (except Aitemative D, in which 30 percent 
would be Navy personnel related). Tnese personnel are already located in the San Diego Air 
Basin, and would simply be relocated to the Navy Broadway Complex. Tnis consolidation provides 
substantial opportunities to reduce regional emissions loads associated with commute trips by these 
personnel, as discussed below. * 

Vehicle trips that are new to the San Diego Air Basin wouid constitute the remaining 
approximately 60 percent ofthe project's trip generation. A Travel Demand Management (TDM) 
plan (see Section. 4.2.3, page 4-70) will be implemented as part of the project to substantially 
reduce single-occupancy vehicle usage at the site. In addition, the site is located within walking 
distance of an AMTRAK rail station, 10 bus lines, and two light-rail transit lines ^one is under 
development). Tnis provides a substantial opportunity for utilizing mass transit ̂ and reducing 
single-occupancy vehicle use. 3y consolidating Navy personnel from a number of smaller, 
dispersed faciiities 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 estimated 
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 STATIONARY SOURCE EMISSIONS9 

(Ifas/day) 

Pollutant 
Aitemative CO NOx SOx Particulates KC 

A 30.04 (1432) 161.30 (74.83) 14.10 (6.08) 4.74 (2.04) 2.90(1.60) 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

3272 

23.08 

31.50 

10.70 

32.72 

15.72 

(17.00) 

(736) 

(15.78) 

(-5.02) 

(17.00) 

(0) 

176.10 

122.82 

166.60 

59.22 

176.10 

86.30 

(89.80) 

(36.52) 

(803) 

(-27.08) 

(89.80) 

(0) 

15.50 

10.44 

13.92 

5.62 

15.50 

8.02 

(7.48) 

(2.42) 

(5.90) 

(-2.40) 

(7.48) 

(0) 

5.22 

3.52 

4.70 

1.88 

5.22 

2.70 

(2.52) 

(0.82) 

(ZOO) 

(-0.82) 

(2.52) 

(0) 

3.12 (1.82) 

2.38 (1.08) 

336 (2.06) 

a82(-0.4S) 

3.12 (1.82) 

130 (0) 

a Numbers in parentheses indicate the net emissions over Aitemative G (no action). 

Source: U.S. EPA-42 1985 and San Diego Gas and Electric 1988 and 1989. 

Based on City of San Diego estimates of TDM effectiveness, the TDM measures proposed for 
this project and the project's proximity to mass transit are estimated to reduce daily vehicle trips 
from each of the proposed land uses by the following amounts: 

Estimated 
Land Use Trip Reduction bv TDM 

OfSce 60 percent 
Hotel .• 25 percent . 
Retail 15 percent 

Implementation of the TDM plan would reduce the number of trips by apcroximately 40 percent, 
which would result in a substantial reduction in potential vehicular emissions. After application 
of the TDM plan, trips associated with the mixed-use aitematives (A, B, C, D, and F) would range 
from 17,800 (Aitemative C). to 25,100 (Aitemative B), with Alternatives A, D, and E at 
approxiniately 23,000. Aitemative D (including ita offsite component) would generate a total of 
30,200 trips. If the existing 16,000 vehicles that ars associated with Navy personnel located 
throughout the air basin are discounted, the net increase in daily vehicle trips would be reduced 
to 2,800 and 7,100 at Navy Broadway Complex, and up to 14,200 with the onsite and second site 
component of Aitemative D (see Table 4.8-7). Tnese net trip levels assume that all of the 

4-171 
JB/6640001.4B 



remaining vehicles are new to the air basin, a premise which probably overstates the new vehicle 
travel. 

TABLE 4,8-7 

Mixed-Use 
Aitemative 

A 

B 

C 

D (onsite 
only)3 

(onsite and 
offsite) 

NET INCREASE IN VEHICULAR TRAFFIC 

Daily Trips 
After TDM 

23,000 

25,100 

17,800 

21,700 

30,200 

Less Trips 
Associated With 
Navy Personnel 

16,000 

16,000 

16,000 

16,000 

16,000 

Net New 
Trips 

7,100 

9,100 

2,800 

5,700 

14,200 

23,000 16,000 7,000 

a Does not include c-Ssite Navy offices. 

Source; Michael Brandman Associates 1990 and Korve Engineers 1990. 

According to the CARS, the incorporation of measures into the project which substantially reduce 
single-occupancy vehicles would demonstrate consistency with the SI?.23 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 implementing the TDM plan 
would be considerable. Tnere are no known measures to cause a further reduction. Since the 
Navy Broadway Complex Project would be consistent with thejcurrent (1982) and proposed SI?, 
no sigmficant impacts to air quaiity wouid be caused by the project. 

4.33 MITIGATION MEASURES 

Tne foliovving mitigation measure would be apoiicable to Aitematives A, B, C, D, E, and ?. 

.Sfeor^.T^T^ fComstinictaoia'? Eitnssjosas •/ 

• Fugitive dust will be controiled by regular watering as required by the SDAPCD 
and through erosion control and street washing lo reduce dirt spillage onto 
traveled roadways near the construction site. Tnis measure -will be implemented 
by the project developer and ••vill be included in construction bid packages. 

J3/664CC01.4B 
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Long-Term Emissions 

The primary means by which long-term emissions will be reduced is through a Travel Demand 
Management (TDM) program. The TDM program fcr the proposed aitematives is outlined in 
detail in Section 4.2.3, page 4-60. 

1. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ajdministration (NOAA), 1986. 
2. Ibid. 
3. San Diego Air Pollution Control District (APCD), 1982. 
4. Ibid. 
5. Ibid 
6. Ibid. 
7. California Air Resources Board, 1983, 1984, 1985, and 1986. 
8. Ibid. 
9. Ibid. 
10. Ibid. 
11. San Diego APCD, op. dt. 
12. Davis, San Diego APCD, personal communication, 1989. 
13. Ibid. 
14. Valerio, San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG), personal communication, 

1989. 
15. Wyman, California Air Resources Board, personal communication, 1989. 
16. Davis, op. cit. 
17. Valerio, op. cit. 
18. Wyman, op. cit. 
19. State of California, Califomia Enviromnental Quaiity Act, Statutes and Guidelines, 

1986. 
20. Michael Brandman Associates. Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Califcrnia 

Receptor Center - Los Angeles County. July 1988. 
21. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors 

rAP-421 September 1985. 
22. Davis, op. cit 
23. Wyman, op. cit. 
24. Tomsavic, Environmental Protection Agency, personal communication, 1989. 
25. Wyman, op. cit 
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4.9 NOISE 

4.9.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Background 

People are often subjected to a multitude of sounds in the urban environment. Many of these 
sounds are by-products of desirable and necessary day-to-day activities. Some of these sounds, 
such as from cars and tracks, jet aircraft, and air conditioners, are undesirable and may be 
detrimental to heaith. These sounds are generally referred to as noise.* 

Tne human ear is not equally sensitive tc sound at all frequencies, sc a specific frequency-
dependent rating scale was devised to relate noise to human sensitivity. An A-weighted decibel 
(dBA) scale performs this compensation by discriminating against frequencies not discernible to 
the human ear. The basis for comparison is the faintest sound audible to the average, young male, 
human ear at the frequency of maximum sensitivity. 

Using the dBA scale as a base, noise metrics have been developed lhat attempt not only to 
measure noise levels but also to adjust these levels according to their duration, frequency, and 
time between single noise events. A number of Federal agencies, including the Department of 
Defense, have adopted the day-night average noise level or Ldn as their noise metric to 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, to account for increased sensitivity to noise during that period. 

While the Federal government has adopted the Ldn metric for project evaluation, the Stats of 
Califomia and the City of San Diego have adopted the Community Noise Equivalent Level 
(CNEL) as their noise metric. CNEL applies an additional 5 dB penalty to sounds occurring in 
the evening (7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.2n.). However, the two metrics are essentially equal and used 
interchangeably. The noise analysis for the Navy Broadway Complex uses the CNEL metric. 

Noise Standards 

State of CaUlToniia Standards and Guidelines 

Tae 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 noise 
affecting classrooms, noise insulation, occupational noise control, and airport noise. Tlie state has 
also developed land use compatibility guidelines for community noise environments. None of 
these state standards would apply to the project because the site is being considered for office, 
commercial, and hotel uses. However, as a guideline for hotel uses, an interior noise leve! of 
45 dB CNEL in habitable rooms is a residential noise standard. 

Tne State Office of Noise Control has published guidelines for ncise and land use compatibility. 
Tne objective ofthe guideiines is to provide s community noise environment that the state deems 
to be generally acceptable. Office, business commercial, and professional uses are normally 
acceptable in areas of 70 d 3 CNEL or less and conditionally acceptable in areas of up to 78 d3 
CNEL if sound attenuation is provided.0 
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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. 

Existing Noise Levels 

Navy Broadway Complex Site 

The dominant noise source in the area is roadway traffic and rail movements. The area is. also 
exposed 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 located 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 Street. 

A noise survey was conducted by MBA staff on July 6 and 7, 1988 to document the existing noise 
environment in the project vicinity. Noise measurements were 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 noise 
measurement duration) ranged from 72.0 dB to 84.0 dB. Noise sources contributing to the Lmax 
were those typical of an urban environment (Le., semi-trucks, buses, a fire truck with siren, and 
airplanes). 

Traffic Noise 

Existing traffic noise along the major roadway was calculated using the Federal Highway Traffic 
Noise Prediction Model. Tnis model was modified to generate CNEL and 24-hour average noise 
level (Leq) values. Model input data were derived from the traffic, analysis (Section 4.2, 
page 4-35) and from field observations. Input includes ADT levels; day/night percentages cf 
autos, 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 noise 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 Leq do not extend onto the project site. 

Lindbergh Field Aircraft Noise 

According 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 
noise impacts.9 

»f 

4.9.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF TEE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

Tne potential noise impact of the project can be divided into short- and long-term impacts. Short-
term impacts are due to noise generated by equipment during the construction phase. Long-
term impacts are associated with the generation of project traffic along both existing and proposed 
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TABLE 4.9-1 

NOISE MEASUREMENT RESULTS 

Location Lmaxa ^ lO 0 L^-c ^50^ ^90 e 

Site 1 

July 6, 1988 (5:07-6:07 p.m.) 
July 7, 1988 (1:13-2:13 p.m.) 

Site 2 

July 6, 1988 (12:35-1:35 p.m.) 
July 7, 1988 (12:01-1:01 p.m.) 

84.0 
79.0 

69.0 
72.0 

65.0 
69.0 

63.5 
67.0 

59.5 
62.0 

825 
80.5 

70.5 
68.0 

66.5 
64.0 

64.5 
62.5 

60.0 
58.5 

Juiy 6, 1988 (230-3:30 p.m.) 84.0 69.0 65.0 63.0 58.0 
Juiy 7, 1988 (7:59-8:59 a.m.) 72.0 76.0 67.G 62.0 57.0 

Si£e 

77.5 
77.5 

72.0-84.0 

62.5 
63.5 

62.5-76.0 

58.5 
60.0 

5S.5-69.0 

57,0 
58.5 

57.0-67.0 

53.5 
55.5 

53.5-62.0 

July 7, 1988 (9:13-10:13 a.in.) 
July 7, 1988 (10:17-11:17 a.m.) 

Range 

a Lmax is the maximum sound level recorded during the noise measurement duration. 
b L 1 0 is the sound level exceeded 10 percent of the noise measurement duration, 
c L-« is the sound level exceeded 33 percent of the noise measurement duration. 
d L ^ is the sound level exceeded 50 percent of the noise measurement duration, 
e L™ is the sound level exceeded 90 percent of the noise measurement duration; 

it is also considered the background noise level 

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 1989. 
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TABLE 4.9-2 

EXISTING ROADWAY NOISE LEVELS (LEQ-P.M. PEAK)3 

Roadway Segment 

Distance to CNEL From 
Roadway Centerline (ft.) 

55 dB 65 dB 72 dB 
LEQatD 

50 feet (dB) 

Harbor Drive 
North of Graoe Street 
Grape Street to Ash Street 
Ash Street to Broadway 
South cf Broadway 

Ash Street 
West of Pacific Highway 

• Pacific Highway to India 

West of Pacific Highway 
Pacific Highway to India 

Grape Street 
West of Pacific Highway 
Pacific Highway to India 

Hawthorne Street 
West cf Pacific Highway 
Pacific Highway to India 

India Street 
North of Hawthorne 
Hawthorne to Ash Street 
Ash to Broadway 
G Street to Market 

Kettner Bouievard 
North of Hawthorne 
Hawthorne to Ash 
Asa to Broadway 
Broadway to F Street 
F Street to Market 

Market Strset 
West of Pacific Highway 
Bast of Kettner. Boulevard 

3,515 
2,264 
1,481 

619 

586 
439 

956 
1,453 

1,042 
1,083 

929 
1,073 

248 
258 
207 
140 

346 
269 
305 
181 
289 

786 
672 

353 
218 
150 
62 

61 
46 

99 
147 

105 
109 

94 
108 

28 
28 

<50 
550 

37 
29 
33 

<50 
31 

81 
70 

<50 
<50 
<50 
<50 

<50 
<50 

<50 
<50 

<50 
<50 

<50 
<50 

<50 
<50 
<50 
<50 

<50 
<50 
<50 
<50 
<50 

<50 
<50 

71.5 
69.9 
68.3 
65.5 

64.5 
63.6 

66.4 
68.2 

67.3 
67.5 

66.S 
67.5 

61.1 
61.3 
60.3 
58.6 

62.6 
61.4 

59.7 
61.3 

65.8 
65.1 
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TABLE 4.9-2 (continued) 

Distance to CNEL From 
Roadway Centerline (ft) 

4-180 

IB/6640001X 

LEQ atb 

Roadway Segment 55 dB 65 dB 72 dB 50 feet (dB) 

Laurel 
Pacific Highway to Kettner Blvd. 2,171 218 <50 7Q.2 

PacSSc Highway 
North of Hawthorne 
Hawthorne to Ash 
Ash to Broadway 
Broadway to Market 
South of Market 

a Does not measure any obstructions to noise path. 
b CNEL measured in feet form centerline cf near travel lane. 

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 1988. 

2,343 
2,252 
1,792 
1,282 
1,680 

237 
228 
183 
133 
172 

<50 
<50 
<50 
<50 
<50 

70.0 
69.6 
68.6 
67.2 
68.3 



roadways. The following describes the general characteristics of each type of noise impact for 
each of the project alternatives. 

Short-Term Constniction Noise Impacts 

Construction noise represents a short-term impact on ambient noise levels for each of 
Alternatives A through F. Ncise generated by construction equipment, including earth moveKP 

material handlers, and portable generators can reach high levels. The U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency has found that the noisiest equipment types operating at construction sites 
typically range from 88 dBA to 91 dBA at 50 feeL Typical operating cycles may involve 2 minutes 
of full power, followed by 3 or 4 minutes at lower settings. Although noise ranges were found to 
be similar for all construction phases, the erection phase (laying subbase and paving) tended to 
be less noisy. Noise levels vary from 79 dBA to 88 dBA (energy average) at 50 feet during the 
erection phase of construction. 

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

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

Long-Tenn Noise Impacts 

With community noise assessment, changes in noise levels greater than 3 dB are often identified 
as significant to sensitive receptors, 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 perceive a slight change. No scientific evidence is available to support 
the use of 3 dB as the significant threshold. In laboratory testing situations, humans are able to 
detect noise level changes of slightly less than 1 dB. However, in a community ncise situation, 
the noise exposure is over a long time period, 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 appropriate for most people. 

Table 4.9-3 quantifies the distances to the 60, 65, and 70 dB CNEL contours and lists the CNEL 
value at 50 fest from the centerline of the near travel lane for roadways in the project vicinity 
for each of the aitematives. 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 Tne roadway noise levels 
presented in Tabie 4.9-3 assume no natural or man-made shielding between the roadway and the 
noise receptor. 

As in any downtown urban area characterized by dense development, future traffic noise levels 
are expected to be relatively high in the vicinity of the Navy Broadway Complex. The proposed 
hotels in Aitematives A, B, C, D, and ? would be within the 65 dB CNEL contour from Pacific 
Highway. This could result 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 Segment Broadway East of Harbor 

Distance (feet) From 
Roadway Centerline to CNHL 

ternative 70 CNEL 65 CNEL 60 CNEL 

.future 
CNEL (dB) 
at 50 Feetb 

Increase Over 
xisting CNEL (d3) 

at 50 Feet 

Increase of Each 
Alternative Over 

Future CNHL 
(dB) at 50 Fset 

^&& 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 

adwa? Se 

70 
71 
69 
68 
69 
71 
62 

jiment- Broa< 

208 
212 
205 
202 

. 205 
212 
184 

dway East of 

654 
666 
643 
634 
643 
666 
577 

Kettner 

69.7 
69.8 
69.6 
69.6 
69.6 
69.8 
69.2 

ternative 

Distance (fest) From 
Roadway Centerline to CNEL 

70 CNEL 65 CNEL 60 CNE] 

ruture 
CNEL (dB) 
at 50 Feetb 

3.6 
3.6 
3.5 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.0 

Incrsase Over 
isting CNEL (dB) 

at 50 Fest 

0.6 
0.6 
0.5 
0.4 
G.5 
0.6 
0.0 

Incrsase of iz.ach 
Alternative Oyer 

Future CNEL 
(dB) at 50 Feet 

A 
B 
v_-

D 
E 
F 
G 

111 
107 
108 
100 
108 
107 
95 

344 
329 
333 
306 
333 
329 
292 

1,086 
1,037 
1,052 

965 
1,052 
1,037 

919 

71.9 
71.7 
71.8 
71.4 
71.8 
71.7 
71.2 

4.0 
3.8 
3.8 
3.4 
3.8 
3.8 
3.2 

0.8 
0.6 
0.6 
0.2 
0.6 
0.6 
0.0 
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TABLE 4.9-3 (continued) 

Roadway Segment: Harbor South of Broadway 

Alternative 

A 
B 

D 
E 
F 
G 

Distance (feet) From 
Roadway Centerline to CNEL 

70 CNEL 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

65 CNEL 

82 
79 
82 
67 
82 
79 
69 

60 CNEL 

258 
250 
258 
212 
258 
250 
218 

Future 
CNEL (dB) 
at 50 Feetf3 

66.7 
66.5 
66.7 
65.8 
66.7 
66.5 
65.9 

Increase Over 
Existing CNEL (dB) 

at 50 Feet 

1.4 
1.3 
1.4 
0.5 
1 . 4 •• 

13 
0.7 

Increase of Each 
Altsrnaliye Over 

Future CNEL 
(dB) at 50 Fest 

0.7 
0.6 
0.7 

(0.2) 
0.7 
0.6 
CO 

Roadway Segment: Harbor West of Pacific 

Aitemative 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 

Distance (fe; 
Roadwav Center! 

70 CNEL 

72 
74 
63 
57 
63 
74 
0 

s t ) ; 
fine 

65 CNFJ 

221 
227 
191 
170 
191 
227 
126 

From 
to CNEL 

. 60 CNEL 

695 
715 
601 
536 
601 
715 
394 

Future 
CNEL (dB) 
at 50 Feetb 

70.3 
70.4 
69.6 
69.1 
69.6 
70.4 
67.8 

Increase Over 
Existing CNEL (dB) 

at 50 Feet 

4.3 
4.4 
3.7 
3 2 
3.1 
4.4 
1.8 

Increase of Each 
.Alternativs Over 

Future CNEL 
(dB) at 50 Feet 

2.5 
2.6 
1.9 
1.4 
1.9 
2.6 
0.0 

JB/664G001X 
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TABLE 4.9-3 (continued) 

sadway Segment: Ketlaer South of Broadway 

ternative 

A 
B 
C 
D 
t~. 

F 
G 

Distancs (fset) rrom 
Roadwav Centerline t 

70CNFT, 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

65CNET, 

92 
94 
93 
76 
93 
94 
89 

o CNEL 
60 CNHL 

289 
294 
292 
238 
292 
294 
280 

Future 
CNEL (dB) 
at 50 Fsetb 

66.8 
66.8 
66.8 
65.9 
66.8 
66.8 
66.6 

Increase Over 
Existing CNEL 

at 50 Fest 

7.3 
7.3 
7.3 
6.4 
7.3 
7.3 
7.1 

(dB) 

Increase cf Each 
Altsmativs Over 

Future CNHL 
(dB) at 50 Fest 

0.2 
0.2 
0.2 

(0.7) 
0.2 
0.2 
0.0 

•adway Segment* FaciSc South of Broadway and North of Market 

t W-- ve 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
JT 

G 

Distance (feet) Ft 
Roadwav 

70 CNEL 

97 
92 

105 
84 

105 
92 
67 

•om 
Centerline to CNEL 

65 CNF.T, 

288 
270 
313 
241 
313 
270 
181 

60 CNEL 

904 
848 
983 
754 
983 
848 
563 

Futurs 
CNEL 
at 50 1 

70.6 
70.4 
71.0 
69.9 
71.0 
70.4 
68.6 

(dB) 
•eef 

Increase Over 
Existing CNEL (dB) 

at 50 Fset 

3.4 
3.1 
3.7 
2.6 
3.7 
3.1 
1.3 

Incr; 
Alts; 

iase of ^ach 
rnativs Over 

Future CNEL 
(d3; ) at 50 Feet 

2.1 
1.8 
2.4 
13 
2.4 
1.8 
0.0 

J3/6640(X)1X 
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TABLE 4.9-3 (continued) 

Roadway Segment* G Strset West of Seventh 

Aitemative 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 

Distance (feet) From 
Roadwav Centerline to CNET. 

70 CNEL 65 CNEL 

0 110 
0 111 
0 109 
0 107 
0 109 
0 111 
0 97 

60 CNEL 

347 
348 
342 
337 
342 
348 
305 

Future 
asrFT,(dB) 
at 50 Festb 

67.6 
67.6 
67.5 
67.4 
67.5 
67.6 
67.0 

Roadway Segment: Market Street West of Ninth and Fast of Kettner 

Aitemative 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 

a Does not 
b CNEL me 

Distance (feet) From 
Roadwav Centerhne to CNFJ. 

70CN^T 65 CNEL 

87 271 
85 263 
85 262 
76 235 
85 262 
85 263 
77 239 

60CNF,T, 

854 
829 
826 
740 
826 
829 
753 

Future 
CNEL (dB) 
at 50 Feetb 

71.2 
71.0 
71.0 
70.5 
71.0 
71.0 
70.6 

considsr any obstructions to the noise path. 
iasursd in fest from ths csn terline of th s nsar travel lane. 

Increase Over 
Existing CNEL (dB) 

at 50 Feet 

3.5 
3.5 
3.5 
3.4 
3.5 .-
3.5 
3.0 

Increase Over 
Existing CNEL (dB) 

at 50 Feet 

, 3.6 
3.4 
3.4 
2.9 
3.4 

• 3.4 
3-0 

Increase of Each 
Alternative Over 

Future CNEL 
(dB) at 50 Feet 

0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
0.4 
0.5 
0.5 
0.0 

Increase of Each 
Alternative Over 

Future CNEL 
(dB) at 50 Feet 

0.6 
0.4 
0.4 

(0.1) 
0.4 
0.4 
0.0 
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As Table 4.9-3 indicates, roadway noise level increases due to each of the development 
altsmativss ranges from 0.4 dB to 2.6 dB over the no action aitemative, Alternative G. The 
projected noiss level incrsasss fcr each of the aitematives ars at a level that is less than 
significant 

Rail traffic along ths rail lines that bissci the site would bs infrsqusnt, occurring an average of 
twice per year. Thus, any ncise associated with this sourcs would net be considered significant 
due to its infrequency. 

Altsmative G would result 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 
incrsase. 

4.93 MmGATION MEASURES 

The followmg mitigation measures are recommended for each cf the Alternatives A through F 
of the proposed Navy Broadway Complex project. 

Short-TerM Impacts 

Comphance with the San Diego County Code rsquirss that significant noise-
generating construction activities will be limited to Monday through Saturday, 
7:00 a.m. tc 7:00 p.m. 

Long-Term Impacts 

Prior to the issuance of building permits for the hotel structures (Alternatives 
A 3 , C, D, and F), building specifications for hotel structures describing the 
acoustical design features of the structures and evidence prepared by an 
acoustical consultant that these sound attenuation measures will satisfy ths 
interior noiss standard of 45 dB CNEL shall be submitted to the City Building 
Inspection Department for approval. 

ENDNOTES: 

1 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 1985. 
2 Harris, 1979. 
3 Federal Interagency Committse on Urban Noise, 1980. 
4 City of San Diego, i976a. 
5 State of Califomia, 1976. 
6 Ibid. 
7 City of San Diego, op. cit. 
8 U.S. Department of Transportation, 1978. 
9 San Diego Unified Port District, 1988. 
10 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1971. 
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4.10 rTTLTURAL RESOURCES 

This section is based upon a cultural resources study that was prepared for the project. A 
complsts copy of ths report is available for rsview at the Broadway Complex Project OSes , 555 
West Beech Street Suite 101, San Diego, Califomia 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 propsrtiss locatsd 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 Propsrties (36 CFR Part 800), which implement 
Section 106 of ths National Historic Prsservation Act Section 106 mandates Federal agencies 
to take into account the effects of their undsrtakings on properties included in or eligible 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 
consultation with the California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). SHPO has concurred 
with the basic findings of this analysis. For those properties found to meet National Register 
criteria, consultation will be initiated with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, as 
required by Section 106. The Advisory Council's comment will be included in the final 
environmental documentation. 

4.10.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Regionai Historic Setting 

The Navy Broadway Complex includes 10 major structures and various smaller buildings that 
were constructed between the early 1920s and the mid-1940s. Many of the buildings have been 
remodeled and are well maintained, giving the impression that the complex is not as old as the 
original construction dates would suggest. 

The project site is bounded by Pacific Highway, Harbor Drive (on two sides), and Broadway. 
These streets were formerly known 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 majority of the project site was actually located 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 19C0s, culminating in the construction of a bulkhead 
and the use of dredged materials to fill behind the bulkhead, did the projsct site become dry land. 

Overview of Piroject Area History 

Prior to 1850, the focus of activity in San Diego rsvolvsd 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 tidal flats and open 
shore. In 1850, a survey party that included William Heath Davis and Andrew B. Gray chose the 
upland area near the project site for a camp. Gray thought the place would maks a fine site for 
a town. Gray and Lieutenant T. D. Johns drew up plans for a new town site, which encompassed 
the project area. Ths New Town concspt was pressnted to a group of SaM Diegans, who on 
March 16, 1350, formed a partnership to buy and develop the 160-acre site*. At the time, about 
half of the New Town plots lay below the leve! of mean high tide. 

Tne construction of Nsw Town began in the summer of 1850. A deep-water wharf was 
constructed just to the south of the present Navy Broadway Complex. After the wharf was 
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complsted in 1851, ships could off-load cargo and passengers dirsctly at the pier rather than 
requiring the use of lighters to ferry them to ths shore. ,3 In October 1868, Stephen S. 
Culverwell constmcted a wharf at New Town at the foot of F Street, which extended 150 fest 
into the bay. 

In the mid-1880s, ths City experienced the first of a series of major construction booms. City 
crews paved streets, gas and electricity were introduced, strsst car tracks were laid down, and 
several water mains and drains carried sewage and stormwater to the deep waters of the bay. 
Along the waterfront, wharvss became a foca! point of the importation of goods into San Diegc. 

The major wharvss constructed within the current boundaries of the project site included 
CuIverwelTs Wharf and the Sprecksis Brothers' Wharf (see Figure 4-63). The Spreckels Brothers' 
Wharf was also known as the Coal Bunkers Wharf.5 It was approximatsiy 2,000 feet long, in a 
zig-zag configuration, with rail carts and steam-driven cable lines and winches to unload cargos cf 
coal, cement and lumber. The wharf was located at the foot of G Street and extended through 
ths southern area of die present Navy Broadway Complex. Adjacent to the Spreckels Brothers' 
Wharf was CuIverwelTs Wharf, at the foot of F Street which also extended out several hundred 
fsst over the tidal area to deep water. CuIverwelTs Wharf was subsequently purchased by William 
Jorres and later bors his name. Structures were constructed at the end of the wharf in the 
approximate locations of Buildings Ncs. 7 and 8. The constmction of these wharvss improved 
shipping conditions and further solidified the advance in the harbor development and waterfront 
activities. 

Prior to 1900, the area along Pacific Highway, paralleling the high tide line, included a 
concentration of shanties, wharves, and businesses. Tne area was unique to San Diego and played 
an important role in the flourishing development of New Town. As shown on the illustrations 
drawn from the Sanborn Fire Map of 1904, the Navy Broadway Complex sits included several 
recorded structures (see Figure 4-64). In addition, photographs from the ISSOs through the early 
19CCs reveal that the concentration of structures was sven greatsr than was shown on the Sanbcm 
Fire Maps (see Figure 4-65). 

In 1911, ths City of San Disgo, along with Los Angeles and Oakland, petitioned the State of 
Califomia to grant the tidslands within the respective harbors to the cities for development. 
The bill authorizing this transfer passed, with the provision that the City of San Diego wouid 
make improvements (primarily dredging, filling, and the construction of bulkheads) to the tideland 
areas. The construction of the new concrete bulkhead and the filling of the tidelands occurred 
by dredging of the channel along Broadway and the deposition of the dredged material behind the 
bulkhead. 

Based upon photographs of the dredging operation, it appears that the shanties and pien or 
wharvss that were located in the fill area were buried beneath the dredged fill. In 1919, the 
City of San Diego deedsd approximately 1.55 acres to the Mavy ai the comer of Broadway and 
Karbor Drive. The rsmaining Navy Broadway Ccmpiex property was subsequently granted to the 
Navy in several land exchange transactions with the City of San Diego. .•' 

4-188 
JB/6640001.4B 



EXISTINC-
CONFIGURATIQN OF 
NAVY BROADWAY 

COMPLEX 

CONFIGURATION OF EXISTING 
STRUCTURES CORRESPONDING TO THE 

HISTORIC WHARVES, PIERS, AND 
WATERFRONT STRUCTURES 

REPRESENTED ON THE SCHUYLER MA? 
FROM 1839 

C&s 

^EEteP 
EZ 

!! Ill- I 

4 . L ^ >^£ 

Ban Diego Bay Waterfront (1889) with Present Day 
slavy Broadway Compiex Superimposed • 

'Ty Broadway Complex Proiect 

SS4C031 1/SO 

NO SCALE 

NORTH 

Rgura 4-S3 



FISH PACKlNGgSlS H 

mm 
mm 

CABmjgSSfej 

iliiiiiil BOAT SHOP c n ^ 

— o£. 
~ U i 
H LL-

— < 
— f-
— 7L 
— < 
— w 

' ••••••••"•:• '••:-••:•*• '- ' •••• 

BOUNDARY 
MEAN HIGH I—,! 
TIDELINH r ^ l • MARKET STa2 

(FORMERLY COMMSRCI 
ilET 
ALOR ' r i ' S?',,! 

t;^ Town Waterfront Area Map 
Sourca: Sanbome F:ra Maps 

3640331 i/so 

circa 
100 SQO FEST NORTH 

Figure 4-64 



Aerial View of Project Area showing along Atlantic Street 
(now Pacific Highway). Large Wharf in left-center is 
Spreckels Brothers* Wharf (Photograph circa 1910) 
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Subsurface Investigation of Navy Broadway Complex 

A subsurface investigation cf the Navy Broadway Complex was conducted to locate the 
archaeological remains of the variety of commercial activities which occurred along the waterfront. 
and which might demonstrate the change in these commercial enterprises through time reflecting 
the maturing of the metropolitan environment in downtown San Diego. For instance, as coal was 
replaced by oil as the primary fuel for heat, the numerous waterfront companies that had been 
associatsd with ths Spreckels Brothers' coal importing business had to adapt to the change in this 
major commercial activity. " Tne subsurface investigation was intended to also find artifacts 
associated with the commercial wharves and shanties constructed on the project site. 

Tne objective cf ths investigation was to detsrmins if any e;rtant archaeology wouid yield 
information important to the historical record of the waterfront area. 

Specific sets cf artifacts that wers cc-usidsrsd to be important to the data and which were 
sxpectsd in ths deposit included: 

• Faunal materials that would reveal the dietary patterns of the occupants of the 
• area. Tnis information would, in turn, indicate the social/financial status of those 
occupants, which shculd have changed through time as the City grew and 
prospered. 

• Items reflecting the variety of commercial activities that occurred along the 
waterfront. This information would be significant to ths understanding of San 
Diego history because it would reveal the relationship cf the waterfront 
community to the major waterfront business (freight importing) as opposed to 
the primary local trade (fishing and whaling). 

• Artifacts reflecting ths frsight importing business and the arrival of ships from 
around the world, significant in what they rsveal about how these activities 
affected the local population. 

• Artifacts reflecting the types of materials actually imported, such as coal, cement, 
wood, buiiding 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. 

Four trenches wers excavated on the site. A mao cf the trench locations is shown in Figure 4-66. 
Only one trench did not produce historic materials. This may have been due to previous 
disturbance from pipeline installations. 

T n The subsurface investigation found the fcllowii -a 

Tae target soils contained historic materials in three of the^four trenches, 
indicating that deposits relating to -ihe historic waterfront are present beneatu 
the dredged fill. 
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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 encapsulaticn 
cf the deposit by the dredged fill. 

• 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 
constructed. 

• Tne variety of materials recovered from the trenches reveal the wide range of 
activities that occurred at ths waterfront. 

EvalszatioM of Eligibility of Subsurface Resources 

The laboratory analysis of the rscovsrsd itsms documented a wide range of materials; however, 
while some ofthe categories were too numerous to count, such as wood fragments cr 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 to permit valid interpretation. Similarly, bottle glass was prssent in the 
recovery, but in quantities too small to permit any meaningful interpretations. 

As an adjunct to the laboratory analysis, the presence of fish remains in the coKection was 
reported to the San Diego Unified Port District. Tnis infonnation 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 sold in local markets. Tne size of the sample of nsh 
materials from beneath the project site was too small to supply valuable information. 

Tne recovered artifacts did not provide any indication of the variety of commercial activities that 
took place within the study area. The rsssarch effort using maps and other data provides a useful 
compilation of businesses located along the waterfront, but the artifact collection from the 

- trenches was too small and the integrity of data was too unclear to support a correlation between 
the historic research data and the archaeological deposit. Tne artifact materials also 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 noteworthy data concerning the 
shipping business, other than the coal 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, whers the ships were moored, rather than on the 
east side along the historic shoreline, where the trenches were excavated. 

Tne subsurface analysis demonstrated that the historic dsposit within ths project potentially 
contains a variety of well-preserved materials to document the socioeconomic conditions of the 
waterfront population. Because San Diego is a major city that has played a major role in the 
history of Califomia, the historic waterfront has been documented substantially in maps, 
photographs, and the literature. While the data beneath the sits is interesting in its content, it 
appears that an understanding of the history of the waterfront can more efficiently be gained by 
use of existing documentation. Substantial additional excavation would yield iarger samples of 
some materials, but it is not clear that these artifacts would provide new important information 
which is not already available from other sources. 
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Determination of Eligibility for Subsurface Rftsnnrees 

Criterion D of the Nationai Register criteria for evaluation (36 CFR 60.4) would be the most 
likely determinant for the subsurface resources, Le., that the site "may be likely to yield 
infonnation important in history." However, based on the investigation of historic documentation, 
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 rssultant lack of a clear 
stratigraphy (which hinders the ability to relats artifacts to time and place) diminishes the value 
of this resource for the Nationai Register. Consequently, the Navy has determined that the 
subsurface resources do not meet the criteria for inclusion in the National Register. Tne State 
Historic Preser/ation Officer (SKPO) 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, National 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. 1-was begun late in 1921. 
It was completed in May of 1922, officially opened on August 8, 1922, and the first stores arrived 
on February 1, 1923. This structure (and the later 1938-1939 addition) has served as the 

..headquarters facility for the Naval Supply Center since the base was first opened. In 1926, 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 
tbe 1930s and 1940s, construction was completed on the remainder of the buildings on the Navy 
Broadway Complex, including the largest structure, Buiiding No. 12, The expansion of the Naval 
Supply Center facilities was necessitated by World War H 

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

Field Survey and Building Inventory 

A field survey of the existing buildings on the Navy Broadway Compiex was conducted to 
determine the age, architectural status, present condition, and historical status of the buildings 
on the site. AH 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 were sach constructed in one of three major developmental phases, 
and not as part of a unified deveiopment pian. As a result, they were built in a number of 
generally industrial styles utilising a wide variety of construction materials. Tne majority of 
buildings on the Navy Broadway Compiex do not, therefore, appear to qualify for either individual 
or district listing on the National Register. Despite this, Buildings No. 1 and Nc. 12 onsite-
aiong with the Navy Pier adjacent to the site-present an historical and architectural presence 
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TABLE 4.10-1 

INVENTORY OF EXISTING STRUCTURES AT THE 
NAVY BROADWAY COMPLEX 

Building No.! 

Original Name/Use: 
Current Name/Use: 

Construction Date: 
Size: 
Architect: 
Builder: 
Condition: 
Alterations: 

Stcrshouse 
Administration buiiding, administration offices, 

general warehouse 
1921-1922, 193S-1939 (two phases) 
357,577 square feet 
U. S. Navy Public Works 
Unknown 
Good 
Majcr addition of a seven-story scuth wing in 1938, 
modifications to the window and doorway 
openings, and numerous interior remodelings 

ing No. 5 

Original Name/Use: 
Current Name/Use: 

Construction Date: 
Size: 
Architect: 
Builder: 
Condition: 
Alterations: 

Bulger Building 
Transit shed, training space, 

administration building 
1935 
15,219 square feet 
Unknown (presumably U. S. Navy Public Works) 
Unknown 
Good 
Altered in accordance with plans drawn in 1939, 
and undergone numerous minor modification to 
the window and doorway openings. 

ing No. 6 

Original Name/Use: 
Current Name/Use: 
Construction Date: 
Size: 
Architect: 
-D,, : i J o - . 

Condition: 
Alterations: 

Storehouse 
Packing shed, warehouse 
1938-1939 
30,688 square feet 
U.S. Navy Public Works 
Unknown 
Good 
Unaltered exterior 
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TABLE 4.10-1 (continued) 

ing No. 7 

Original Name/Use: 
Current Name/Use: 
Construction Date: 
Size: 
Architect; 
Builder: 
Condition: 
Alterations: 

Storehouse 
Cold storage warehouse 
1938-1939 
313,539 cubic feet, 25,913 square feet 
U.S. Navy Public Works 
Unknown 
Good 
Altered by the enclosure of both window and 
doorway openings, and by the addition cf Building 
No. 9 

Building No. 8 

Original Name/Uss: 
Current Name/Uss: 
Constructioa Date: 
Size: 
Architect: 
Builder: 
Condition: 
Alterations: 

Storehouse 
Flammables storehouse 
1938-1939 
22,090 square feet 
U.S. Navy Public Works 
Unknown 
Good 
Altered by the enclosure of the original doorway 
opening and the removal of the original concrete 
steps 

Baildiag No. 9 

Original Name/Use: 
Current Name/Use: 

Conslruction Date: 
Size: 
Architect: 
Builder: 
Condition: 
Alterations: 

Gas and cylinder storage building 
Cold Storage, administration building, and battery 

shop 
1940-1941 
4,855 squars feet 
U.S. Naw Public Works 
Unknown 
Good 
Minor modifications to several window and 
doorway openings 
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TABLE 4.10-1 (continued) 

Bciilding No. 10 

Original Name/Use: 
Current Name/Uss: 
Construction Date: 
Size: 
Architect: 
Builder: 
Condition: 
Alterations: 

Storehouse for bulk storage 
General warehouse 
1940-1941 
30,277 square fset 
U.S. Navy Public Works 
Unknown 
Good 
Minor modifications to window and doorway 
openings 

Building No. 11 

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

Architect: 
Builder: 
Condition: 
Alterations: 

Pier and transit shed 
Transit shed, general warehouse, pier 
1941-1942 
297,775 square feet (not including attached supply 

pier) 
U.S. Navy Public Works 
Unknown 
Good 
Substantially unaltered 

Bnildma No. 12 

Original Name/Use: 
Current Name/Use: 

Construction Date: 
Size: 
Architect; 
Builder: 
Condition: 
Alterations: 

Unknown 
General warehouse, administration 

building 
1944 
427,041 square feet 
Unknown 
Unknown 
Good 
Connected to Building No. 1 at the third story 
levsi by an overpass 
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TABLE 4.10-1 (continued) 

Buildins No. 13 

Original Name/Use: 
Current Name/Use: 

Construction Date: 
Size: 
Architect: 
Builder: 
Condition: 
Alterations: 

Unknown 
Substation (presumably an electrical 

transformer room) 
1942 
Approximateiy 100 square feet 
Unknown 
Unknown 
Good 
None 

Building No. 19 

Original Name/Use: 
Current Name/Use: 
Construction Date: 
Size: 
Architect; 
Builder: 
Condition: 
Alterations: 

Sentry house 
Gatshouse 
1956 
12 square feet 
U.S. Navy Public Works 
Unknown 
Good 
None 

g No. 105 

Original Name/Use: 
Current Name/Use: 

Construction Date: 
Sizs: 
Architect: 
Builder: 
Condition: 
Alterations: 

Garage and shed 
Pubiic Works shops, administration 

offices 
1931-1932 
11,000 square feet 
U.S. Navy Pubiic Works 
Unknowns-
Good 
Altered by many modifications to window and 
doorway openings by considerable interior 
remodeling, and by the removal of a structure form 
the central courtvard 
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TABLE 4.10-1 (continued) 

Suilding No. 106 

Original Nams/Use: 
Current Name/Use: 
Construction Date: 
Size: 
Architect: 
Builder: 
Condition: 
Alterations: 

Temporary storage building 
Public Works shops, cafeteria 
1935 
20,067 square feet 
U.S. Navy Public Works 
Unknown 
Good 
Altered by many modifications to window and 
doorway openings, - by considerable interior 
remodeling, and by the removal of a structure firom 
the central courtyard 

Building No. 108 

Original Name/Use: 
Current Name/Use: 
Construction Date: 
Size: 
Architect: 
Builder: 
Condition: 
Alterations: 

Building No. 110 

Storehouse 
Transit Shed 
1936 
12,960 squars feet 
U.S. Naw Public Works 
Unknown 
Good 
Virtually unaltered 

Original Name/Use: 
Currsnt Name/Use: 

Construction Date: 
Size: 
Architect: 
Builder: 
Condition: 
Alterations: 

Medical storage building 
Administraticn building, education 

center, post office, conference room 
1942-1943 
40,856 square feet 
U.S. Navy Public Works 
Unknown 
Good 
Altered by many minor modifications to the 
window openings and extensive interior remodeling 
r , - ^ „ « _ , - • ? 
and conversion oi use 
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TABLE 4.10-1 (continued) 

Building No. 113 

Original Name/Use: 

Current Name/Use: 
Construction Date: 
Size: 
Architect: 
Builder: 
Condition: 
AJterations: 

Building No. 114 

Original Name/Use: 

Current Name/Use: 
Constmction Date; 
Size: 
Architect: 
Builder: 
Condition: 
Alterations: 

BniMing No. 115 

Original Name/Use; 
Current Name/Use: 
Construction Date: 
Size: 
Architect: 
Builder 
Condition: 
Alterations: 

Storage buiiding for fire fighting 
equipment 

Fire station, guard locker room 
1942-1943 
2,304 square feet 
U.S. Navy Public Works 
Unknown 
Good 
Virtually unaltered 

Temporary warehouse, labor force 
temporary lockers, toilet building 

Credit union/labor lobby 
1943 
1,440 square feet 
U.S. Navy Pubiic 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 
Unknown 
Good 
Substantially altered by window enclosures, 
doorway alterations, and by conversion of use and 
interior remodeling 

J3/664C001.4B 
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(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 function. In effect, although the 
entire Navy Broadway Complsx does not appear to qualify as an architectural district, these three 
units would appear to qualify for the National Register listing as a single architectural and/or 
historical group. (Note: Building No. 11, the Navy Pier, is not within the boundariss of ths 
defined project site, but is part of a potentially significant grouping of three structures.) 

Evaluation of Eligibility of the Structures 

Based upon Criterion C of 36 CFR 60.4, Buildings 1, 11, and 12 appear to meet National Register 
Criteria as a single architectural and historical group. Tney represent the entire development 
history of the Navy Broadway Complex, and are the principal architectural components of the 
facility. Thsy ars all designed in compatibls utilitarian/industrial styles, and retain a high degree 
cf integrity in consideration cf the fact that the major alteration (the south wing addition to 
Buiiding No. 1) is 50 years old. Building No. 12 (1944) is less than 50 years old, but it represents 
the largest structure on ths Navy Broadway Compiex and is a dominant architectural feature. 
Tnese three structures are primary contributing features to the overall architectural character of 
this area of the San Diego waterfront. 

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

• Alterations (form and/or function) 
• Lack of distinguishing features 
• Level of original historical or functional importance to base operations 

Each of the non-eligible buildings cleariy playsd a rols in ths dsveiopment and operational history 
of the base, but the relative level of importance of each of thess buildings is clearly less significant 
than the three buildings listed as potentially eligible for nomination to the National Register. Tne 
non-eligible buildings are most appropriately sesn as architecturally associatsd features related to 
the thrse primary structures. Tne architectural associations ars, however, relativsly wsalc, as ths 
numerous associated buildings ars carrisd out in a number of differing styles and construction 
materials. None of the other buildings on the site wouid appear to qualify as individually eligible 
for listing. 

In addition, because the majority of ths buildings within the Navy Broadway Complex were not 
constructed as part of a planned development; are not of any unified dssign, type, or method of 
construction; and have been substantially modified both through physical altsraticn and/or range 
of use, it is suggested that the entire building comple:: as a whole or unified district not be 
considered to be eligible for nomination to the Nationai Register. 

The tzct that ^hese buildings serve as a functional supply unit cn a single property does not 
appear to justify a level of historical significance sufficient to include, within a single district, 
buildings which are architecturally incompatible, altered, and/or representative of differing periods 
of deveiopment. Specifically, although this facility is the headquarters complex, annexes are 
located at North Island, National City, Point Loma, and Long Beach. Most appropriately, any 
consideration of district eligibility, as justified on a functional or purely historical/developmental 
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basis, would have to include these annexes. The possibility of making a positive finding for such 
a district detennination of eligibility is extremely remote, and it is again suggested that 
consideration of a district for the Navy Broadway Complex is inappropriate. 

Determination of Eligibility for the Structures 

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

Cultural Resources in the Vicinity cf the Project 

As an element of the Section 106 process, 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 three-block radius of the project, various 
sources were consulted and an on-foct reconnaissance was conducted. 

Tne files of the San Diego Museum of Man and the South Coastal Information Center at San 
Diego State University were consulted for records of previously recorded sites. The records did 
not indicate that any sites are known tc exist in the study area. 

Tne search for historic rssourcss was complstsd by rsssarching listings of historic properties. 
Tne sources consulted included the National Register of Historic Places, the Califomia Kistoricai 
Landmarks Register, and the City of San Diego's Historic Sites Register. All cf the structures 
listed on the registers within the study area were reviewed from the viewpoint of potential 
eligibility for nomination to the National Register. Lastly, the entire surrounding area was 
surveyed on foot to visually inspect the area fcr 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 rsssarch pertaining to individual properties was conducted-the review of the area 
was suffident oniy to detsrmine potential for eligibility. 

Th 

thrse blocks of the Navy Broadway Complex. Each location is keyed to Figure 4-71. 

1. Armed Services YMCA, 500 West Broadway. Eligible. 
2. SDG&E Power Generating Plant (Station B) 1911 Kettner Street. Eligible. 
3. Santa Fe Depot, 1050 Kettner Street Listed (June 26, 1972). 
4. McClintock Storage Company, 1202 Kettner Street Listed (October 3, 1980). 
5. Wetmore's Garage, 12G0 India Street. Potentially eligible. 
6. American Youth Hostel "AYH," affiliated with the Armed Services YMCA, 

031 India Street. Potentially eligible. 
7. Retail and office building, 1061 India Street. Potentially eligible. 
3. Warehouse Ltd., 654 India Streel. Potentially eligible. 
9. Building at 633 Kettner Street Potentially eligible. 
10. Kansas City Barbeque, 610 West Market Street Potentially eligible. 
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11. Old San Diego Police Headquarters Building, 700 block of West Market Street. 
Eligible. 

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

Tnis 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 

demolished by Center City Development Corp. as part cf the redevelopment 
program. 

Tnese structures, along with a few adjoining ones, represent an era of harborside commerce 
dating to the 1920s and 1930s. Tne historic structures in the vicinity are separated from the 
historic Gasiamp District (circa ISSOs), Little Italy (circa 1910), and Old Town (circa i840s) areas 
by redevelopment and commercial/residential zones. Tne most important of the listed and eligible 
structures are the Santa Fs Depot, the Armed Services YMCA, the San Diego Gas and Electric 
Power Generating Plant (Station B), and the McCUntock Storage Company Building. The 
rsmaining structures on ths list ars smaller, but have architectural and/or cultural significance as 
elements of a harborside 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. Tne first issue concerns the historic structures (Buildings No. 1, No. 11, and 
No. 12) and the determination that these be considered eligible for Hstiug on the National 
Register of Historic Places. Tne second issus invoivss the pressnce of historic archasology below 
the layer of dredged 511. Tnis archaeological material does not appear to meet the criteria for 
listing on the National Register. The third resource consists of offsite historic rssourcss 
reprsssntsd by various stractures that ars or may be eligible for nomination to the Nationai 
Register, ars actually iistsd on the National Rsgister, or are listed on other stats or local 
landmarks registers. The evaluation of the effect of the project and the various aitematives upon 
cultural resources that are listed on or eligible for nomination tc the National Register has been 
summarized in Table 4.10-2. 

Impacts to Subsiirfaee Resources 

Tae impact evaluation for the subsurface archaeological deposits indicated the aitematives 
requiring deep excavations for footings and below-grade construction would most likely destroy 
these resources. However, this impact is not considered to be significant because the archaeology 
is not likely to yield any important information about ths history or prehistory of the area. Tne 
plans for Aitematives A B, C, D, and F wouid include the excavation of subterranean parking 
structures and foundations for the larger structures that would disrupt the historic deposits, so an 
adverse impact would occur. Tne historic deposits lie approximately 6 to S feet below the current 
ground surface, and the construction excavations would reach as deep as 20 to.-!30 fest, thus 
disturbing the deposits wherever the construction would rsquirs ths removal cf soil for 
subterranean structures. At the present time, it is impossible to quantify the exact area of the 
deposits lhat would be affected by these alternatives, since the dimensions of the subsurface 
deposits ars not fully known, nor is the extent of the construction for subterranean 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-

Navy 
Broadway 
Complex 

Aitematives 

Subsurface 
Deposits 

Significant 
Impact 

Cultural Resources 
Historic 

Buildings 
Significant 

Impact 

Offsite 
Resources 
Significant 

Impact 

B 

C 

D 

G 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yss 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No' 

No 

No 

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

Aitematives E and G would not affect the historic archaeological deposits because they do net 
include disturbance of the subsurface soils in which the archaeology is located. 

Because it is possible that construction activity (including offsite infrastructure construction) 
could expose important buried archaeological features not anticipated from previous investigations, 
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). 

Impacts to Historic Structures 

Tne impact evaluation for the historic buildings which appear to qualify for the National Register 
(Buildings 1, 11, and 12) resulted in the conclusion that Altsmatives A, 3, C,T), E, and F would 
have a significant impact on cultural resources. In each of these aitematives, the impacts would 
result from the removal or substantial renovation (modification of the exterior and interior 
components) of portions of Buildings No. 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 

4-210 
JB/6640C01.4B 



and Adverse Effect (36 CFR 800.9). Aitemative G (no action) would not have an impact on the 
buildings as they would be retained in their current configuration. 

Offsite Cnltnral Resources 

Offsite historic resources would not be affected by the development, eithsr dirsctly or indirectly. 
The majority of the structures are situated at least one to two blocks from the project, with the 
exceptions being the old harbormaster's headquarters at the northeast comer of Broadway and 
Harbor Drive, the San Diegc Gas and Electric Substation B at 1911 Kettner Street, and ths old 
San Diego Police Headquarters in the 700 blcck of West Market Street. The historic sites that 
are located beyond one block cf the project would not be affected by the project None of the 
aitematives have features that would remove or otherwise sisnificantiy alter the use or inteffrity 
of these offsite resources. 

CumTiilative impacts to Cmltural Resources 

The consideration of cumulative impacts to cultural resources was not an issue for this project. 
The resources are site specific, with the exception of historic buildings adjacent to the project. 
No historic districts have been identifisd in this arsa that would be affected through the loss of 
resources within the project. 

4.103 MITIGATION MEASURES 

Tne environmental consequences section of this study delineated potentiai impacts to subsurface 
historic archaeological resources and significant adverse effects to Buildings Ncs. 1 and 12, which 
appear to qualify for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. In order to determine 
appropriate steps to mitigate the impacts to these cultural resources, the Naw has initiated 
consultation with the Califomia SKPO and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. Tne 
Navy is proposing a program for recording Buildings 1 and 12 pursuant to Section 110(b) of the 
National Historic Preservation Act and will monitor excavations to ensure that no significant 
archaeology is inadvertently lost. SHPO has concurred with the basic findings of this analysis and 
is consulting with the Navy on niitigation. Tae Section 106 process will lead to mitigation that 
reduces project impacts to a level that is not significant 

TES: 

1 County Recorder, Deed Book 3 . 
2 Rolle 1968. 
3 Brandes st al. 1985. 
4 MacMullen 1969. 
5 Ibid. 
6 Heiibron 1936. 
7 Ibid. 
S U.S. Congress 1916. 
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4.11 PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY 

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. 

4.11.1 • AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Hazardons Materiais 

Methodology 

An assessment was completed by Woodward-Clyde Consultants in January 1988, as part of the 
Hirsch and Company report,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 pollutants 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 a 
precise location for the offeite location of Navy offices for Alternative D has not been established, 
a study on hazardous materials for the offeite component was not conducted. 

Tne field investigations included visual reconnaissance, test borings, groundwater and soil sampling, 
and soil gas surveys. The visual reconnaissance helped identify areas with the greatest likelihood 
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 located, and where long-term industrial activities 
have occurred. 

Twenty borings were conducted throughout the site. Monitoring wells 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 hydrocarbons. 
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. Hgure 4-72 depicts the locations where samples were taken. . 

Materials Found Onsite 

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

Petroleum Hydrocarbons/EPA Priority Pollutants 

Laboratory analysis found no detectable hydrocarbon concentrations ic tbe groundwater in the 
10 monitoring wells dug on the site. Generally 2 or 3 soil samples wers taken from each of the 
20 test borings, at depths of 1 to 8 fest Petroleum hydrocarbons were detected in only one 
boring, No. 19-1 (Figure 4-72). Tne action level for hydrocarbon cleanup, as established by the 
State Water Quahty 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 source of the 
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hydrocarbon traces is not certain; however, 19 ppm is well below the threshold that generally 
requires remediation. 

TABLE 4.11-1 

PRESENCE OF ASBESTOS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Hazardous 
Materials 
Present 

Yes 
No 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
-i Co 

No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
Yes 

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

Source: Hirsch and Company 1988. 

An oily surface spill with surface staining was apparent outside Building 106 in the vicinity of a 
forklift maintenance and drum storage arsa. Concrele and asphalt surface in this location may 
be limiting the migration of this contamination into the soil. Hand-augured drillings Ncs. 8 and 
IG at Buiiding 106 found high acidity as a result of sulfuric acid being previously stored in this 
building. Tne source is assumed to be battery acid used for batteries in fork lifts and vehicles. 
It was detennined that the metals concentrations associated -vith the acid were below anv action 
levels that would require remediation. 

No petroleum hydrocarbons were found in any ofthe 24 hand-augured samples with the exception 
of boring HA-21 adjacent to Building 7, which contained 390 ppm total petrohydrocarbons in 
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Bldg. 
Nc. 

1 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
12 
13 

105 
106 
108 
110 
113 
114 
115 
125 

Buiiding Use 

Administration Offices 
Warehouse and Administration. 
Warehouse 
Cold Storage Warehouse 
Warehouse 
Offices 
Warehouse 
Warehouse and Offices 
Substation 
PW Shops 
Cafeteria and Shops 
Warehouse 
AAmmhfrntinn 
Fire Station and Offics 
Ariminktrflrinn Oftire. 

Administration 
Warehouse and Offices 

Asbestos 
Present 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 

- No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 



some discolored soil near some fuel tanks. This contamination is below the SWQCB threshold 
that generally requires remediation. However, the extent of this contamination has not been 
identified, and couid 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. 

Twelve soil samples were analyzed for EPA priority pollutant metals. Samples HA-7 and HA-9 
showed higher than normal levels of some priority pollutant metals. However, the samples do not 
exceed threshold levels that would require remediation. 

Field readings from 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 or non-friable form (i.e., not peeling or cracking) asbestos does .not pose a 
significant heaith risk factor. However, friable asbestos can enter the air stream and become 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 with asbestos were found to pose an imminent 
health threat 

Asbestos-containing materiais (ACM) found in Buiiding 1 include pipe insulation, floor tile 
adhesive, corrugated paneling, and sprayed-on ceiling material. Approximateiy 270,000 square 
feet of ACM was detected in this buiiding. 

Building 12 contains approximateiy 32,000 square feet of ACMs, including pipe insulation, blown-
on fire-proofing material, and flooring. Buiiding 115 contains ACM mainly in pipe insulation and 
flooring materiais. Approximately 3,000 square feet of ACM was found in this building. 

Approximateiy 800 square feet of ACM was found in Building 114 in the form of painted wail 
paneling. Approximately 900 square feet of vinyl floor tile and adhesive containing 5 percent 
asbestos was found in Building 113. Rooring materials, covering approximateiy 24,000 square 
feet of Building 110, contained asbestos. Approximately 14 square feet and IDO linear feet cf 
ACM were detected in Building 7. 

Buiiding 8 contained 400 square feet of ACM in the fonn of vinyl floor tile and adhesive. In 
Building 9, about 2,800 square feet of flooring contains ACM along with 200 linear feet of pipe 
insulation. Approximately 1,000 square feet of flooring containing 3 percent asbestos was found 
in Building 5. 

Building No. 106 contains approximately 26,000 square feet of ACM. A sighificant portion of 
that area is flooring that contains 1 to 3 percent asbestos. Mors than 8,000 square 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-Gyde Consultants (as part of the Hirsch and Company 
report) found that groundwater at the Navy Broadway Complex appears to be free of 
contamination. Soil contamination by hydrocarbons occurs in isolated areas, but only in substantial 
quantities in the vicinity of the forklift maintenance area (at Building 106), where scii removal and 
disposal would be recommended prior to future development on the site. 

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

The Woodward-Clyde study also indicated several areas that would require further investigation 
to determine the type and extent cf any hazardous waste and the potential nssd for additional 
remediation. Tnese areas include: 

• A source of black, hydrocarbon-discolored soil encountered in hand-augured 
borings HA-21, HA-21 A, and HA-24 near Buiiding 7. 

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

• The soil around the forklift area should be evaluated for acid levels, and 
remediated if the pH is isss than 5. At iowsr pH levels, heavy metals have a 
propensity to migrate. 

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

Asbestos is present in all buildings except two warehouses and the substation buiiding. Although 
not posing an imminent health threat, asbestos has the potential to become a health threat over 
time. Asbestos has the potential to be friable and become a human health hazard. This hazard 
would be increased if demolition ofbuildings occurred, thus potentially releasing asbestos into the 
local air stream. ^ 

Agency Consultation on Hazardous Substances 

Tne Caiifornia Department of Heaith Services (DHS), Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) wers consulted to determine if 
thers were any reports of hazardous substances at the Navy Broadway Ccmpiex. iNo hazardous 
substance releases or underground storage tank leaks at the Navy Broadway Complex have been 
reported. ' ,A However, RWQCB did express concern with respect to leaking underground 
storage tanks in the Centre City area outside the project boundaries, especially with regard tc a 
known plume of contaminated groundwater southwest of 'the site. Tais is discussed below. 

Regional Groundwater Contamination-A plume of contaminated groundwater was discovered in 
1986 approximately 1/3 mile east of the site in the area of Market Street and Front Street (see 
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Figure 4-73). The plume contains concentrations of hydrocarbons in the form of gasoline and 
diesei. The gradient 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. 

Tne 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 removing over 
800,000 (and up to 1.3 million) gallons of groundwater per day in 1987 and 1988.a 

The RWQCB expressed concern that there may be plumes of contaminated groundwater in other 
areas of Centre City. 

Airporl Hazards 

Regioaal 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 Zone" 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 a 
procedure by which a proposed structure is evaluated for compliance with the zone's height 
limitation, prior to the issuance of a building permit for the structure. This is consistent with the 
FAA's procedures for determining potentiai hazards, as specified in Federal Aviation Regulations 
Part 77. The height limitations are not absolute restrictions; rather they signify the threshold that, 
once exceeded, would require an evaluation by the FAA to determine if a hazard to air navigation 
would result, and if so what remedial measurss should be imposed to avoid the hazard. Buildings, 
structures, or uses not exceeding 30 feet in height would be exempt from the procedures of the 
Overlay Zone. The Overlay 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-feet mean sea level (msi). 

The Naval Air Station (NAS), North Island has idsntified 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 
limitations. j . 

Project Site 

The Navy Broadway Compiex is within imaginary height surfaces associated with Lindbergh Field 
and NAS, North Island. Tne site is not within any safety hazard zones or beneath any flight 
tracks, as defined by the Aircraft Installation Compatibility Use Zone (AICUZ) study for NAS, 
North Island, and is not within any clear zones or other high safety hazard zohes associated with 
Lindbergh Field. A non-operationai Part 77 imaginary surface from Lindbergh Field (the 
horizontal surface) crosses over the site at 165 feet above mean sea level (msi). Structures above 

- this height would require submittal of a Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration to the ^ ^ 
FAA Tne lowest imaginary surface that crosses the site from NAS, North Island, above which ^ B 
a Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration must be filed with the FAA, is of 391 feet ms! ^ ^ 
associated with the conical surface, which is approximately 381 feet above Block 1. Imaginary 
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surfaces that extend over other areas of the site (Blocks 2, 3, and 4) associated with NAS, North 
Island are at approximately the same height. The lowest operational imaginary surfaces that are 
located over the site are at 500 feet msi. Tnese 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 cf 
the Centre City area. 

4.11.2 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

Soils ContamiffiatSoQ 

Health hazards are associated with the presence of substantial quantities of hazardous substances, 
so hazardous substances identified on the project site would have a similar effect on each cf the 
aitematives. No action-level (Le., clean-up level) concentrations of hazardous substances were 
found in ths investigation, no study is thorough snough to preclude the detection ofall 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 health of personnel on the site, _especially 
during construction activities that uncover soils. 

The area beneath and surrounding Building 8 may contain hazardous substances. If thess 
materials exist and are exposed, they couid cause signincant health impacts. If the integrity of any 
units that store PCB-laden oil is compromised, contamination with this material could occur, also 
a significant health 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 
to occur, but from a conser/ative consideration, this would be considered a significant adverse 
effsct. Tae oily surface residue in the vicinity cf Buildings 7 and 106 may contain residues of 
concern with regard to health. From a conservative -consideration, this would be considered a 
significant adverse effect 

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

Effects Related to Asbestos 

Development in accordance with Aitematives A through F would pose significant health exposure 
risks associated with demolition of buildings that contain asbestos. During demolition, asbestos 
fibers could become airborne, thereby providing a pathway io enter the human system. Asbestos 
exposure is considered a human health risk, and building demolition in accordance with any of 
these alternatives would be considered a signincant safety impact. 

If Aitemative D is adopted, the offsite Na^y office location would need to be, inspected to 
detennine if there ars any sxisting facihties that require removal and contain asbe&tos that could 
pose a health risk. 

Aitemative G would not involve the demolition of any structures, so the risk of exposure to 
airborne asbestos would be substantially reduced. There is no eminent health risk associated with 
existing asbestos on the site. 
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Effects Related to Regional Groundwater Contamination 

Aitematives 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 constmction would encounter substantial quantities of 
groundwater, and a temporary groundwater dewatering program would be required during 
construction. Following construction, a permanent groundwater dewatering program would be. 
required to avoid flooding of subsurface facilities. Dewatered groundwater would be releasee! 
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 (PLWTP) and released to the bay. 

Ongoing studies have shown the hydrocarbon-contaminated groundwater plume to be 1/3 of a 
mile east of the Navy Broadway Complex, with a gradient to the southwest, away from the site. 
Tests of groundwater bensath the site have found no presence of hydrocarbons. Givsn the 
distance to a known 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 associated with the Convention Center may have promoted migration of the 
contaminated plume in the direction of that project. It is, therefore, conceivable that groundwater 
dewatering associated with any of these aitematives could cause migration of the plume, or of a 
currently unknown source of contaminated groundwater, towards the Navy Broadway Complex. 

If the discharge of groundwater occurred, a National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit application would need to be filed with the RWQCB. Tlie RWQCB wouid 
review the permit application and detennine if an NPDES permit is necessary. Tne RWQCB 
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 need 
for a permit if dewatered groundwater is discharged into the sanitary sewer, where it would be 
conveyed to PLWTP for advanced primary treatment prior to release to the bay, Tne RWQCB 
would detennine that an NPDES permit is needed if it is felt that the dewatered groundwater 
could adversely affect the water quaiity of the bay. If a permit is required, it would include quality 
standards for discharge that would protect water quahty. Thus, comphance of the project with any 
NPDES permit conditions, if it is detennined a permit is needed, would avoid adverse impacts to 
water quality from discharged groundwater.11 

Tne offsite Navy offices associated with Aitemative D would 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 probable that groundwater in this 
area is sufficiently deep to not require an extensive dewatering program. Therefore, this 
component of Aitemative D would not result in a significant impact to water quality. 

Aitematives £ and G wouid not include the construction of subsurface faciiities. Tnerefore, no 
dewatering would be associated with eithsr of these aitematives, and nc impafcts associated with 
water quality would result. 
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Effects Associated With Airport Hazards 

AJtematives A, B, C, D, and F include building heights that approach the imaginary surfaces 
associated with Lindbergh Field and NAS, North 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-fcot-high buildings on Block 3, which is 260 
feet msi and is above the horizontal surfacs from Lindbergh Field. In addition, Alternative A has 
a building height of 400 feet (410 feet msi) on Block 1, which is above the 391-foot msi imaginary 
conical surface from NAS, North Island. Neither the horizontal surface from Lindbergh Field nor 
the conical surface from NAS, North Island, are surfaces that affect the operations of either 
airfield, and the exceedance of these surfaces means only that notification to the FAA is required. 
Tne Navy has notified the FAA of the proposed development of Aitemative A. In response, the 
FAA has prepared a Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation and has indicated the project 
would not have a significant effect on the safe and efficient utilization of navigable airspace. 
Proposed structurss on Block 1 and the easterly halves of Blocks 2 and 3 would need to be 
obstruction lighted in accordance with FAA Advisory Circular AC 70/7460-iG. 

Aitemative F includes a 500-ioot-high building (510 fset msi) on Block 2, which would be the 
only building in any aitemative that exceeds an operational imaginary surface, which is the 500-
foot msi circling area for missed approaches at Lindbergh Field. Aitemative F has tne potential 
to adversely affect air navigation. However, the FAA has previously approved structures for as 
high as 500 feet (msi) on blocks in the vicinity of the project Therefore, it is unlikely that the 
FAA would consider any of the aitematives a hazard to air navigation. 

Tne offsite Navy office component of Aitemative D would be a maximum of 350 feet high. The 
entire area in which this site would be located has imaginary surfaces associated with Lindbergh 
Field and the NAS, North Island in excess of 500 feet. Therefore, the offeite component of this 
aitemative would not result in adverse effects to air navigation. 

Aitematives E, with buildings proposed as high as 150 feet, and G, with existing buildings as high 
. as 100 feet, do not include any buildings that approach the imaginary surfaces associatsd with 
Lindbergh Field or the North Island Naval Air Station. Therefore, these aitematives do not have 
the potential to adversely affect air navigation. 

4.113 MmGATION MEASURES 

Hazardous Materials 

Tne EPA has requested inclusion of the following mitigation measures for Aitematives A 

inrougn ir: 

If any underground storage tanks on the site ars found to be leaking, such leaks 
will be cleaned up by the Navy in accordance with the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA) and any other applicable state or City of San Diego 
regulations, with clean up being initiated upon discovery of any leaks. 

If the Navy discovers evidence of substantial hazardous substances contamination 
in the future, it will promptly notify the EPA and comply with all 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 hazardous 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 ovsr 
new constmction until CERCLA/SARA compliance has been achieved. 

The following additional measures are applicable to Aitematives 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, prior to 
construction in this area, for the presence of hazardous materials in the soils. 
The tests will include soils 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 EPA. 

• The fluid 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.9 

• 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. 

• Tne 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 prior to 
development in this area and disposed of in an approved waste disposal facility.3 

• 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 Qean 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 following mitigation measure is applicable to the offsite Navy office component of 
Alternative D, if that aitemative is selected, and would reduce to a level that is below significance 
any potential impacts associated with hazardous materials: 

• A visual and historic land use survey of the offsite location will be conducted 
by the Navy prior to final purchase of the location to determine if there are any 
evident hazardous materials requiring remediation, or if there is the potentiai 
for such. If it is found that there may be hazardous matsrials at the offsite 
location, a remediation program will be designed and implemented. 

Tne following mitigation measure is applicable to Aitematives A, B, C, D, and F and wouid 
reduce to a level that is less lhan significant any potsntial impacts associated with groundwater 
dewatering: 
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• A National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit application 
will be filed with the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Toe 
project developer will comply with any conditions expressed by the RWQCB. 

Airport Hazards 

The FAA has reviewed the Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration for Aitemative A 
Based on that review, the following measure has been required: 

• Buildings on Block 1 and the easterly halves of Blocks 2 and 3 will be red 
obstmction lighted in accordance with the provisions of FAA Advisory Circular 
AC 70/7460-IG, Obstruction Marking and Lighting. 

The following mitigation measure is applicable to .Aitematives B, C, D, and F. 

• A Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration has been filed, with the FAA 
Any conditions that the FAA imposes on the site (e.g., lighting, striping, poles, 
etc.) will be followed. 

ENDNOTES: 

1 Woodward-Clyde Consultants, 1988 and Hirsch and Company, 1988. 
2 Foley, California Department of Health Services, personal communication, 1989. 
3 Posthumous, Regional Water Quality Control Board-San Diego Region, personal 

communication, 1989. 
4 Region 9 Federal Facility Hazardous Waste Information Docket, July 1989. 
5 Posthumous, op. cit. 
6 Owen Geotechnical, 1989. 
7 Ibid. 
8 IT Corporation, 1988. 
9 Posthumous, op. cit. 
10 City of San Diego, 1986. 
11 Posthumous, op. cit 
12 Federal Aviation Administration, 1990. 
13 Tomsavic, Environmental Protection Agency, personal communication, 1989. 
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4.12 ENERGY AND CONSERVATTOyj 

4.12.1 NATURAL GAS 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) provides natural gas service to the project 
area. The primary gas suppher to SDG&E is the Southern California Gas Company. 

Natural gas facilities in the project area include a 2-inch main in Harbor Drive; 1-inch, 1.5-inch, 
and 4-mch mains in Pacific Highway; a 2-inch main in Broadway; and a 1-inch main in Market 
Street (Figure 4-74). Tnese facihties are operating within their capacity.1 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

As depicted in Table 4.12-1, Aitematives A, B, C, D, and F 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., Aitemative G). The uses proposed by Aitemative E wouid 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 propesed aitematives with natural gas. 
Therefore, significant impacts to natural gas distribution are not anticipated with implementation 
cf the land uses proposed by Aitematives A through F, or perpetuation of the existing uses under 
Aitemative G. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Private development associated with Aitematives A through D and Aitemative F would be 
required to meet State of Califomia Title 24 energy conservation standards. No other mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

4.12.2 ' 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 Kettner 
Boulevard between E Street and F Street. The capacity of Station B will be upgraded from 
75 megawatts to 100 megawatts in the first quarter of 1990. Tne peak demand of Station B is 
approximately 63 megawatts.2 / 

SDG&E currently provides 12-kiiovolt electrical service to the project site.3 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 CONSUMPTION FOR THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
(Net Increase) 

Aitemative Land Use 
Consumption 

(Tnerms/Yearf 

A 

3 

^ 

D 

E 

1,249,247 SF office3 

1,245,000 SF hotel 

Total 

1,549,247 SF office3 

1,245,000 SF hotel 

TotaS 

594,247 SF office3 

1,245,000 Sr hotel 

Tota! 

2,024,247 SF office3 

1,445,000 SF hotel 

Total 

594,247 SF office3 

Total 

1,249,247 SF office3 

1,245,000 SF hotel 

rv No new uses 

159,597 
10.012.600 

10,172,197 

195,063 
10.012.600 

10,207,663 

70,932 
10.012.600 

19,083,332 

248,262 
11.574566 

11,322,828 

70.932 

70,932 

159,597 
10.012.600 

10,172,197 

CF 

Toiai 

Existing office uses on the sits are subtracted from proposed uses to arrive at net office 
uses. Industrial uses cunently on ths site consume a minor amount of natural gas annually 
(less than 3,500 therms), so ars not considered in the analysis. 
Generation rates provided by San Diego Gas & Electric. 
Tnere would be no net increases in natural gas usage because no new uses are proposed. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

When compared to Aitemative G, the no action aitemative, redevelopment of the project site 
with Aitematives A B, D, and F would result in an increase in electricity consumption, whereas 
implementation of Aitemative E would result in a decreased demand for electricity. 

Table 4.12-2 lists the anticipated electricity requirements of the proposed altsmatives. 
Aitematives A, B, C, D, and F would all substantially increase the demand for electricity over 
existing consumption (Aitemative G). The usss propossd by Altsmativs E would actually reduce 
the amount cf 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 associated with 
Alternatives A through F. The loop system could be constmcted in conjunction with the phased 
deveiopment of these aitematives. 

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 
implementation of any of the alternatives. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following measures should be incorporated into the project design to reduce potential adverse 
effects on consumption and distribution cf electricity to the project site: 

• A looped 12 kV system will bs constructed by the developer in phases to provide 
adequate electricity to the various individual structures within the Navy 
Broadway Compiex as they are developed. 

• Coordination by project developers will occur with SDG&E regarding 
recommendations on energy conservation measures. All private development 
will be constmcted in accordance with Title 24 of the California Administrative 
Code, which provides energy conservation measures. 
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TABLE 4.12-2 

ELECTRICITY CONSUMPTION FOR THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
(Net Increase) 

Consumption 
Aitemative Net Land Use kWh/Year 

A 1,249,247 SF office3 19,156,797 
1,245,000 Sr hotel 11,787,425 

(601,276 SF industrial) (16.806.240)c 

Total 14,137,982 

B 1,549,247 SF office3 23,413,863 
1,245,000 SF hotel 11,787,425.' 

(601,276 SF industrial) (16.806.24Q)C 

Total 18,395,3)43 

C 594,247 SF office3 . 8,514,132 
1,245.000 SF hotel 11,787,425 

(601,276 SF industrial) ri6.806.24Qf 

Total 3,495,317 

D a 2,024,247 Sr office3 

1,445,000 Sr hotel 
(601,276 SF industrial) 

Total 

594,247 SF office3 

(601,276 SF industrial) 

Totai 

1,249,247 SF offics3 

1,245,000 SF hotel 
(601,276 SF industrial) 

Total 

28,339,458 
21,285,330 

ri6.806.240f 

32,813,548 

8,514,132 
ri6.806.24Gf 

-8,292,108 

19,156,797 
11,787,425 

C16.806.240f 

14,137,982 

il 0 
a Net incrsase in propesed office usss ovsr existing office uses that would be removed, 
b Consumption factors were provided by San Diego Gas & Electric. 
c Existing industrial uses that would be removed by Altsmatives A through F. 
d Nc net increases in electricity consumption would occur because no new usss are 

proposed. 

4-229 
JB/6640001.43 

http://ri6.806.24Qf
http://ri6.806.240f
http://ri6.806.24Gf
http://C16.806.240f


ENDNOTES: 

1 Cash and Associates, 1988. 
2 Abies, San Diego Gas and Electric, personal communications, 1989. 
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 proposed 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 aitematives, with completion of all but 
Alternative E and Aitemative 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 LAND USE AND APPLICABLE PLANS 

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

The ability of the Navy Broadway Complex to provide waterfiront access is a site-specific issue that 
would be unaffected by cumulative development in the project vicinity. Nonetheless, to the extent 
ithat the development of either of Aitematives 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 TRAJVSPORTATltQN/CIRCULATIQN 

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 (Aitematives A through F) 
• Broadway/Front (Aitematives A through F) 

Several aitematives also contribute incrementally to cumulatively significant impacts at the 
following roadway segments: 
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• Pacific Highway south of Broadway (Aitematives A, B, C, E, and F) 
• 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 aitematives to all intersections and road segments to a level that is below significance. 

53 AESTHETICS AND VIEWSHED 

The aesthetics and viewshed analysis in Section 4.3.2, page 4-108, includes visual simulations of 
Aitematives 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 UTILmES 

Section 4.4 (page 4-115) discusses the impacts of the proposed aitematives 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 (Alternatives 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 sigmficant the project's contribution to this effect 

5.5 SOCIOECONOMICS 

The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) provides projections of population, 
housing, and employment growth based on growth trends, land use pattems, 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 aitematives, 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. 
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5.6-3 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 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

As discussed in Section 4.7.2, page 4-151, the proposed aitematives 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 aitematives 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 Califomia Air Resources Board, demonstrate consistency with the 
State Implementation Plan. 

The Regional Air Quality Strategy establishes a goal of maintaining a Level of Service (LOS) C 
or better to reduce idling times and vehicular emissions. Cumulative development in the project 
•/icinity 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 aitematives 
on buildout of the project vicinity. No significant noise impacts in the project vicinity would 
result. 

5.10 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

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. 
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5.11 PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY f 

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 

5.12.1 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 aitematives, except 
Aitematives C and E (both of which would provide a net reduction in onsite electricity use), and 
Alternative G, would contribute to this need. 
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SECTION 6 

GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 

Tne 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 propesed, 
under construction, or have been recently completed in the vicinity of the project site. 

Growth-inducing impacts are those direct or indirect effects of a project that could result in 
economic or population growth, or the nesd for new housing. Section 4.5 (page 4-129), 
Socioeconomics, discusses the population and housing growth potential associated with the project 
It is not anticipated that ths proposed project would cause or encourage the intensification of any 
surrounding land uses, because surrounding land uses have long bsen responding to dynamic 
market forces that have already resulted in substantial growth, without apparent regard to the 
proposed redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex. Infrastructure 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 in the introduction to the project area of new 
infrastructure that would remove constraints to the development of surrounding properties. 

Aitematives A B, C, D, and F would result in substantial increased usage of the waterfront. Tnis 
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 area. In turn, patronage of other waterfront 
sstablishments, such as Seaport Village, would be expected to increase, which is a growth-inducing 
effect of the projsct 
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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 aitematives 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 LAND 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 TRANSPORTATTON/CTRCULATTON 

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

1 3 AESTHETICS AND VTEWSHF^ 

Development of Aitemative 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 aitemative may be considered aesthetically appropriate, even if its building 

eight is out of character with the scale of nearby development. 

^ ^ i s t 

^ ^ e h 

7.4 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTTLTTIES 

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

7.5 SOCIOECONOMICS 

No significant unavoidable impacts associated with socioeconomics would result from development 
of any of the aitematives. 

7.6 PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 

No significant unavoidable impacts associated with physical enviromnental resources would result 
from development of any of the aitematives. 
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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 OUALITY 

Development of Aitematives 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 enviromnental effect However, substantial 
reductions in emissions would result from the proposed mitigation msasures, so development of 
Aitematives A through F would not result in sigmficant 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 aitematives. 

7.11 PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY 

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

7.12 ENERGY AND CONSERVATION 

No significant unavoidable impacts associated with energy and conservation would result from 
development of any of the aitematives. 
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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 located in the urbanized downtown area ofthe City of San Diego. 
Redevelopment of the site with any of the proposed aitematives would not commit new land or 
sensitive environmental resources to urban-uses. 

As with any urban development, nonrenewable resources and resources used to manufacture 
constmction materiais will be used during both the constmction and operational phases of the 
project Such resources include oil and gas, sand and gravel, and other construction materiais. 
This represents an irreversible commitment of resources. 
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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 PRODUCTTVTr/ 

Development of the Navy Broadway Ccmpiex with the proposed uses would prcvide a 
continuation of the urban uses on the project site. In the short term, noise, traffic, and air 
pollution would be generated as old structures are removed or renovated and new facilities are 
constructed. No sensitive environmental resources would be used in the short term. 

Tne project site is located 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. The proposed uses 
would represent a continuation of this long-term commitment to urban uses. The proposed uses 
would enhance the long-term productivity of ths site. Each of the aitematives, except 
Aitemative G, would create view corridors to the waterfront along E, F, and G Streets. 
Aitematives A and F would provide significant open space uses at the foot of Broadway, and 
Aitematives B and D would provide smaller pedestrian plazas at the foot of Broadway. Other 
urban amenities would be provided by redevelopment of the site with the proposed aitematives. 
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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, 
Califomia. 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, Jr Executive Director 
LCDR James Haug, CEC, USN Assistant Officer-in-Charge 
Louis Misko Director of Planning 
Jack Wells Counsel 
Thomas Harkanyi Planning Project Officer 
Pat Day 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 . . Assistant Counsel 
John Kennedy Head, Environmental Planning Branch 
Sam Dennis Head, Land/Air Projects 
Louis Rivero Land/Air Environmental Planner 
Louis Wall 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 Associate Counsel (Land Use) 
Ralph Lombardo . . Assistant Counsel (Environmental Law) 

This report was prepared by Michael Brandman Associates (MBA) environmental consultants 
of Santa Ana, Califomia. MBA has no financial interest in the approval or disapproval of the 
proposed project MBA staff who participated in this project are: 

Curtis E. Ailing, AICP Project Director 
Gary D. Jakobs, AICP Projsct Manager 
Taoraas Fitzwater, AICP Senior Environmental Analyst 
Ray de Wit Marine Biologist 
Lori Apperson Urban Planner 
Elizabeth Fiering Environmental Analyst 
Michael Houlihan Environmental Analyst 
Jo Anne Aplet Senior Air Quality Specialist 
Julie McCall Air Quality Planner 
Robert Reider Senior Noise Analyst 
Robin Ijams Hazardous Substances Specialist 
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Technical support to the document was provided by the following firms and individuals: 

ROMA Design Group (Urban Design) 
Boris Dramov Project Director 
James Adams Project Manger 

Korve Engineering (Traffic and Transportation) 
Hans Korve, P.E Project Director 
Robert Grandy, P.E Project Manager 

Wiiliams-Kuebelbeck and Associates (Fiscal Analysis) 
Larry Williams Project Director 
Anne Simpson Project Economist 

Brian Smith and Associates (Cultural Resources) 
Brian Smith Archaeologist 

Hatheway and McKenna (Architectural History) 
Roger Hatheway Architectural Historian 
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SECTION 11 

RECIPIENTS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

L ^ D E R A L GOVERNMENT 

Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Logistics) 
Shore Activities Division (OP-44E) 
Navy Department 
Washington, DC 20350 

Director 
Chief of Navy Infonnation 
Washington, DC 20350 

U. 3. Senate 
Office of Senator Alan Cranston 
380 Front Street 
San Diego, CA- 92188 

U. S. Senate 
Office of Senator Pete Wilson 
401 *B" Street, Suite 22G9 
San Diego, CA 92101 

U. S. Congress 
Office of Congressman Jim Bates 
3450 College Avenue, #231 
San Diego, CA 92115 

U. S. -Congress 
Office of Congressman Duncan Huntsr 
366 South Pierce Street 
Ei Cajon, CA 92020 

U. S. Congress 
Office of Congressman Bill Lowery 
SSO Front Street 
San Diego, CA 921S8 

Western Division 
N^v2l Fadlitiss Engizesrin; !3c~.:ii£=d 
P.O. Sox 727 
San Brazo.. CA 94G66-0720 

Southwest Division 
Naval Facihties Enginesring Command 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92132-5190 

Commander, Naval Base, San Diego 
937 N. Harbor Drive 
San Diego, CA 92132 

Navy Public Works Center 
Naval Station 
P.O. Box 113 
San Diego, CA 92136 

Naval Supply Center 
937 N. Harbor Drive 
San Disgo, CA 92132 

Public Health Ser/ice 
Centers for Disease Control 
Center for Environmental Health- & 
Control 
Ailacta, GA 3G333 

U.S. DepartiUsat of >hs Interior 
Fish & 'wildlife -Ser/ice 
Laguna Niguei Field Office 
24G00 Avila Road 
Laguna Niguei, CA 92656 

Office of Federal Activities, Region IX 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
215 Fremont Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

injury 
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Federal Aviation Administration 
Attn: AWE-530 
P.O. Box 92007 
World Way Postal Center 
Los Angeles, CA 9CGC9 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Los Angeles District 
P.O. Box 2711 
Les Angeles, CA 9C053 

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Southern California Area Office 
P.O. Box 3157 
Ontario, CA 92761-0916 

Department of Commerce 
National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration 
Nationai Marine Fisheries Service 
Southwest Region 
300 South Ferry Strset 
Tenninai Island, CA 90731 

Denartment of Commerce 
National Oceanic & Atmospheric Admlnistradon 
Office of Coastal Resource Management 
3300 Whitehaven Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20235 

STATE GOVERNMENT; Caiifornia 

Caiifornia Air Resources Board 
EIR Regional Impact Division 
P.O. Box 2815 
Sacramento, CA 95812 

'California Coastal Commission 
531 Howard Street, 4th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Califomia Coastal Ccrinnissicn 
•San Diego District 
1333 Caznlic Del Rio Sc-th 
Suice 125 
•3a:i Diego, C A 9'2'IC8-352C 

California Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
1102 'Q'Street 
P.O. Box 2815 
Sacramento, CA 95812 

Califomia Department of Fish and Game 
7321 Orien Avenue 
La Mesa, CA 92G41 

California Department cf Fish and Game ~ 
Region 5 
330 Golden Shore, Suits 50 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

California Historic Preser/ation Office 
P.O. Box 2390 
1416 9th Street 
Sacramento, CA 95811 

Caiifornia Department of Paries and Recreation 
Office of State Historic Preser/ation 
P.O. Box 942S96 
Sacramento, CA 94296-GCOl 

California Office of Planning and Research 
14C0 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Califomia Resources Agency 
1415 Ninth Strsst 
Sacramento, CA 35314 

California State Clearinghcuss 
1400 iOth Street, Room 121 
Sacramento, CA 95314 

California State Lands Commission 
Division of Research and Planning 
1807 13th Strsel 
•Sacramsnco, CA 95514 

California Department of Trancpor^Lcn -

P.O. Bc:i 35406 
•San Diego, CA 9213S-54C6 
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
9771 Clairemont Mesa Boulevard, Suite 3 
San Diego, CA 92124-1331 

San Diego Unified Port District 
P.O. Bex 488 
San Diego, CA 92112 

COUNTY GOVERNMENT: San Diego Dmnty 

County of San Diego 
Air Pollution Control District 
9150 Chesapeake Drive 
San Diego, CA 92123 

County of San Diego 
Department of Health Services 
Hazardous Materials Management Division 
P.O. Box 85261 
San Diego, CA 92138-5261 

County of San Diego 
Department of Planning and Land Use 
Environmental Planning Section 
County Adnuaistradon Center 
16C0 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101-2472 

County of San Diego 
Government Reference Library 
16C0 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 

•CITY GOVERNMENT: Saa Dfc?o 

Mayor's Office 
City of San Diego 
City Administration Suilding 
202 ' C Srieet 
•^a-- Dif-jry P.-i C'?1 <y\ 

—' - J . , s - ; -- - ' — 

?/l3. Abbe v/o.'fsheinier 
Ist Distrlc: Co\:ncll™ember 

• î̂ y oi i ^ U : e | c 
Ciiy Adin:ni3t^3.';Cu B'lLdir-i 
909 T * ,^^-o*.v 

;an Ute^-

Mr. Ron Roberts 
2nd District Councilmember 
City of San Diego 
City Administraticn Suilding 
202 , C Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Mr. John Hartley 
3rd District Councilmember 
City of San Diego 
City Administration Building 
202 ' C Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Mr. H. Wes Pratt 
4th District Councilmember 
City of San Diego 
City Administration Building 
202 ' C Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Ms. Linda Bernhardt 
5th District Counciimember 
City of San Diego 
City Administration Building 
202 ' C Street 
-San Diego, CA 92101 

Mr. J. Bruce Henderson 
5ch District Councilmember 
City of San Diego 
City Administraticn Buiiding 
202 ' C Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Ms. Judy McCarty 
7th District Councilmember 
City of San Disgo 
City Administration Builcing 

San Diego, CA 52101 

}/ir. Bcb .rim3" 
3lh District Co^ncil^is^be: 
City of 3sr: Die^o 

202 'C .Sirsa-
1 _ r~. • /~i . ~ . r - - •• r ; •• 
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Ms. Maureen Stapleton 
Deputy City Manager 
City of San Diego 
City Administration Buiiding 
202 ' C Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 

City of San Diego 
City Architect's Office 
Union Bank Building 
525 'B' Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Mr. Ernest W. Kahn 
Chairman 
Centre City Planning Committee 
City Administration Building 
202 ' C Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Centre City Development Corporation 
225 Broadway, Suite 1100 
San Diegc, CA 92101 

City cf San Diego 
Development Sc Envir. Planning Division 
City Administration Building 
202 ' C Strset 
San Diego, CA 92101 

City of San Diego 
Department of Engineering 
Transportation and Traffic Engineering 
1222 First Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92101 

City of San Diego 
Historical Site Board 
1010 Second Avenue, Suite 660 
San Diego, CA 92101 

City cf San Diego 
Proper?/ Deo a r d e n t 
17CC Security Padfic Bank 

OTHER GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES 

Metropolitan Transit Development Board 
620 ' C Street, Suite 400 
San Diego, CA 92101-5363 

San Diego Association of Gcveramencs, 
First Interstate Plaza 
401 ,B' Street 
Suite 800 
San Diego, CA 92101 

San Diego Transit Corporation 
Planning Department 
100 16th Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 

OTHER ENTTTTES 

San Diego Gas & Electric Co. 
Land Use Planning Section 
P.O. Box 1831 
San Diego, CA 92112 

San Diego County Archeological Society, Inc. 
EIR Review Committse 
P.O. Box A-311G6 
San Diego, CA 92133 

Central City Asscdation of San Diego 
701 'B' Street, Suite 725 
San Diego, CA 92101-3102 

Chamber of Commerce 
110 'West ' C Street 
Suite 15C0 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Citizens Coordinace for Century III 
1549 H Prado 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dcv/nto7,'~ Ocordmatjon Co-2n,cii 
3953 Fourth Aveiiue/ 
San Diego, CA 52103 

Control library 
820 'E'-Scr^et' 
San Diego, CA 5:210: 

iJowntO'^/n Kssidsnto .Acivisory j3ca.:o 
750 Sta:^ Sr^e:. •£•''13 
San Dieso, CA 52101 
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Gasiamp Quarter Council 
444 'C Strsst, Suite 100 
San Diego, CA 92101 

San Diego Historical Society 
P.O. Box 81825 
San Diegc, CA 92138 

Law library 
1105 Front Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 

San Diego Maritime Museum 
964 Fifth Avenue, Suite 210 
San Diego, CA 92101 

San Diego Natural History Museum 
P.O. Box 1390 
San Diego, CA 92112 

North Island Federal Credit Union 
NASNI, Building 318 
San Diego, CA 92135 

Partners for a Livable San Disgc 
17 Horton Plaza, Suits 153 
5an Disgo, CA 92101 

San Diegans, Inc. 
225 Broadway, Suite 330 
San Disgo, CA 92101 

Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter 
1549 El Prado 
San Diego, CA 921G1 

PRIVATE INDimDUALS/FTRMS 

CCA/Pro-Consultanio 
7863 La Mesa Boulevard, #1C0 
La Mesa, CA 92041 

Ms. Frances E. Geil 
7555 Linda Vista P.osd, #15 
San Diegc. C A 52111 

^UTail 

i a ru-:n Av-enue, ourcs iO 
3an Diegc, CA 52101 

ra 

Mr. Dave Henderson 
P.O. Box 128091 
San Diego, CA 92112 

Mr. Del Herbert 
1415 Lantana Avenue 
Chula Vista, CA 92011 

Kinnetic Labs, Inc. 
5225 Avenida Encinas, Suite K 
Carlsbad, CA 92116 

The Koll -Company 
401 '3 ' Street, Suite 1530 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Ms. Juliette Mondot 
454 13th: Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Powell Enterprises 
2805 Palomino Circle 
La Jolla, CA 92037 

Ms. Carol Rsid 
4621 Lamont Strsst, Act. A-7 

San Diego, CA 52109' 

Mr. & Mrs. Richard Schimberg 
701 Kettner Boulevard, #205 
San Disgo, CA 52101 

Mrs. Giida Ssrvettsr 
701 Ksttaer Boulevard, #7 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Harry -L. Summers, Inc. 
94C4 Genesee Strsst, #140 
La Jciia, CA 92037 

l i D . ' ' 0 'i^iSSt ^ViiOiLS '-.^O'Ji'": 

San Diego, C A 52130 .. 

Wishing^ Fn.erprisss 
225 3road7/«v, #5CC 

Mr. & Mn. Gary 3. Wo-: 

San Die^o, CA 52103 
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SE'CTION 12 

ORGANIZATIONS AND PSRSONS CONSULTED 

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Bureau of Land Managsmsnt 
Public Contact Representative , . . . Paul Ortiz 

Environmental Protection Agency 
Envircmnentai Specialist • David Tomsavic 

Fedsral Firs Dspartmsnt 
Deputy Chief David Inman 

Fish and Wildlife Service 
Wildlife Biologist Martin Kenney 

Naval Supply Center 
Security Spedalist John Heppel 

Nationai Marine Fisheries Ser/ice 

Fishery Biologist Bcb Hoffman 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Coastal Commission 
Coastal Planner Milt Phegley 
Coastal Planner James McGrath 
Coastal Program Analyst James R. Raives 
Scafx Counsel . . . Mar/ L. Hudson Coastal Planner Deborah ;e 

Department of Health Services-Region 4 
Duty Officer Mark Foley 

Division of Oil and Gas 
i ^chnical Services Manager , — i 

Mr Resources Board 
Associate /Air Ponut-or: 5cedaiisv- Sue Wvmao 

San Dier-o Air Polluticn Controi Dis':-"- :̂ 

Air Rssourcss Soeciailst - . , . . . . Paul Davis 

Pt^Jional Water Quality Ccn-roi .Soar*-San Diego Sie^o:: 

•Sexier Ferine?: Brncs Posthum^ 
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Department of Fish and Game 
Project Review Coordinator 

REGIONAL AGENCIES 

Kris Lal 

San Diego Asscdation of Governments 
Land Use Technician Mike Rsevss 
Infonnation Officer Mark Polanski 
Senior Planner Nan Valerio 

San Diegc Unifisd Port District 
Coordinator-Environmental Management Thomas Fide 
Director of Planning Fred Trull 
Assistant Engineer Manuel Acsves 
Deputy Director of Property Management John Reardon 
Noise Information Officsr Bill Morgan 
Environmental Analyst Scott Fulmer 

County of San Diego 
Solid Waste Division 

CTTY OF SAN DTSGO 

Julia Quinn 

'ity Manager's Office 
Deputy City Manager Maureen Stapleton 
Management Assistant . . , . Jon Dunchack 
Management Assistant Severe Esquivel 

!uty Architect's Office 
City Architect Mike Stepner 
Principal Planner Larry Monserrats 
Senior Planner Mark Wardlaw 

Planning Department 
Principal Planner . . . 
Prindpal Planner . . . 
Deputy Planning Dirscxr 
Environmental Planner 
Environmental Planner 
Environmental Planner 
Noticins Desk 

.ginesring and Developmen 
Deputy Director 
Transportation Planner 
Transocrtatiou Planner 
^"""ansoortation Planner 
Senior Civil Engineer , 
Water Snslnesr . . . . . 

Den a 

Ann Hix 
Greg Konar 

David Potter, AICP 
. . Miriam Kirshner 
. . . Debbie Collins 
. . . Karen Ruggels 

, . . Diana Harrison 

-Sid pazargadi 
Walt Huffniau 
. Carla Smith 
. . Rory Clay 
, Rccer Graff 
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"Water Engineer John Goff 
Assodate Civil Engineer James Wageman 
Wastewater Treatment Superintendent Dan Child 

Pclice Department 
Officer '. . . . Roger Kaksman 

Firs Department 
Division Chief George George 

Centre City Development Corporation 
Vice President Max Schmidt 
Planner Judy Riffle 
Assodate Planner Beverly Schrceder 
Associate Planner Sandy Howard 

San Diego City Schools 
Assistant Director Pat Zoiier 
Procerty Management Assistant • • • Annette Cherrv 

PRIVATS ORGAWIZATtONS 

San Diego Gas and Electric 
Service Planner Marion E Stille 
Senior Project Coordinator , Kirk Romag 
Engineer Mark Abies 

Emerald Shapery Center Development 
Director of Public Relations Craig Collins 

Starboard 
^•"^cutive Vies President Tom Sullivan 

Cabot, Cabot & l-orbes 
Clerk Lynn Fleming 
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