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Attachment 

to the 

Draft Master Environmental Impact Report 

for the 

Proposed Centre City Redevelopment Project, 

the Centre City Community Plan 

and Other Related Documents 

This Attachment contains information regarding the public review of the Draft Master 

Environmental Impact Report (MEIR) for the Proposed Centre City Redevelopment 

Project, the Centre City Community Plan, and Other Related Documents including the 

Centre City Parking Ordinance, the-Centre City Transit Ordinance, the Centre City 

Streetscape Manual, the Centre City Planned District Ordinance, and the approval of a 

corresponding amendment of the City's Local Coastal Program. This Attachment contains a 

chronology of the public review process; a list of persons, agencies and organizations who 

received a copy of the Notice of Completion (NOC)/ Notice of Public Hearing and/or a 

copy of the Draft MEIR, and copies of the letters received during the public review process 

and the Agency's responses thereto. The Final MEIR is comprised of this Attachment and 

the Draft MEIR, including any revisions identified in the Response to Comments section of 

this Attachment 

Public Review of the Draft MEIR 

A combined public Notice of Completion and Availability (NOC) of the Draft MEIR and 

Notice of Public Hearing was published in the San Diego Daily Transcript on January 3, 

1992. The NOC and Notice of Public Hearing and/or copies of the Draft MEIR were sent 

to the persons specified on the mailing list contained in this Attachment and to the 

Following: 

• All property owners within the Project Area boundaries and within 300 feet of 

the Project Area boundaries; 

• All City of San Diego Planning Commissioners and City Council Members; and 

• The Board of Directors of the Centre City Development Corporation. 



The Draft MEIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period both locally and through 

the State Clearinghouse. The public review period concluded on February 17, 1992. A 

total of twenty letters were received during the public review period. These letters and the 

responses thereto are included in this Attachment to the Final :MEIR 

A Board Meeting was held on February 7, 1992 by the Centre City Development 

Corporation, a Planning Commission hearing was held on February 13, 1992, and a Joint 

City Council Redevelopment Agency hearing was held on February 18, 1992. These 

hearings were held for the purpose of receiving public testimony and comments on the 

environmental aspects of the information contained in the Draft MEIR. Comments on the 

Draft MEIR were received from: 

1) Ms. Marina Hennighausen (spoke at the CCDC Board Meeting) 

2) Mr. Wayne Buss (spoke at the Planning Commission hearing) 

These comments were also submitted by Ms. Hennighausen and Mr. Buss in writing 

during the public review period, and are addressed in the Response to Comments Section, 

letters XIV, and XVII of this Attachment. 

Results of Public Review of the Draft :MEIR 

As a result of the public review of the Draft MEIR, all mitigation measures identified in the 

Draft MEIR are retained as mitigation measures in the Final MEIR to be incorporated into 

the future implementation of the Centre City Redevelopment Project, the Centre City 

Community Plan, and other related documents. 



January 3, 1992 

NOTICE OF COMPLETION AND AVAILABILITY OF 
DRAFT MASTER ENVIRONMENT AL IMP ACT REPORT 
FOR THE CENTRE CITY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

AND CENTRE CITY COMMUNITY PLAN 
AND OTHER RELATED DOCUMENTS 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diego 
(" Agency") has completed a Draft Master Environmental Impact Report for the Centre City 
Redevelopment Project, Centre City Community Plan and Other Related Documents ("MEIR"). The 
preparation of the Draft MEIR and the review thereof is being administered by the Centre City 
Development Corporation (CCDC). The Draft MEIR addresses the potential environmental impacts that 
would result from the update the Centre City Community Plan and the proposed merger and expansion of 
three existing redevelopment project areas in Centre City, from the 417 acres of land that currently 
comprise the Columbia, Gaslamp Quarter, and Marina Sub Areas to 1,398 acres of land - all of the 
Centre City Planning Area with the exception of: (1) the existing Horton Plaza Redevelopment Project, 
(2) seven properties with high-rise buildings along B Street, and (3) a small area in the southeast comer 
of the Planning Area (the Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal). · 

Approval of the following proposed plans and ordinances would be required to implement the 
proposed Centre City Community Plan and Redevelopment Plan: 

• Centre City Community Plan (applies to Community Plan area); 

• Centre City Parking Ordinance (applies to Community Plan area); 

• Centre City Transit Ordinance (applies to Community Plan area); 

• Centre City Streetscape Manual (applies to the Centre City Community Plan area, formerly 
Urban Design Program, Streetscape Manual Technical Supplement); 

• Centre City Planned J?istrict Ordinance (applies to the Columbia Sub Area, the Horton Plaza 
Redevelopment Project area, and the entire Expansion Sub Area); 

• Centre City Redevelopment Plan (consolidates and amends existing Columbia, Marina, and 
Gaslamp Quarter Redevelopment Plans and applies to the Redevelopment Project area); and 

• Local Coastal Program Amendment (certification of area within Coastal Zone). 

The Draft MEIR was filed with the Governor's Office of Planning and Research effective January 
3, 1992 (SCH #90010898). The Draft MEIR addressing the potential significant environmental effects of 
the implementation of the Redevelopment Project, Centre City Community Plan and Related Documents is 
available for public review (or may be purchased for the cost of the printing) at the offices of the Centre 
City Development Corporation, 225 Broadway, Suite 1100, San Diego, California 92101, telephone 
619/235-2200. The office is open Monday-Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. The Draft MEIR is also 
available for review at the downtown public library at 820 E Street, San Diego, California 92101. 

Comments are hereby solicited regarding the information and analysis continued in the Draft 
MEIR. To be considered, comments must be received in writing by the Centre City Development 
Corporation at the above address no later than February 17, 1992. Written comments should be sent to 
the attention of Beverly Schroeder at CCDC. Any comments regarding this Draft MEIR will be a matter 
of public record, available to other agencies, organization and interested persons, and will become a part 
(along with responses thereto) of the Final MEIR. 

This notice appeared in the San Diego Daily Transcript on January 3, 1992. 
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r ~al Aviation Adm. 
. AWE-530 

P.O. Box 92007 
~orld Way Postal Center 
Los Angeles, CA 90009 

~aval Fae. Eng. Command 
S.D. Br-Commanding Ofer. 
1220 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 

J.S. Fish & Wildlife Svc 
Jffice of Fish & W·ldlife 
2800 Cottage Way, Rm. E-1823 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

,ousing & Comm. Dev. Dept 
[800 Third Street 
;acramento, CA 95814 

: h a r l es Damm, S . C . Di r . 
:alif. Coastal Comm. 
;~n Oiego District 

Camino del Rio N. #200 
h ... Jiego, CA 92108-3520 

\bbe Wolfsheimer 
:ouncilmember, 1st District 
:ity of San Diego 
~02 C Street, MS IOA 
;an Diego, CA 92101 

;eorge Stevens 
:ouncilmember, 4th District 
:ity of San Diego 
~02 C Street, MS IOA 
;an Diego, CA 92101 

Judy McCarty 
:ouncilmember, 7th Dis 
:ity of San Diego 
~02 C Street, MS IOA 
;an Diego, CA 92101 

1aureen Stapleton 
leputy City Manager 
:ity of San Diego 
:02 C Street, MS 9A 
;an Diego, CA 92101 

It. s L. Spotts, Director 
>roperty Department 
:ity of San Diego 
102 C Street, MS 9A 
;an Diego, CA 92101 

Federal Highway Adm. 
Office of Plng & Program 
Development 
211 Main St., Rm 1100 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
San Diego Field Office 
5626 Ruffin Road, #200 
San Diego, CA 92123 

Jack D. Kemmerly 
Dept of Transportation 
Division of Aeronautics 
P.O. Box 1499 
Sacramento, CA 95807 

Public Utilities Commisson 
1350 Front Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Richard J. Sommerville 
Air Pollution Cntrl Officer 
County of San Diego 
9150 Chesapeake Drive 
San Diego, CA 92123-1095 

Ron Roberts 
Councilmember, 2nd strict 
City of San Diego 
202 C Street, MS lOA 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Tom Behr 
Councilmember, 5th District 
City of San Diego 
202 C Street, MS IOA 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Jack McGrory 
City Manager 
City of San Diego 
202 C Street, MS 9A 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Victor Rollinger 
Director, Engineering & Dev. 
City of San Diego 
202 C Street, MS 9A 
San Diego, CA 92101 

George Loveland, Director 
Parks & Recreation Dept. 
City of San Diego 
202 C Street, MS 9A 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Luis Misco 
Dept. of the Navy 
555 W. Beech St., #101 
San Diego, CA 92101-2937 

Environ. Protection Agcy 
Region IX 
215 Fremont Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

CALTRANS 
District 11 
Attn: Jim Chesire 
2829 Juan Street 
San Diego, CA 92110 

Reg. Water Qual. Cntrl. Bd. 
9771 Clairemont Mesa Blvd 
Suite B 
San Diego, CA 92124-1331 

Tim O'Connell 
Mayor's Office 
City of San Diego 
202 C Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 

John Hartley 
Councilmember, 3rd District 
City of San Diego 
202 C _Street, MS lOA 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Valerie Stallings 
Councilmember, 6th District 
City of San Diego 
202 C Street, MS IOA 
San Diego, CA 101 

Severo Esquivel 
Deputy City Manager 
City of San Diego 
202 C Street, MS 9A 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Milon Mills, Director 
Water Utilities Department 
City of San Diego 
202 C Street, MS 9A 
San Diego, CA 92101 

John Oelotch, Fire Chief 
City of San Diego Fire Dept. 
Union Bank Bldg, 8th Floor 
525 B Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 



Citizens Coard. for Century 

El Prado 
San Diego, CA 92120 

Ruth Schneider 
Community Planners Comm. 
1042 Piccard Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92154 

Wayne Raffesberger 
San Diegans, Inc. 
225 Broadway, #830 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Lee Grissom 
Chamber of Commerce 
110 West C Street, #1600 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dale Hardy 
San Diego Rescue Msn 
P.O. Box 611 
San Diego, CA 92101 

D.J. Ryan 
Apartment Association 
1011 Camino del Rio South 
Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

S.D. Board of Realtors 
2231 Camino del Rio South 
San Diego, CA 92108 

Raymond Du Va 1 
Catholic Comm. Services 
349 Cedar Street 
San Diego, CA 92 l 

Bill Nelson 
1020 Prospect Street, #407 
La Jolla, CA 92037 

American Inst. of Arch. 
Executive Director 
233 A Street, #207 
San Diego, CA 92101 

American Plng Assoc. 
John Bridges 
619 S. Vulcan, #205 
Encinitas, CA 92024 

Gaslamp Qtr Foundation 
Gaslamp Qtr Plng Comm. 
410 Island Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Ernest Hahn 
Centre City S.D. Plng. 
P.O. Box 2009 
Rncho Santa Fe, CA 92067 

S. D. G. & E. 
Land Use Plng Section 
P.O. Box 1831 
San Diego, CA 92112 

Economic Dev. Corp 
701 B Street, #1850 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Clyde Dearwester 
Balboa Club 
2225 6th Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Tom Sheffner 
S.D. Taxpayers Assoc. 
1010 Second Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Steve Hess 
Catellus Development 
550 West C Street, #1810 
San Diego, CA 92101 

S.D. League of Women Voters 
3620 30th Street, #0 
San Diego, CA 92104 

Ron Oliver 
Central City Assn. 
701 B Street, #725 
San Diego, CA 92101-8102 

Rachael Ortiz 
Barrio Station, Inc. 
2175 Newton Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92113 

Cruz Rangel, Director 
Harbor View Center 
1960 National Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92112 

Jim Williams, Leg. Rep. 
Construction Ind. Fed. 
6336 Greenwich Dr., #F 
San Diego, CA 92122 

Nancy Rader 
CALPRIG 
2187 Ulric, #B 
San Diego, CA 92111 

Robert E. Morris 
Energy Factors, Inc. 
1495 Pacific Highway, #400 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Park Row Homeowners' Assn 
701 Kettner Blvd. 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Save Our Heritage Org. 
Mary Dilligan, Exec. Dir. 
P.O. Box 3571 
San Diego, CA 92103 



b Burgreen, 
-i1ief of Pol ice 
City of San Diego 
1401 Broadway 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Bill Levin 
Secretary, HSB 
Union Bank Bldg, #2002 
525 8 Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Kurt Chilcott, Deputy Dir. 
Economic Development Div. 
City of San Diego 
1200 Third Avenue, #1620 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Lauren M. Wassrrman 
Dept of Plng & Land Use 
County of San Diego 
1600 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Roger Post 
Director, Plng Dept 
City of National City 
1243 National City Blvd 
National City, CA 91950 

Rich Murphy, Planning 
San Diego Transit Corp. 
100 16th Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Paul Price 
Planning Division 
NCTD 
311 S. Tremont 
Oceanside, CA 92054 

Richard L. Hays, Director 
Waste Management Dept. 
City of San Diego 
202 C Street, MS 9A 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Tom Story 
Deputy Director, Dev. Plng 
City of San Diego Plng Dept. 
202 C Street, MS SA 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Allen Holden, Jr. 
Eng. & Dev. Dept 
City of San Diego 
1222 First Avenue, MS 505 
San Diego, C~ 92101 

Robert A. Leiter 
Director, Plng Dept 
City of Chula Vista 
P.O. Box 1087 
Chula Vista, CA 91912 

David Witt 
Director, Plng Dept 
City of La Mesa 
P.O. Box 937 
La Mesa, CA 91944 

Kevin Heaton 
Hazardous Materials Mgmt 
1700 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 

William Lieberman 
Planning Director, MTDB 
1255 Imperial Avenue, #1000 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Don Nay, Port Director 
Port of San Diego 
P.O. Box 488 
San Diego, CA 92112 

Kenneth E. Sulzer, Exec Dir 
SANDAG 
First Interstate Plaza 
401 B Street, #800 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Mike Stepner, City Architect 
City of San Diego 
Union Bank Bldg, #2002 
525 8 Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Ann 8. Hix 
Principal Planner 
City of San Diego 
202 C Street, MS 4A 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Lucy W. Franck 
Office of Special Projects 
County of San Diego 
1600 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Tony Pena 
Director, Comm. Dev. 
City of Coronado 
1825 Strand Way 
Coronado, CA 92118-3099 

James Butler 
Director, Plng Dept 
City of Lemon Grove 
3232 Main Street 
Lemon Grove, CA 91945 

Evan E. Becker, Exec. Dir. 
San Diego Housing Commission 
1700 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Thomas F. larwin 
MTDB 
1255 Imperial Avenue, #1000 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Ral Hicks 
Env. Mgmt Coard. 
Port of San Diego 
P.O. Box 488 
San Diego, CA 92112 

Environ Health Protection 
County of San Diego 
5201 Ruffin Road 
San Diego, CA 92123 



William Sauls 
t,. ?7 "C" St. ,#416 

Diego, C 92101 

Al Ziegaus 
STOORZA, ZIEGAUS 

& METZGER 
225 Broadway,#1600 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Judi Carroll 
P.O. Box 5000 
Del Mar, CA 92014 

Charles S. Kaminski 
P.O. Box 2729 
La Jolla, CA 92038 

Percy L. Myers 
9601 Rigehaven Ct. 
San Diego, CA 92123 

Buss 
uu VER McMILLAN 
4350 Executive Dr.,#300-
San Diego, CA 92122 

Charles Hansen 
Salvation Army 

Sister Raymonda 1 
Catholic Chari 

Lipman,Stevens 
&. Marshall,Inc. 

450 "B" St. 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Craig Beam,Esq. 
'---e, Forward, 

ni lton &. Seri pps 
!wu W. Brdwy, #1700 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Ralph Pesqueira 
EL INDIO 
3695 India St. 
San Diego, CA 92103 

William E. Nelson 
PROSPECT CENTER CORP. 
1020 Prospect St. 
La Jolla, CA 92037 

Susan A. Carter 
850 State St.,#204 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Scott MacDonald 
4350 LJ Vlge.Dr. 
#700 
-San Diego, C 92122 

Betty Slater 
4370 Arista Dr. 
San Diego, CA 92103 

Paul Peterson 
'PETERSON & PRICE 
530 "B" St.,#2300 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Father Joe Carroll 
St. Vincent 

Stefan Helstrom 
6144 Castejon 
la Jolla, Ca 92037 

Environmental 
Health Coalition 

1717 Kettner Blvd. 
San Diego, CA 92101 

anning Comm. 
Ten Copies 

Louis Wolfsheimer 
MILCH & WOLFSHEIMER 
501 W. Broadway,#1780 
San Diego, CA 92101 

V. Frank Asaro 
4350 LJ Vlge. Dr. 
San Diego, CA 92122 

Berit N. Durler 
2199 Linwood St. 
San Diego, CA 92110 

James R. Mi 11 s 
277 Sea Forrest Ct. 
Del Mar, CA 92014 

Thomas G. VanDyke 
2741 4th Ave. 
San Diego, CA 92103 

Glenn Alli son 
3776 4th Ave. 
San Diego, CA 92103 

Rev. Glenn Allison 
Episcopal Comm. Ser. 

Leo Sullivan,Esq. 
Sullivan Cummins et 
945 Fourth Ave. 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Manchester Group 
750 "B" Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 

al 



S.D. Cnty Archaeological 
·iety, Inc. 
, Review Committee 

P.O. Box A-81106 
San Diego, CA 92138 

Bruce Ballmer 
Kane, Ballmer, Berkman 
354 S. Spring Street, #420 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 

S.D. Comm. College District 
3375 Camino del Rio South 
San Diego, CA 92108 

Molly Scanlon 
Dntn Residents Grp. 
P.O. Box 126049 
San Diego, CA 92112 

Marina Park Homeowners 
Association 
850 State Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Heinz Schilling 
Keyser Marston Associates 
7690 El Camino Real, #202 
Carlsbad, CA 92008 

Building Industry Assoc. 
6336 Greenwich Drive 
San Diego, CA 92122 

Trish Butler 
BUTLER ROACH GROUP 
1660 N. Hotel Circle, #606 
San Diego, CA 92108 

Seven (7) CCDC Board Members 
(23) PAC Members 

James R. Dawe, Esq. 
Seltzer, Caplan, Wilkins & McMahon 
750 "B" Street 
Suite 2100 
San Diego, CA 92101 

?erry Flynn 
General Services 
NS 9B 

Dave Schlesinger 
Clean Wager 
MS 970 

Janay Kruger 
Kruger Development Co. 
4660 La Jolla Village Drive 
Suite 1080 
San Diego, CA 92122 

Hotel Motel Association 
1945 Quivira Road 
San Diego, CA 92109 

S.D. Convention Center Corp. 
111 West Harbor Drive 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Frank Landerville 
Reg. Task Force on Homeless 
655 Fourth Avenue 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Central Library 
820 E Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 





~ COMMENT LETTERS 

STAT:_ OF CAL!~C)AN!A PETE W!LSON. Go11ernor 

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 
1 JOO TENTH STREET 

Q_''\ 
lJ..:,.~) ~-SACRAMENTO. CA 95814 

1-1 

Feb 18, 1992 

BEVERLY SCHROEDER 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
225 BROADWAY, SUITE 1100 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101 

~c=~-\~:,==) .. ~; 
c:-.:.nPoR.'1.7:. 

FEB:!J ,'jj~ 
,!( 

Or,g. To:..b,:::._ 
Cop\/ 

Subject: CENTRE CITY SAN DIEGO COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE AND REVIEW 
SCI! I 90010898 

Dear BEVERLY SCHROEDER: 

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named environmental 
document to selected state agencies for review. The review period is 
closed and none of the state agencies have comments. This letter 
acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review 
requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act. 

Please call Tom Loftus at (916) 445-061] if you have 
any questions regarding the environmental review process. When 
contacting the Clearinghouse in this matter, please use the eight-digit 
State Clearinghouse number so that we may respond promptly. 

Sincerely, 

<r. c ... •9•.-·• 

David c. Nunenkamp 
Deputy Director, Pennit Assistance 

1-1 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

SIJlle Clearinghouse 

The State Oearinghouse (SCH) acknowledges that CCDC has complied with 

the State Oearinghouse review requirements. Although the SCH indicates that 

no state agencies have submitted comments, one oonnncnt was received directly 

from the Department of Transpor!lllion, Division of Aeronautics. See following 

leuer and response. 



.• ! .E :,-r CJ.ur0mi111. BUSINESS TRA.NSPQl=ITA.l!ON AND 1-lOUS!NG AGENCY PETE WILSON Go1,e'"1c1 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
::;:·:•SION OF AERONAUTICS ~ 1130 K STREET - din FLOOR 
~.:;..iL P O BOX 9-'2B7J 
SACRAMENTO CA 9427J-0001 
!::1161 J22·3090 

rco 19tfi1 6S4-40U 

II 

Ms. Beverly Schroeder 
CCDC 
225 Broadway, suite 1100 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Ms. Schroeder: 

January 20, 1992 CENT."!': ::;,c · 
DEVE: . .':>"'\'i 
cc.:;PoRA7;'· 

FEB V.7 1:J;.'. 
---.., 

Orig. Tori'-f "t(;: ,J_ 
CcpvTo:_ ·' 

The City of San Diego's Redevelopment Agency's DEIR 
for the Centre City Redevelopment Project and Centre City 
corn:munity Plan and other Related Documents: sett #20010020 

The California Department of Transportation, Division of 
Aeronautics, has reviewed the above-referenced document as required 
by CEQA. The following comments are offered for your consideration. 

The planning area for the Centre city Redevelopment Project 
Area includes approximately 1,400 acres and is located southeast of 
Lindbergh Field Airport. According to page 4.D-8 of the DEIR, "all 
of the Harborview Redevelopment District, most of the Cortez 
Redevelopment District, and the northern portions of the Centre City 
East Redevelopment District, the core Redevelopment District and the 
Columbia Sub Area are within the 60 dBA CNEL." Page 4.D-8 also 
states that only the •northern half of the Harborview Redevelopment 
District (north of Cedar Street) and the northeast corner of the 
Cortez Redevelopment District are within the 65 dBA CNEL" contour. 

In reviewing the noise contours in Fig~re 4.D-3 of the DEIR, it 
appears that the Harborview Redevelopment District is also affected 
by the 70, 75 and BO CNEL contours for Lindbergh Field. Figure 

11-1 I 4. D-J shows the 65 CNEL contour extending from south of Cedar Street 
to south of Grape Street, the 70 CNEL impacting the area between Fir 
and Hawthorne Streets and the 75 CNEL, the area from Hawthorne to 
Juniper streets. The BO CNEL also appears to impact a small portion 
of the northwesterly corner of the Harborview Redevelopment 
District. 

This is a concern since the DEIR, Figure 3-4, proposes 
"Residential Bonus Areas" in the Harborview Redevelopment District 
north of Beech street and south of Grape street. As indicated in 
Figure 4.D-3, while this would place a majority of the "Residential 
Bonus Area" within the 65 CNEL, the very northern edge of this area 
would be within the 70 and 75 CNEL contours. It is generally 
recommended that new residential development not be per,nitted within 
the 65 and greater CNEL. In addition, the area identified in Figure 

II 

11-1 

Department of Transportation • Division or Aeronautics 

Comment noted. According to the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics Noise 

Standards, Section 5014; highrise apartments and condominiums having an 

interior CNEL of 45 dB or less in all habitable rooms are considered appropriate 

land uses. Development proposed within the Harborview Sub Area will be 

required to comply with applicable regulations with respect to noise. 



"' 

Ms, Beverly Schroeder 
January JO, 1992 
Page 2 

U-1 as "D. Mixed Use District" and the northerly portion of the area 
11·1 dentified as "B. Recreation/Visitor/Marine District," appear to be 

ocated within the 70-80 CNEL contours. 

~ 
The mitigation measures for aircraft noise, page 4.D-27, 

nclude a statement that aircraft noise is "likely to significantly 
mpact all proposed useable outdoor living space within the 65 dBA 
NEL aircraft noise contour". The EIR also states that these 
mpacts may possibly be mitigated by the orientation of this outdoor 

11-21 space "so that it is shielded from direct exposure, although in some 
cases the impact may be unmitigable." We believe that it is more 
likely the cases which cannot be mitigated to a level of 
insignificance will include all not just •some cases.• This measure 

I does not provide any assurance that the impacts can be mitigated in 
~tside livipg areas. 

m 
In addition, with respect to interior living spaces, we 

ecoll\Jllend that the word •can" be changed to "shall" in the sentence 
Interior Noise levels for all proposed sensitive land uses (such as 

11-3 ingle and multi-family residences, hotels, and motels) within the 
o dBA CNEL aircraft noise contour can be mitigated by appropriate 
tructural design." The structural.design must also comply with 

rn
-ise insulation requirements of 45 dB or less. Finally, the need 

r avigation easements and buyer notification and the impacts 
11·4 sociated with developme.nt within the 70, 75 and 80 CNEL must be 

dressed in the Final EI~. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and coll\Jllent on this 
proposal. We look forvard to reviewing the Final EIR. 

cc: San Diego Port Authority 
San Diego County AWC c/o SANDAG 

Sincerely, 

/ ~I~ • f'.). r'J:: , '")J"f".t..,_; 
~ANDY ESNARD 
Environmental Planner 

ll-2 

ll-3 

ll-4 

Residential development within the 60 CNEL noise contour of Lindbergh Field 

may be significantly impacted by aircraft noise. A site specific noise study will 

be required lo ensure that State and local exterior and interior noise standards 

are met Some of the required usable exterior living space may be mitigated by 

orientation of the building to shield potential noise impacts. Where effective 

shielding is not possible, a significant unmitigable impact may remain. This can 

only be determined on a project-specific basis. 

A site specific noise study shall be required for all residential development 

within the 60 CNEL noise contour. The study shall only be prepared when the 

building plans have been completed. In general, mitigation of interior noise 

impacts may be accomplished by providing for a closed window condition, that 

would include mechanical ventilation (heat pump, forced air unit, etc.). Heavy 

window glazing (i.e., dual glazing or 1/4" laminate) may be required. In areas 

where the CNEL may exceed 75, structural noise mitigation may also be 
required. 

The text has been revised. 

Interior and exterior noise levels at new nosidential development within the 60 

CNEL noise contour must comply with California Administrative Code Title 

24, the City of San Diego Noise Ordinance and the City of San Diego 

Transportation Element of the General Plan. Mitigation of noise impacts can be 

achieved by controlling noise Bl the source or by insertion of an effective noise 

barrier between the source and receptor. Avigation easements and buyer 

notification would provide the airport operator with documentation of a noise 

problem; however, they do no( mitigate the noise impact. 
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Beverly Schroeder 

1DOO PACIFIC HtoHWAV, BAN DllQO. CALU'ORNIA 92101•3472 

Centre City Development Corporation 
225 Broadway 
Suite 1100 
San Diego, CA 92101-5074 

CENT"1E c,: · 
DEVELGFM!cl, 
COr1PORAT:v.' 

FEB l [; 1992 
v~ ,r ' Orig.To:~ 

Copy To: __ 

RE: Co1T111ents Regarding Draft Master Environmental Impact Report for the 
Centre City Redevelopment Project and Centre City Co1T111unity Plan 

Dear Ms. Schroeder: 

The Office of Special Projects has reviewed the Draft Master Environmental 
Impact Report (MEIR) for the Centre City Redevelopment Project and Centre City 
Co1T111unity Plan with respect to its discussion of planning issues, detention 
and court facilities, and potential fiscal impacts. We have the following 
corrunents regarding those issues: 

PLANNING ISSUES 
The planning components of the Draft MEIR are generally in conformance with 
the County's understanding of the Centre City Corrununity Plan (as proposed). 
However, the following chang,s should be incorporated in the Final MEIR: 

Page 3-12 
Proposed pedestrian plazas at the west end of Cedar Street should be 
addressed under this section, as a future improvement linking the County 
Center/Little Italy transit station with Pacific Highway and the County 
Administration Center. 

page 4.A-3 
The County should be added to the list of agencies which have planning 
jurisdiction in the Centre City area. Like the Navy, the County has 
planning jurisdiction over County-owned property in Centre City, as long 
as the development is for a County purpose. 

Page 4.A-2 
This figure should identify other County properties in Centre City in 
addition to the County Administration Center. For example, the Kettner 
property is also an example of a location where overlapping planning 
jurisdictions exist. 

In-I 

III-2 

III-3 

m County of San Diego 

Propose,! pedestrian plazas at the west end of Cedar S~et are anticipated in the 
discussion of community parks - "the provision of community-based parlc and 
recreation facility which may include facilities at or in the vicinity of the County 
Administration Center, Broadway, and San Diego Bay, Fifth Avenue and San 
Diego, City College, the existing Civic Center site, and the proposed Civic 
Center site " The improvement of these community-based parks may 
incorporate the plazas that are included in the proposed Community Plan, page 
144, of the Design Guidelines for the Pacific Highway - County Administration 

Center Design Zone. 

The text has been revised to recognize that the County of San Diego has 
planning jurisdiction over County-owned properties used for a County purpose. 

Figure 4.A-2 is intended to identify the major areas of land that are under 
planning jurisdictions other than the City of San Diego within the Planning 
Area. Individual parcels (other than the County Administration Center and the 

Navy Broadway Complex, which are significant land uses in the Planning 

Area) are not depicted. 
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Page 4.Ho 

The document entitled 'Design Guidelines for The Pacific Highway -
County Administration Center Design Zone' should be listed among the 
urban design plans and documents applicable to Centre City. (lt should 
be noted that the height restrictions on Pacific Highway. which are cen­
tral to this design zone area, are mentioned on page 4.F-21). 

DETENTION AND COURT ISSUES 
Section 4 of the Draft MEIR should be expanded to include the following lan­
guage: 

Due to court ordered population caps that went into 
effect in 1990, the County's jails generally stay 
within operational limits. Presently, the adult de­
tention system can accommodate 4,500 arrestees. How­
ever, most misdemeanants are not booked due to a lack 
of jail beds. A new 2,000 bed jail at East Mesa is 
not fully operational due to a lack of funding. A new 
booking jail, to replace the antiquated Central Jail, 
ls planned for the Kearney Mesa area in 1996. State 
Jail Bond funding is expected to pay for 60% of the 
projected $50 million cost; however, there is no known 
source of County funds. 

Due to a lack of funding, it is not possible to com­
prehensively address the overcrowded and poor condi­
tions of the dowlitown courthouse. However, with the 
assistance of CCOC, the County has begun a project 
that by 1995 will contain 16 courtrooms and over 
400,000 square feet of office space for the District 
Attorney and court support staff. 

In approving the Downtown Court/Office Building, the 
County Board of Supervisors recognized that the amount 
of parking which the County could afford was lnsuffl• 
clent to meet the parking demand associated with the 
facility. The proposed Downtown Court/Office Building 
provides for only 289 parking spaces. There is a 
parking demand for approximately 1,900 spaces. The 
total cost (i.e., hard and soft costs, financing 
costs) per space Is estimated to be roughly $25,000 to 
$28,000. There Is a need for approximately 1,600 
additional spaces In a peripheral parking structure(s) 
which could cost in the range of $40 million to $45 
million. 

IIl-4 

IIl-5 

11,e text has been revised to incorporate reference to the Design Guidelines for 

the Pacific Highway - County Administration Center Design Z.One. 

The text has been revised. 
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ina llhe Final MEIR should include Alternate Defense Counsel in the list of County 
· ~artments which are responsible for regional public protection services. 

ln.7 

111.0 

REOEVELOPMEHJ PROJECT FISCAL IMPACT 
The County is a major service provider within the Project Area. In addition 
to direct services such as public protection, health and social services which 
are discussed in the Draft MEIR, the County provides a broad range of communi­
ty and general government services throughout the San Diego region. More than 
91 percent of the net cost of County programs is dedicated to providing or 
supporting regional services. Implementation of the Centre City Redevelopment 
Project should be carried out in a manner which improves, rather than reduces, 
the County's ability to fund required services and facilities. 

The County presently lacks adequate funds to provide necessary regional and 
unincorporated area services. The County's fiscal crisis Is a function of 
many factors, including the extent to which municipal redevelopment projects 
have reduced the County's prpperty tax base. 

Implementation of the proposed Centre City Redevelopment Project will increase 
the demand for County regional services and associated capital facilities 
within the Project Area. The projected cost to serve the Project Area's exis­
ting population far exceeds projected County revenues. The increased demand, 
coupled with a loss of tax increment from establishment of the Redevelopment 
Project, would cause an additional significant, adverse impact on the County. 
The Final MEIR should include pass-through of tax increment as the means to 
mitigate adverse impacts on the County. 

services to Added Population 
Based on Information In the Draft HEIR and the Preliminary Report for the 
Centre City Redevelopment Project, It Is forecast that the Project Area resi­
dential population will Increase by 33,642, with 18,634 (55%) being the direct 
result of Agency redevelopment efforts and the balance attributable to new 
development that would occur without Agency intervention. 

Based on Information In the Draft HEIR and Preliminary Report, as well as 
occupancy rates provided by the Centre City Development Corporation, Project 
Area employment Is forecast to increase by 61,549, with 25,833 (42%) being the 
direct result of Agency redevelopment efforts and the balance attributable to 
new development that would occur without Agency intervention. 

Based on average per capita costs derived from the County's FY 1991-92 budget, 
the cumulative operational net cost for regional services to the added resi­
dents and employees over the next 33 years would be $604.4 million. $300 
million of this is attributable to growth resulting from Agency actions. 
Local property tax revenues currently fund 59.05% of the net cost of County 

111-6 
111-7 

111-8 

Ahenuue Defense Counsel has been added ID the texl 

Section 15131 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that "(e)conomic or social 
information may be included in an EIR OI" may be presented in whatever for 
fDl"m the agency desires." Discussions relating to fiscal impact to the County of 
San Diego and other public and private agencies arc more appropriately 
discussed in "The Report to Council for the Centre City Redevelopment 
Project" prepared fOI" the Redevelopment Plan. Impacts of the proposed 
Community and Redevelopment Plans on regional County facilities (as 
identified in analysis performed by CO>C/KMA) arc discussed below and in 
response to comment ill-8. 

The draft MEIR identifies adequate mitigation measures that would be 
implemented by the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans. These 
measures include the ability of the Agency to enter into an agreement with the 
County of San Diego to provide funds which would improve the County's 
ability to fund required services and facilities. 

In addition to the analysis contained in this draft Master Environmental Impact 
Rep011, during Fiscal Review, Centre City Development Corporation (CCDC), 
on behalf of the San Diego Redevelopment Agency, with Keyser Marston 
Associates Inc. (KMA) reviewed the fiscal impact analyses submilled to it by 
the County of San Diego on March 5, 1992. 

Population housing, employment and land use forecasts for the San Diego 
region arc prepared by the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 
and are contained in The Series 7 Regional Growth Forecast. According to 
SANDAG (telephone conversation with Bob Parrott, Director of Research and 
Information Systems, 3/5/92), a "top-down" approach is used. SANDAG first 
pnxluces a forecast fOI" the San Diego region using approximately 600 variables 
concerning the national, state and regional economics. Factors considered 
include national demographic trends, state finance policies, U.S. economic and 
foreign policy and trends in fertility and mortality. SANDAG lhen allocates or 
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services, and tt ts antlctpated that thts percentage would apply to projected 
costs from tha Centre Ctty Project Area. 

The above cost esttmate understates Impacts stnce County servtces presently 
are restrtcted by avatlahle revenues, and the County's FY 1991-92 Budget 
therefore does not fully reflect extsttng demands for servtces. It Is esti­
mated that tf funds ware avatlabla, tho addtttonal net cost for regional ser­
vtces to new Project Area rest dents and employees would total S84.9 mill Ion 
(S4Z.7 million for residents and employees resulttng from Agency actions). As 
noted above, It ts anticipated that 59.051 of the fundtng would need to come 
from property tax revenues. 

Populatton growth within the Project Area also would create a need for addl­
ttonal capttal hctltttes, The cost of detentton, judtchl and health facllt­
ttes to serve the addtttonal population ts esttmated at SSJ.2 million ($25.8 
mtllton for growth dtrectly resulting from Agency efforts). Information ls 
not available to forecast costs of factlfttes for other County regional prog­
rams. It Is anttctpated hc111tles costs would need to be fully funded from 
property tax revenues. · 

The above estimates reflect regional averages, and understate Project Area 
tmpacts to the extent demands wtthtn the Project Area are greater than the 
average throughout the San Dfego region. Based on tnformatton In the Prelimi­
nary Report, the demand on County public protectton, health and social ser­
~es, at a mtntmum, could be expected to exceed the regtonal average. 

Funding DeflciencJes for Services to Existing PooulatJon 
A stgnlflcant portion of the proposed Centre Ctty Redevelopment Project Area 
ts contained wlthtn existing tedevelopment project areas (Columbia, Gaslamp 
and Hartna). The County recetves no portion of the tax tncrement being gener­
ated from these extsttng project areas, but must provtde regional services to 
thetr restdents and employees as well as restdents and employees of the pro­
posed Expanston Area (Harborvtew, Cortez, Core and Centre Ctty East). Based 
on data In the Draft HEIR, It Is esttmated that the proposed Project Area 
contains 14,802 residents and 28,818 employees. 

The County presently receives an esttmated $282,171 In combtned annual proper­
ty tax revenues from the Columbia, Gaslamp and Marina redevelopment projects, 
reflecttng tts share tn the base years for these projects, and an estimated 
$3,190,722 from the proposed Expansion Area, for a total of SJ,472,893. 

Over the next 33 years, the County would recetve a cumulattve total of $114.6 
mtlllon from these 'base year' property taxes. 

The projected net cost for County regional servtces provtded to existing resi­
dents and employees of the proposed Centre City Redevelopment Project Area Is 

distributes the regional forecast to subareas within the Coun,, .,asic 

employment is distributed primarily on the basis of local jurisdiction policies on 

industrial development; other activities, such as population, housing units and 
local serving employment Is distributed ba.ed oa the locadon of the basic local 

serving employment, availability of usable land, general and community plan 

land use policies, and transportadon accessibility. Therefore, the fact that more 

growth may occur In Centre City does not effect the regional growth nor impact 
services on a regional basis. 

By implementing the Redevelopment Project, more housing and ·loyment 

would take place In downtown than would otherwise occur, as opposed to 

outlying areu. The CCDCJKMA analysis is a subregional distribution of 

population and employment and found that no measurable impacts on new 

regional growth would occur. For the pwpose of environmental analysis, the 

CCDC/KMA analysis identifies the magnitude, cost, and funding of adequate 

regional County facilities serving the residents and employees which the 

Agency is attempting to attract into the area of the proposed Community and 

Redevelopment Plans at ultimate capacity (2025). During Fiscal Review 

various taxing agencies modeled a factor for "inmigration" into the County 

claimed to be caused by redevelopment which CCDC/KMA analysis doesn't 

accept for the reasons discussed above. Nevertheless, CCDC/KMA have 

incorporated into the CCDC/KMA analysis a factor for "inmigration" (less than 

assumed by the taxing agencies) 10 identify "worst case" impacts of the 
Redevelopment Project 

Impacts of new housing constructed within the Project Area, and new housing 

constructed outside of the Project Area generated by new employment within 

the Project Area, are identified relative to the following regional County 

facilities: adult jail detention, maximum security juvenile detention, minimum 

security juvenile detention, judicial positions, and health facilities. Other 

regional facility impacts are assumed 10 be nominal. Per capita demand rates are 

assumed to.be 0.00175 beds per capita, 0.00011 beds per capita, 0.00005 beds 

per capita, 0.00004 positions per capita, 0.48866 square feet per capita. 

Facility costs are $40,000 per bed, $90,000 per bed and $300 per square foot 

respectively. Regional facilities, per capita demand rates and per capita facility 

costs were provided by the County of San Diego. 

The total demographic impact of the Redevelopment Project is the addition of 

37,223 households (74,192 persons) and 57,517 employees within the County. 

This includes 21,594 direct new households (31,822 persons) within the 

Project Area. Facility impacts generated from increased population and 

employees would be approximately 230 adult jail detendon beds, 14 maximum 

security juvenile detention beds, 7 minimum security juvenile detention beds, 5 

judicial posidons, and 64,360 square feet of health facilities. The total facility 

costs would be $40,015,&46 in present dollars. Using an annual escalation rate 

4%, total future facility costs would be $82,631,800 over 33-years, 



E,isting total regional facility deficiencies Identified by the County include 

2,000 adult jail beds, 190 maximum security juvenile detention beds and 

394,000 square feet of health facilities. Total facility cost deficiencies are 

$80,000,000, $17,100,000 and $118,200,000, respectively for total funding 

deficiency of $215,300,000. 

Existing Project Area deficiencies are insignificant and account for only 2.3%, 

2.6% and 0.64% respectively, of total County deficiencies. On a per capita 

basis, existing regional facility deficiencies attributable to existing population 

and employment within the Project Area are 47 adult jail beds, 5 m8"imum 

securit. y juvenile detention b~nd 2,526 square f·e .. et of health facilities. 
Facility cost deficiencies are $1,88 • ,000, $450,000 and $757,800 respectively, 

totaling ·$3,087,800. 

Implementation of the proposed Redevelopment Plan authorizes the Agency, 

through a proposed agreemenl wilh !he Counly, to make payments lo the 

County providing funds for the provision of these facilities. 
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$452.2 million over 33 years, assuming continuation of the existing budgeted 
level for these services. 

It is estimated that if funds were available to budget for unmet regional 
service needs, the additional net cost for County regional services to exis­
ting Project Area residents and employees would total a minimum of $63.4 mil­
lion over the next 33 years. 

The net cost of County regional services is currently funded 59.05 percent by 
property tax revenues. Applying this factor to the above figures generates a 
net cost of $304.5 million which would need to be funded by property tax reve­
nues. This exceeds the projected cumulative 'base year• tax revenues by 
Sl89.9 million. 

In addition, an estimated S!.9 million would be needed to address existing 
capital deficiencies for detention, judicial and health facilities to serve 
the Project Area's existing population. No funds are available to meet this 
need. The level of facilities deficiencies for other County regional programs 
has not been quantified. 

Loss of Property Tax Revenues 
The County General Fund receives 26.17 percent of the I percent property tax 
rate in the Project Area. Based on information in the Preliminary Report and 
Draft MEIR, it is estimated that the County's share of property tax increment 
attributable to assessed valu~tion growth which would occur without Agency 
assistance would total at least $329.7 million over the next 33 years. 

Although the Preliminary Report and Draft MEIR indicate additional growth, and 
resultant tax increment revenue~. which would be caused by Agency redevelop­
ment efforts, the Draft MEIR indicates this growth would be redirected from 
elsewhere in the region. Specifically, the Draft MEIR states (page 5-3): 

The proposed Co11111unity and Redevelopment Plans promote 
infill development within the Project Area rather than 
encouraging the development of currently undeveloped 
areas. The net effect on regional growth as a result 
of the proposed Plans is not considered to be signifi­
cant. Growth would be shifting to the Planning 
Area ..•. Regionally, there is not growth, or signifi­
cant growth, inducement. There is no change in over­
all forecasted growth as a result of the proposed 
Co11111unity and Redevelopment Plans but rather a small 
shift in where the growth occurs in the County. 

lll-9 

Ill-ID 

See response to comments lll-7 and IJl-8 

Implementation of the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans will 
improve physical, economic and social conditions within the Planning Area. A 
major objective of the Redevelopment Plan is to panicipate with the County, 
and other providers, in the provision of couns and social service facilities. The 
cri:ation of job and housing opponunities combined with the reduction of crime 
may reduce County public protection, health and social service rates within the 
Project Area relative ro regional averages, 

Gaslamp Quarter Project Area! allows for the use of agreement between the 
Agency and the County 10 provide revenues 10 provide regional facilities by the 
County for these existing Sub Areas and the added Expansion Sub Area. The 
proposed agreement with the County may address regional facilities and 
services for existing and future needs. 

See response to comments ill-7 and ill-8 

As pan of the Fiscal Review process, the Agency has made specific proposals 

to the County to make-up the potential loss of property tax revenue through the 

payment of tax increment funds to the County by the Agency. This proposal 
has been presented to the County by the Agency in the fonn of an agreement to 
make payments for the provision of County facilities and services .. 
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Hl.10 I As discussed above, the County would incur hundreds of millions of dollars 1n 
costs for regional services and facilities to meet the needs of the population 
which is expected to be added in the Project Area. While these costs would be 
incurred whether growth occurs in the Project Area or elsewhere in the region, 
the County as a regional taxing entity would collect its full share of addi­
tional property tax revenues if the growth was not redirected to the Project 
Area. The County's average share of the I percent property tax rate is about 
25 percent throughout the region, slightly less than its 26.17 percent share 
within the Project Area. The loss of tax increment revenues caused by re­
directing growth to the Project Area from other parts of the region represents 
a significant, adverse impact on the County. The Final MEIR should specifi­
cally acknowledge this impact and include pass-through of the County's share 
~tax increment as a mitigation measure. 

A separate analysis of financial detriment, including documents which detail 
the data sources, assumptions and methodology used to calculate the fiscal 
impacts su11111arized above, will be provided shortly to the Centre City Develop­
ment Corporation. In the meantime, if there are any questions please contact 
Carol Landsman at 531-5279. · 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Office of Special Projects 

RR:me 

cc: Robert Griego, Deputy Chief Administrative Officer 
Rod Calvao, Auditor and Controller 

.... 
' 
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February 17, 1992 

Ms. Beverly Schroeder 
Centre City Development Corporation 
225 Broadway, Suite 1100 (MS SID) 
San Diego, CA 92101-5074 

Dear ~~der: 

CENTRE r;,­
DEVELO·>~;,t;:. · 
co;, 0 (Jf,A r;: 

FEB 1 ~ 19~i 

Ong. lc,J:t-lt;;:l Ly-­
Copy To:----d.L· 

T 451. l 

Subject: COMMENTS ON MASTER EttV!ROHHEHTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) FOR THE 
CEHTRE CITY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AHO COMMUNITY PLAN 

We have reviewed the Master ElR and Transportation Element documents, and 
offer the following comments relative to the provision of public transit: 

Vehicle and Facility Heeds. The E!R includes a fair amount of analysis 
of the additional light rail transit (LRT) and bus requirements for 
achieving the increased transit mode split objectives. It should be 
kept in mind, however, that the mode split objectives modelled in the 
EIR were "forced" onto the existing transit network. In other words, 
they were not "achieved" based on travel patterns and travel times 
analyses. The numbers of light rail vehicles and buses needed to 
support the 40 percent' mode split objective, therefore, are only order­
of-magnitude estimates. They could prove to be higher. 

1\1·1 
Another question, which probably should be highlighted more in the EIR, 
is the additional capital improvements that may be needed in Cen:re City 
to accommodate these higher levels of transit. -The light rail vehicle 
capacity along C ~treet, need for bus signal preemption and bypass 
lanes, and trolley and bus station capacity are areas that would require 
additiona1 study . 

.. f 
As noted in the EIR, additional study Is needed to more fully evaluate 
the impacts that the increased levels of transit will have on the 
overall transportation network in Centre City. 

40 Percent Mode Spljt Assumption. Page 4.8-37 notes that a 40 percent 
transit mode split for work trips is "assumed" in the proposed Community 
Plan. While we are supportive of an increased role for transit in 
Centre City, it should be recognized by all parties that the resulting 
level of transit service will require a significant increase in 
resources. 

Ve'"'01t• A9enc,ts 
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IV 

IV-I 

Metropolitan Transit Development Board (MTDB) 

The Centre City Community Plan establishes a pcalc period transit mode split 
objective of 40% by 2025. In cooperation with Planning Depanment and 
Centre City Development Corporation staff, MmB provided order of 
magnitude estimates of capital improvements necessary to achieve a 40% peak 
period transit mode split to Centre City. 

A strategy to mitigate significant impacts at ultimate capacity 2025 is to increase 
peak period transit ridership to 60%. This mitigation measure is implemented 
by the collection of an impact fee and the Centre City Transit and Parking 
Improvement Fund. 

The Centre City Transit Ordinance establishes a Centre City Transit and Parking 

Improvement Fund that shall be used solely for programs and administrative 
suppon approved by the City Council to meet the transit and parking needs of 
the Centre City Community Plan. The Fund shall consist of funds derived from 
the fees to be paid to the City pursuant to provisions of the Centre City Transit 

Ordinance. It is the intent of the City Council to coordinate with MTDB to 

implement ihe programs and projects necessary to achieve a 60% transit mode 

split at ultimate capacity 2025. 

Due to the programmatic nallire of the transit improvements identified by 
MTDB, and the long-term nature of this program, additional and specific tran si 1 

studies will be required to address specific improvements, costs and funding 
soorces, and implementation. 

To this end, a 3-year program plan shall be established by CCDC that will 
provide for timely expenditure of funds collected in the Centre City Transit and 

Parking Improvement FundL Prior to the commencement of the fiscal year and 

annually thcrcaftcr, CCDC shall adopt a 3-year Program Plan and present it to 
the City Council for action, This document shall plan for the following 3 years 
and shall set fonh with respect to the 3-year period, a description of all 
programs to be funded with funds from the Centre City Transit and Parking 
Improvement Fund. 
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All of our existing transit capital funding is currently committed to 
other rail and bus projects, while available operating funding does not 
even meet our existing service needs. The full costs in achieving the 
40 percent mode split objective would have to come entirely from 
nontransit sources. The EIR does not address how this increased level 

IV-2 I of transit would be funded, nor the level of funding that would be 
available. 

"{ 
IV-4 

IV-5 

Since both the costs and funding of reaching a 40 percent transit mode 
split are not yet known, the ability to actually reach this objective 
has not been fully answered. 

SQ Dorc 0 nt Mode Split. The EIR recommends 2 60 percent transit made 
split as mitigation for the congestion and parking space problems 
associated with the full build-out in 2025. Given the questions raised 
above regarding costs and funding for a 40 percent mode split, achieving 
a 60 percent mode split seems a bit unrealistic at this point, unless 
analyzing the resources is completed. 

R~~ote Parking Lots. On pages 4.8-46 and 47, the need for remote 
parking lots on the periphery of Centre City is suggested as a way to 
mitigate traffic congestion along Harbor Drive and Broadway. It is 
noted that transit shuttles will be needed to then connect these lots 
with the downtown core. Our concern Is whether these shuttles imply·use 
of public transit services. Given that these locations are the peak 
load points for transit in the peak period, there is little excess 
capacity to handle additional demand. 

The EIR should address whether this demand is expected to be met with 
public transit services, or, perhaps, privately operated shuttles in 
conjunction with the parking lot operations. If public transit is to 
play a role, the additional capital and operating costs needed to 
increase capacity need to be factored in, and funding Identified. 

Transit Streets. At several points in the text (specifically 
page 4.8-38), mention is made to transit streets along C Street and 
12th Avenue. Within our Short Range Transit Plan, a preferred streets 
network for buses was also identified (see attached map): Broadway, 
Market Street, Pacific Highway, Front Street/First Avenue couplet, 
Fourth/Fifth Avenues couplet, and the !Oth/llth Avenues couplet. 

We are currently updating this list of preferred transit streets•~ part 
of an overall Centre City study. This study will also identify bus 
terminal locations and transit stop needs based on anticipated future 
needs. The study is nearly complete, and should be available for 
inclusion in the EIR and Community Plan within the next month. 

Minor Corrections to Text. There are several minor errors regarding 
transit services in the text, as follows: 

IV-2 

IV-3 

IV-4 

In addition to potential revenues provided through the Centre City Transit and 

Parking Improvement Fund, the proposed Redevelopment Plan authorizes the 

Redevelopment Agency to participate in the provision of publicly-owned 

facilities which may include the enhancement of light rail trolley stations within 

the Project Area, the development of the Gaslamp trolley and enhancement of 

the public right-of-way, and the provision of pedestrian amenities along the 

transit right-of-way in the Project Area. It is anticipated that many of these 
improvements will improve transit services within the Project Area. 

See response to comment to IV -1. 

Sixty percent (60%) peak period transit ridership is a mitigation measure 

required at ultimate capacity 2025 of the Project Area. In the event that the 
levels of development anticipated at ultimate capacity are not achieved, then a 
commensurate reduction in peak period transit ridership requirements would 

result. Implementation of the 60% transit mode split is discussed in response 

IV-I. 

The mitigation policy of 60% public transportation ridership is a goal for the 

peak period to be reached by ultimate buildout. As buildout is not expected 

until almost 35 years from now, this is an extremely long-range goal. Public 
transit ridership will need to increase steadily towards this goal over the years 
but will noc neod to achieve it until buildouL In this context, the goal is realistic 
as numerous west coast cities already achieve high peak period transit use 

today. , Portland. for example, achieves over 50% of central business district 

(CBD) destined trips by uansit today, while San Francisco currently achieves 

70%, Vancouver achieves 46%, Seattle achieves 40%, and the Oak.land CBD 

averages over 40%. All these cities provide significant transit service based on 
both bus and rail facilities. As downtown San Diego grows in the future, and 

with the infeasibility of street widenings as a solution, it will become 

increasingly necessary for u-ansit to provide a significant role. 

Implementation of a 60% transit mode split will rcducc total parking demand in 
the project by approximately 30,000 spaces. This will result in a surplus of 
parking supply within the Project Area at the year 2025 of approximately 

11,500 spaces. Through the implementation of 3-year program plans 
referenced in response to comment IV -1, the provision of on site transponation 

demand management measures, onsite parking requirements and proposed 

public parking will be phased relative to the provision of transit services and 

increase in transit ridership to achieve a balance between total parking spaces 

and total peak pericxl transit ridership. 



i 

Park and Ride lots around transit routes outside of Centre City would be more 

beneficial than remote or supplemental parking located downtown in reducing 

auto trips into Centre City. Increased transit ridership, transportation demand 

manageimnt, and park and ride lots will reduce the number of supplemental 

parking spaces necessary to be constructed in Centre City. 

The developimnt of any remote or supplemental parking in the Project Area 

shall be subject to the demonstration of adequate public or private transit or 

shuttle service between remote parking lots and the central business district of 

the Project Area. 

fV-5 The Centre City Community Plan establishes a hierarchy of streets within the 

Project Area which include Freeway Couplets and Cross Town Links. 

Freeway Couplets directly connect the downtown street network with the 

freeway exit and entrance ramp system and are fixed entry points into 

downtown. These streets must provide the highest level of service for traffic in 

the most direct and unencumbered routes to the regional freeway system. Cross 

Town Links provide for high volumes of traffic and transition flow from the 

freeway couplets to destinations across and through Centre City. These streets 

are unobstructed by super blocks, freeways, incomplete route connections or 

fixed rail transit corridors. 

Freeway Couplets and Cross Town Links are designated to carry all of the 

public bus transit in the downtown and serve as "transit streets" within the 

Project Area. 



Ms. Beverly Schroeder 
February 17, 1992 
Page 3 

U
n page 4.B-7, last sentence, along with Amtrak service is a 
eference made to the Strand Express. This service is part of the 
etropolitan Transit System referenced earlier. Since your intent 

IV~ eems to note inter-city services, Amtrak and Greyhound service 
re the two services that should be included. The Greyhound 
erminal is at Broadway and First Avenue. 

• [here are several corrections to Table 4.8-3 (page 4.B-11) and 
Table 3.4-A in the Transporation Element document regarding peak 
hour service frequencies for existing transit services: Route 20 

IV-7 has a JS-minute frequency, not 17 minutes; Route 50 has a 
IS-minute frequency, not 60 minutes; Route 115 has a 30 minute 
frequency, not 33 minutes; and Route 230 has a 15-minute 
frequency, not 25 minutes. 

Should you have any questions, feel free to contact me or Dave Schumacher 
(557-4565) of my staff. 

Sincer~ely, 

J;it (v---
w,11 ia an 
Director of Planning and Operations 

\!L :des: 1st 
L-CCE!R.WL 

Attachment: HTDB Centre City Transit Element 

IV-6 So noted and amended. 

IV-7 So noted and amended. 
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CC~PC:,:;t.., T:C,;-

FEB l '. 19~2 

Orig. 
Copy 

Beverly Schroeder, Senior Planner, Centre City 
Development corp~ration 

Deputy Director, Transportation Planning Division 

SUBJECT! Centre city Draft Master Environmental Impact 
Report (January 1992) 

The following are general and specific coll\1llents addressing the 
centre City Draft Master Environmental Impact Report. We have 
spent a significant amount of time working with your traffic 
engineering consultant (Korve Engineering, Inc.) and have 
discussed most of these Coll\1llents with them. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

The Transportation Demand Management (TOH) program has not been 
mentioned in this Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The 
travel forecast made a significant assumption regarding TOH: 
30% of all person trips would not be by auto drivers or riders 

V-1 I of public transportation. This assumes that 3 Ot of all person 
trips would be either by auto passengers, walkers, bicyclists, 
or telecoll\1lluters. This assumption should be fully discussed 
and documented in the EIR. 

n addition to the TOH assumption, the proposed Centre City 
community Plan traffic analysis is also based on a 401 transit 
mode split assumption. This assumption is discussed well in 
the EIR. However, the combined effects of a 30% TOH mode split 

V-21 and a 40% transit mod" split should be discussed and justified. 
It should be noted that these two assumptions imply that only 
JO\ of the peak hour trips to centre City will be by auto 
drivers. 

O
ne of the mitigation strategies is a 601 transit mode split. 
gain, this strategy should be discussed in conjunction with 

v~ he 30\ TOH mode split. These two assumptions imply that only 
0% of the peak hour trips to Centre City will be by auto 
rivers. This doss not appear to be a realistic assumption. 

n
e agree that the 40\ transit and Jot TOH mode splits are 
ppropriate policy goals for the Centre City Community Plan. 

V-4 hb b the only way that Centre City. can accommodate the 
rowth assumed in the proposed Community Plan. Certainly, 
here is no way to provide additional roadway capacity within 

V 

V-1 

V-2 

V-3 

V-4 

City of San Diego, Transportation Planning Division 

The Centre City Community Plan establishes a peak period ride share mode 

split objective of 30% to downtown. This objective is implemented through 

participation in transportation demand management programs and strategies (car 

pools, van pools, staggered work hours, etc.). The Centre City Parking 

Ordinance establishes minimum onsite transportation demand management 

measures for all non-residential projects in the Project Area. These include: 

proximity to public transit, preferential car pool and/or van pool parking, onsite 

commuter and car pool/van pool waiting areas, onsite bicycle storage and 

bicycle loclcer and shower facilities, provision of fleet vehicles for property 

tenants, onsite transit amenities, such as bus shelters with seating and lighting, 

onsite transit pass sale and infonnation areas, and membership in a 

transportation demand management association. 

Residential and single room occupancy hotel projects are required to provide 

bicycle storage facilities. 

Please see response to comment IV-3. 

Please see response to comments IV-3 and V-1. The 10% of peak hour trips to 

Centre City by auto drivers is a reasonable goal of the Community Plan, based 

on the transit and TOM goel!. For eumple, San Frnncisco today has only 14% 

auto driven into the downtown. 

The transponation element of the draft MEIR evaluates not only future 

development projected to occur within Centre City, but also the recommended 

network of local streets. The proposed networlc of local streets within 

downtown includes Freeway Couplets, Cross Town Links, Transit Streets, 

District Center Streelll, and District Streets. The functional cross section of 

many of these streets and the direction of travel (i.e., one-way vs. two-way), 

has been altered, particularly with District and District Center Streets. 

Jncorponition of the proposed street network may reduce the total capacity of 

certain streets and therefore lower traffic volumes which causes additional 

traffic to concentrate on many of the Freeway Couplets and/or Cross Town 

Link streets. 



11-4 

V-!! 

Centre City due to constraints imposed by existing buildings. 
Even if ce·ntre City roadways could be widened, the regional 
freeway system could not accol!llllodate the amount of development 
allowed by the proposed Community Plan. Furthermore, centre 
City serves as a hub of the regional transit system. A 
thriving public transit system in Centre City is needed to 
improve the regional transit mode split. In applying these 
assumptions to the travel forecast, some streets show decreases 
in traffic volumes. However, given the magnitude of 
development allowed in the proposed Col!llllunity Plan, these 
decreases do not seem realistic. Even if these decreases 
occur, they will not occur illllllediately. 

lso, when forecasted JI.OT volumes (2010) from the centre City 
community Plan Update and Redevelopment Plan EIR (January 1992) 
were compared to forecasted ADT volumes (2010) from the 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 6th Amendment to the 
Columbia Redevelopment Plan (November 1988), the numbers seemed 
vastly different. The following comparison demonstrates some 
of these inconsistencies: 

Pacific Highway 
(north of Beech st.) 

North Harbor Dr. 
(north of Ash St.) 

Harbor Dr. 
(west of 5th Ave.) 

ColUlll1:lh, 
Redtvelopment Plan 

45,000 

45,000 

55,000 

cmntrm 
City 

J..UL_ 

102,300 

15,JOO 

81,100 

Furthermore, the afternoon peak period was not analyzed in this 
study. Therefore, we reco111Jnend that there be no reduction in 
capacity on streets that provide major access to Centre City, 
as we do not believe that there is enough information provided 
to support a reduction in roadway capacity. Table 4. 2B of 
Appendix E has several such capacity reductions. Specific 
.!_treats are discussed later in these comments. 

a
n addition, the traffic study did not analyze future traffic 
onditions for the area north of Hawthorn Street. This area 

V~ hould be included in the analysis because North Harbor Drive 
rom Hawthorn Street to Laurel Street is currently operating at 
eval of service (LOS) I'. · 

U
everal of the improvements identified in Table 4.2B and in the 
itigation strategies are operational improvements. These 
mprovements, particularly peak hour parking restrictions, will 

V-7 be implemented if and when the City Engineer determines that 
raffle conditions so dicteta, as is the case elsewhere in the 
ity. 

V-5 The focus of traffic on Pacific Highway represents incorporation of proposed 

changes to the street network on Harbor Drive, Kettner Boulevard and India 

Street (sec response to comment V-4). In the event that proposed changes to 

the existing street network were not implementen, the furure flow of traffic can 

be expected to be distributed much like existing conditions reducing traffic 

congestion on Pacific Highway. 

The forecasted ADT volumes (2010) from the draft MEIR on Pacific Highway 

(nonh of Beech Street) and N. Harbor Drive (nonh of Ash Street) are 67,100 

and 18,300. However, the combined ADT of Pacific Highway and N. Harbor 

Drive for the draft MEIR are very similar to those of the Columbia 

Redevelopment Plan. Also, the ADT on Harbor Drive (west of 5th Avenue) in 

the draft MEIR is similar to the volume projected in the Columbia 

Redevelopment Plan. These small differences in the forecast of the ADT 

volumes of the drnft MEIR when compared with the Columbia Redevelopment 

Plan ADT volumes, are due to the land use and roadway assumptions made for 

the draft MEIR. 

The Centre City Community Plan establishes a comprehensive transportation 

plan through its "Circulation Element," Downtown Districts," Hierarchy of 

Streets," "Street Design Recommendations." and "City Design Standards" 

sections of the Plan. These sections of the Plan provide a framework of 

objectives. policies and standards that establish a balance between land use, 

urban design and transportation objectives for downtown. 

Rather than focus solely on vehicular congestion and levels of service (LOS), 

the Plan creates a. functional circulation system that also considers the need to 

provide a safe and pleasing pedestrian circulation system; the need to approve 

the aesthetic quality of the public right-of-way through Ceremonial and 

Gateway streets and by enhanced landscaping and street furnishings; and the 

need to establish desirable residential neighborhoods in downtown through 

Neighborhood Disttict and District Center streets. 

The implementation of these objectives may renuce roadway capacity on 

specified streets. However. reduced roadway capacity is offset by aesthetic and 

physical improvements which foster increases in pedestrian activity and 

increases in the residential population downtown and result in reductions in the 

use of private vehicles. 

Both the proposed Centre City Community Plan and Redevelopment Plan for 

the Centre City Redevelopment Project establish a process to implement "focus 

plans" for each neighborhood in regard to design standards (except for 

tidelands) which assure development of outstanding architectural and 

environmental quality with special regard to the spatial relationship of open 

areas to building structures (private and public), variety of building size, bulk 

and siting, activity areas. pedestrian spaces, circulation systems, freeway ramps 

and other design clements which provide unity, integrity and quality to the 

entire Planning Area. 



SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

The following comments refer to specific pages of the Draft 
Master Environmental Impact Report. 

[Page ES-4 - The assumption that transit service will increase 
v~l-20 60% by the year 2025 does not appear to be realistic. 

Page ES-6 - Please indicate the mitigation recommendations for 
the following freeway ramps: 

NB I-5 off-ramp to J street and 19th Street, 
NB I-5 on-ramp from 1st Avenue, 

v-D I NB SR-163 on-ramp from 11th Avenue, 
SB I-5 off-ramp to Front Street, 
SB I-5 off-ramp to 2nd Avenue, 
SB I-5 on-ramp from Grape Street, 

~ and EB SR-94 on-ramp from G Street. 

~

age ES-7 - Your assumption of a 60% transit mode will result 
n a surplus of parking, where there is an existing shortage. 

V-10 t what point in time do on-site parking require.ments need to 
e reduced? Should parking requirements be phased over time to 
orrelate with changes in transit ridership? 

~

age 4, B-3 - Figure 4·. E-1 should show Hawthorn Street from 
orth Harbor Drive to Interstate 5, 2nd Avenue from A Street to 

v-11 nterstate S, and Broadway from Pacific Highway to 12th Avenue 
perating at LOS D, as indicated in the Centre City Existing 
onditions Technical Report (Final). 

ifage 4,B-5 - The source used for peak hour capacity in Table 
V-12 ~· B-1 is not cited. 

!Page 4.B-6 - Volume information for southbound Interstate 5 
V-13 ~n-ramp from 5th Avenue ii!, missing in Table 4. B-1. 

- Transit route information for route numbers 7B 
v-u I and 94 5 are missing in Table 4. B-J. Also, PM peak hour average 

~equency should be re-checked. 

rn
age 4,B-13 - Figure 4,B-4 shows an existing bikeway on 3rd 

v.15 venue from Cedar street to B Street. This bikeway should be 
rem Ash street to B Street only. 

jPage 4.B-20 - The word Deputlllent in the second paragraph needs 
V-16 l:_o be changed to Divilllion. 

ri>age 4,B-21 - Please provide detailed information concerning 
v-nl the evaluation critarill used in calculating the AM LOS in Table 

~.B-5, 

V-6 

V-7 

V-8 

V-9 

V-10 

V-11 

V-12 

V-13 

V-14 

V-15 

V-16 

V-17 

Implementation of proposed changes to the street network contained within the 

proposed Community Plan would be considered through the development of 

focus plans. Detailed studies shall be coordinated with the City of San Diego 

Engineering and Development Department before recommendations are made 

concerning the change of the local street network. 

The area nonh of Hawthorn Street has now been included in the analysis. 

Comment noted. 

Soc response to comment IV-I. 

Mitigations for these freeway ramps a.re identified on page ES-5, under the 

columns headed Mitigation, and Significance of Impact After Mitigation. 

Mitigation is also discussed in more detail in the draft MEIR. 

Soc response to IV-4. 

Figure 4.B-1 has been corrected. 

The source for peak-hour capacity in Table 4.B-1 was the 1985 CCT AP report. 

The sowt'.e has been added to the table. 

This information has been added to Table 4.B-1. 

Table 4.B-3 has been corrected. 

Figure 4.B-4 has been corrected. 

Comment noted and corrected. 

AM LOS was calculated based on capacities provided by the City of San Diego 

for each roadway type. These are defined in the Technical Appendix, Table 

4.1-H. 



V-19 

~ 

Page 4.B-32 - (l) Volume information for the southbound 
Interstate 5 on-ramp from 5th Avenue is missing in Table 4.B-7. 
(2) What does ultimate capacity scenario in Table 4.B-7 mean -
mitigated or unmitigated? (3) Table 4.B-7 (2025) shows the 
on/off ramps for Hawthorn Street having a combined ADT of over 
57,000 vehicles, However, in Figure 4.2-K (page E-36a), 
Hawthorn Street at screenline E has an ADT of 22,300, Please 
explain your assumptions regarding the remaining 34,700 
(57,000-22,JOO) vehicles. 

l~age 4,B-41 - The word Depsrblemt in paragraph 3 needs to be 
V-19 ~hanged to Divi ■ iom. 

Page 4,B-44 - (1) We recommend that no changes be made to the 
existing number of lanes along North Harbor Drive between Grape 
Street and Broadway. ( 2) It would be impractical to remove 
parking along Kettner Boulevard because of the hotels present 
there. Instead, peak hour parking prohibition is suggested. 
(J) We do not recol!llllend the mitigation measures proposed for 
Kettner Boulevard between A Street and Broadway. This section 

V-201 of Kettner Boulevard has recently been converted to a 
four-lane, two-way street. (4) We recommend that India Street 
remain a one-way street. While Kettner Boulevard carries heavy 
inbound traffic in the morning, India Street will help mitigate 
heavy outbound traffic "in the afternoon peak. (5) Why are turn 
prohibitions required for a one-way street? 

[7'.age 4,B-45 - Parking prohibition on state Street is needed 
v-21 ~ur ing peak hours only, instead of all day. 

Page 4,B-46 - (1) We do not recoll\lllend reversible lanes on 
Harbor Drive, because this may confuse motorists. We 
anticipate heavy tourist traffic in this area near the 
Convention Center and Seaport Village. Instead, we suggest 

v-:nl that Harbor Drive be widened to a six-lane major street, with 
three through lane11 in each direction, between Market Street 
and Eighth Avenue. (2) Instead of remote parking, Park & Ride 
lots along transit routes outside of Centre City would be mare 
beneficial in reducing auto trips into Centre City. 

U
age 4. B-47 - ( 1) Parking should be removed along Broadway 

between Kettner Boulevard and 1st Avenue, and a lane in each 
v-z:i irection should be added and used for buses and right turns. 

2) Again, we do not reco1111Dend remote parking facilities in 
entre City. 

~

age 4,B-59 - Does the word Wl!llitigstad in Table 4.B-10 mean 
y.24 hat a 60% transit mode vas not assumed? Please clarify the 

olumn headings. 

rfage 6-19 - Volume infonaation for the southbound Interstate 5 
V-25 ~n-ramp from 5th Avenue is missing in Table 6-4, 

V-18 

V-19 

V-20 

V-21 

V-22 

V-23 

V-24 

V-25 

I. So noted and corrected. 2. Ultimate capacity scenario in Table 4.B-7 means 

unmitigated scenario. 3. Table 4.B-7 (2025) shows the on/off ramps for 

Hawthorn Street having a combined ADT of over 57,000 vehicles. Please see 

revised Figure 4.2-E (page E-26b), which shows screenline E to have an ADT 

of37,100 at Hawthorn Street 

The main reason for the difference in the ADT is due lo the fact that the 

screenline E volume at Hawthorn Street does not reflect the on-ramp volume for 

1-.'5 at Hawthorn Street. Hawthorn Street is one-way westbound, and it is 

important to note that the traffic movement would be different for drivers using 

the on-ramp at Hawthorn Street 

Comment noted and com:cted. 

I. Sec response to comment V-5. 2. Concur with Engineering & 

Development 3. Concur with Engineering & Development. 4. See response 

to comment V-5. 5. Concur with Engineering & Development. 

Concur with Engineering & Development: Text has been changed to prohibit 

parlcing in pealc periods only. 

I. Reversible lanes are not recommended; see response to comment V-5. 

2. See response 10 comment IV-4. 

I. Concur with Engineering & Development. 2. See response 10 comment 

IV-4; concur with Engineering & Development 

Column headings have been clarified in Table 4.B-IO. Unmitigated assumes 

40% transit. 

Table 6--4 has been amended to include this in formation. 



v-211[:!'age 8-1 -·oave Sorenson is s Senior Traffic Engineer. 

y.r, Street between 12th Avenue and 17th Street may be very 

~

age E-19 - (1) An extra lane on A Street between 11th Avenue 
nd 12th Avenue may not be needed. (2) Adding an extra lane on 

ifficult because the parking on this segment of B Street is 
eavily used by City College students. Instead, an extra lane 

between 11th Street and 12th Street only may be sufficient. 

liaqe E-19a - We concur that auto traffic may be removed from c 
y.28 treet between Kettner Boulevard and 12th Avenue, as long as 

lternative access to parking garages along this segment of 
oadway is provided. 

G
age E-19b - G Street between 16th Street and 17th street needs 

y.29 idening instead of restriping to provide II fourth lane. This 
reject is recommended to be funded through the Flexible 
ongestion Relief Program. 

V-30 two-way facility. The India street/Kettner Boulevard couplet 

~

age E-19c - We do not recommend reducing the existing number 
f travel lanes on North Harbor Drive and changing India 
treat, from Hawthorn Street to Ash Street, from a one-way to 

rovides critical access to and from Interstate 5. If a 
we-way system is needed in this area, it would be better to 
hange the Columbia Street/State Street couplet, instead. 

- (1) We do not recommend removing a lane on 5th 
Avenue between Broadway and Market Street because the proposed 
Gaslamp Trolley would require the extra third lane. (2) We 
concur in changing 6th Avenue between Market Street and Island 
Avenue from II one-way street to II two-way street. Furthermore, 
it is suggested that the proposed 6th Avenue two-way facility 
be extended to G Street in order to provide better access to 
State Route 94. (3) A detailed study should be conducted 

y.31 J before any recommendations are made concerning the change of 
7th, 8th, and 9th Avenues from one-way to two-way facilities. 
These changes would significantly reduce roadway capacity. 
Also, the modification of the existing traffic signals and 
reconfiguration of the existing parking garages that would be 
required by these changes would also be very costly. (4) Ninth 
Avenue is II major bus route. With a two-lane facility and 
frequent bus stops, the street will have a poor level of 
service. 

V-32 

Page E-19f - A detailed study should be performed before 
changing 14th Street, between C Street and Imperial Avenue, 
from a two-way to B one-way facility. Usually, a one-way 
street sh9uld have a complementary one-way street in the 
opposite direction. Therefore, we suggest changing 13th street 
from II two-way to II one-way facility in the southbound 
direction in conjunction with changing 14th Street from 11 

two-way to II one-way facility in the northbound'direction. 

V-26 

V-27 

V-28 

V-29 

V-30 

V-31 

V-32 

Page 8-1 has been corrected. 

I. Concur with Engineering & Development. 

Comment noted. 

See response 10 comment V-5. 

See response to comment V-5. 

I. Concur with Engineering & Development. 2. See response to comment V-

5. 3. See response to comment V-5. 

See response to V-5. 



Should you have any questions or comments, or require follow-up 
assistance, please do not hesitate to contact David Di Pierro 
at 236-7793. We will also be available to meet with you to 
discuss any concerns you may have regarding this review. 

Z:f.::,~~~ r 
Deputy Director 

DRD:gdb/hk 
b:centre.cit 

cc: J'onathan Levy 
Dave Sorenson 
Walt Huffman 
Dave Zull 
Larry Van Wey 

Gary Halbert 
Steve Celniker 
Luis Sandoval 
Ed Plank 
Phil Sanford 
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Vl-1 

Vl-2 

DATE: 

TO: 

14 February 1992 

MEMORANDUM 
CITY Of SAN DIEGO 

Pam Hamilton, Executive Vice President 
Centrt! City Development Corporation 

C=.HT~.c. 
2E•r=:~:-.:, 
c..;;:,;::;_;:.,r ': 

FROM:, ~ .'fl Larry C. Monserrate, Principal Planner 
- l)/ Development and Environmental Planning 

fTB l l 1:f~~ 

Orig. lo._·_.• .. :.;_ 
Cc,pyTo: __ 

SUBJECT: Drart Master EIR for the Centre City Redevelopment Project 

The Development and Environment.al Planning Division of the City Planning Department has 
reviewed the draft Master Environment.al Impact Report for the Centre City Redevelopment 
Project and has the following comments: 

I. The City of San Diego's Engineering and Development Department's Traffic 
Engineering Section uses level of service (LOS) D as an acceptable threshold; any 
LOS worse than D is considered significant and needs to be mitigated to a level less 
than significant. The draft EIR recommends implementation of the 60% Transit 
Mode Split to mitigate traffic and circulation in the entire project area. No reference 
is made as to how CCDC/MTDB can assure that people would use alternative modes 
of transportation so that the 60% Transit Mode Split goal could be met. Also, the 
draft EIR doesn't clearly state to what LOS the mitigation would reduce the traffic 
congestion. If the LOS is D or worse after implementing mitigation, traffic and 
circulation must be called out as significant and unmitigated. 

[ . Assembly Bill 3180 requires the agency to adopt a mitigation monitoring and 
reponing program to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment. The 
draft EIR did not include a mitigation monitoring and reporting program. 

~{ The Airport Approach Overlay Zone has recently been amended by the City of San 
Diego City Council. The ordinance could limit the height of structures beneath the 
direct approach path by an additional 50 feet. Please modify Figure 4.A-3 and 
associated text on page 4.A-20 to reflect these changes. 

The California Division of Mines and Geology has upgraded the 13th and 15th 
Avenue fault to potentially active. Please modify text on page 4.H-8 as well as 
associated assumptions, impacts, and mitigation to reflect this change and the 
applicable state and city regulations. ·{ 

r­VI-SL 

Vl-6~· 

The downtown plume is bounded by G Street to the north, J Street to the south, 
Founh Street to the east, and Front Street to the west. Please address the pctential 
for migration of the downtown plume into the project area. How would this affect 
future development if the plume is located beneath a project site? 

Page 4.A-6 should be updated to reflect the most recent status of the CLUP. 

LCM:LAL 

VI Cily of San Diego Planning Deparlmenl, Development and 

Environmental Planning Division 

VI- I See response to IV- I. 1ne draft MEIR recommends implementation of a 60% 

transit mode split to mitigate traffic and circulation in the entire Project Area. 

Implementation of the 60% transit mode split will be accomplished through 

improvements made through the Transit and Parking Improvement Fund, the 

Redevelopment Agency participation in the provision of publicly-owned 

facilities, and onsite transit improvements provided by the private sector. 

However, implementation of these policies and improvements cannot guarantee 

that the 60% transit mode split goal is met. Individual commute behavior is 

largely dependent on convenience, accessibility, and affordability. It is 

reasonable to assume that as transit facilities become more available, as traffic 

congestion increases, and as the cost of parking within downtown increases that 

transit ridcn;hip will increase. 

Vl-2 

Vl-3 

Vl-4 

The mitigation measures identified in the draft MEIR reduced traffic congestion 

to level of service D or better, or the draft MEIR identifies a significant 

unmitigated impact 

AB 3180 requires the adoption of a mitigation monitoring and reponing 

program at the time of making specified CEQA findings. A mitigation 

monitoring and reporting program has been prepared in compliance with AB 

3180 and will be considered by the City Council in conjunction with the Final 

draft MEIR. 

Comment noted. Per discussion with City staff, the amended map is not yet 

available. It has been noted on Figure 4.A-3 that recent City Council action 

will change the overlay woes depicted in this figure. 

The Mount Soledad fault and the fault segments located in the Planning Area, 

generally between C and F Street and 12th and 15th Avenue, are components of 

the Rose Canyon Fault zone. The status of these faults has recently been 

upgraded from potentially active to active by the California Division of Mines 

and Geology (OJMG). This change in status is based on the results of recent 

geologic investigations, in which Holocene (recent) age materials were 

observed to be offset or displaced. Based on the newly designated active 

status, the OJMG has established Alquist-Priolo Special Study Zones for the 

faults and maps delineating these srudy zones have recently been published. 

Considering the active status and that some of these faults WKlerlie the Planning 

Area (as described above), the design fault was changed from the Coronado 

Bank to the Rose Canyon in the draft MEIR In addition, based on the type of 

proposed development, which is classified by the Unifonn Building Code 

(UBC) as standard occupancy structures or non-critical/essential facilities, 

probable earthquake magnitudes rather than crc&ble earthquake magnitudes, 

were used. 



It should be noted that the potential impacts and mitigation measures for those 

impacts will not change based on selecting a different design fault. Although 

ground accelerations will be higher, based on proximity 10 faull, appropriate 

design and construction would mitigate potential impacts due to seismic ground 

shaking. Section H of the draft MEIR has been revised to reflect this upgrade 

in status. 

Yl-5 Accon:ling to the Remcdial Action Plan prepared for the Redevelopment Agency 

(Geomalrix Consultants 1990), the data collected over the plume area indicates 

that the plume has reached a "steady stale". In this steady slate configuration, 

no additional migration of the plume is anticipated. Migration of 1he plume has 

not been delCCICd since March of 1989. 

Future development will be impeded in areas where underlying groundwater is 

affected by the plume. If development occurs in these areas, mitigation 

measures such as in situ (onsile) remediation techniques, engineering 

techniques such as barrier walls, and offsite remediation techniques such as 

pumping and treating may be required. Dewatering will not be allowed. 

Yl-6 The Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) for Lindbergh Field was adopted 

by SANDAG on February 28, 1992. The text of the draft MEIR has been 

revised to renec1 the adoption of the CLUP. 
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DATE: 

TO: 

CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

lmMOllANDl:m 

C::\ 7 ::1.;: C -r",, 
-: ::·:::_: . ..Jv.::·. 
C..:)~:>:::s;.7:G 

FEB l V 19:!2 

Orig. To::...!::..L.._ 
r:c,r., T,,· 

February 14, 1992 

Senior Planner Schroeder, Centre City Development 
Corporation 

FROM: Senior Civil Engineer Wilson, Engineering Division, 
Water Utilities Department 

SUBJECT: Draft Kaster Environmental Impact Report for tbe Centre 
City Redavelopment Project, Centre City CoD1111unity Plan 
end Othar Ralated Documents (SCH# 90010898) 

We have completed our review of the subject draft dated January 
1992. our comments are attached. The proposed redevelopment of 
the Centre City Area could greatly impact Water Utilities 
facilities that serve the area. 

According to our records, we do not have a copy of the study 
prepared by P & D Technologies, Inc. in the summer of 1990. The 
study analyzed the existing utility infrastructure system within 

Vl~1 I the subject Planning Area. Please provide us with a copy. 

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to review the subject 
document and we hope our comments will help you in finalizing it. 
We look forward to the next review which will hopefully address 
all of our comments and concerns. 

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please call 
Associate Engineer Hossein Juybari at 5JJ-5150. , 

HJ:KL:mrb 

Attachment 

cc: R. Graff 
K. Ghaderi 

l~--/ \l l;/: ( 
LEONARD L, WILSON 

VII 

VII-I 

City or San Diego Water Utilities Department 

A copy of the P & D Technologies, Inc. report dated summer of 1990 was sent 

to the Engincc:ring Division of the Water Utilities Department in March, 1992. 



COMMENTS TO THE DRAFT MASTER EIR FOR THE 
CENTRE CITY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

AND ADDRESSING THE 
CENTRE CITY COMMUNITY PLAN 

AND RELATED DOCUMENTS 
DATED JANUARY 1992 

The following items should be modified on the Draft Master Environmental 
Impact Report: 

1. 

Vll-2 

fT. 
Vll-3L 

f 
Vll-4L 

4. 

Vll-5 

Vll-6 [ 
Vll-7L 

VII-B [ 

On page 4.G-17, third paragraph, replace the term "trunk lines" 
with the word "pipelines.n ~Trunk'' refers to a large sewer main 
and is never used when discussing water. 

fourth paragraph, last sentence should end with" ... 88,390 linear 
feet of pipe are six inches (6") in diameter or less." 

fifth paragraph, refer to cast iron pipe as "cast iron" and not 
just "caet." Also, last sentence should read " ... inadequate in 
size, six inches (6") in diameter or less, and ... " 

On page 4.G-18, under Impacts, last sentence should read "Water 
distribution repair is performed primarily by patching or 
rr~lacing existing pipes to maintain their carrying capacity." 

On page 4.G-22, second paragraph under Wastewater Collections 
Existing Conditions, last sentence should read "Wastewater pipe 
that is less than eight inches (8") in diameter is considered 
inadequate and requires replacement." 

On page 4.G-23, second paragraph, third sentence should read 
"Approxmately 147,420 linear feet (72 percenf) of the sewer 
system is inadequate in size (less than eight inches in diameter) 
and must be replaced." 

Also in the second paragraph there is no mention of very old 
concrete pipe. Is the assumption that the inadequate size of 
pipe is concrete? 

On page 4.G-27, second paragraph, first sentence should read 
" ... liners in existing pipes to maintain their carrying capacity." 

Third paragraph, first sentence should read" ... taken into 
consideration when replacements of deteriorated pipes are 
designed." 

on pages 4.G-32 and -33, the term "city", when referring to 
the City of San Diego, ehould be capitalized. 

On page 4.G-37, first paragraph, first sentence should read 
"System rehabilitation is performed primarily by patching or 
replacing sections of existing pipes to maintain their carrying 
capacity." 

Page 1 of 1 1-14-92 

VII-2 The text has been revised. 

VII-3 The text has been revi.so1. 

VII-4 The text has been revised. 

VII-5 The text has been revised. 

VII-6 The text has been revised. 

VII-7 The text has been revised. 

VII-8 The text has been revised. 

/ 



THE CITY OF 

SAN DIEGO 
lt'ASTE .\IANAGE.\IENT DEPARTMENT. SERl'/CES D/1'/S/ON 
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CENTRE C•' · 
DEVELCP~l , ' 
CORPORATi'.:'' 

FEB "0 1992 

VID 

Beverly Schroeder 
Center City Development Corporation 
225 Broadway, Suite 1100 
San Diego, California 92101-5074 

Dear Ms. Schroeder 

Orig. T~t' :­
Copy To: __ 

February 17, 1992 

SUBJECT: COMMENTS FROM THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO WASTE MANAGEMENT 
DEPI\RTMENT ON THE DRAFT MI\STER ENVIRONMENTI\L IMPACT 
REPORT FOR THE CENTER CITY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT (SCH ft 
90010898) 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Master EIR for the 
Center City Redevelopenent Project. The document includes a 
consideration of waste management issues, an important issue area 
frequently over-looked in EIRs. City Waste Management Department 
was pleased to find a consideration of these issues in the 
document, The following comments on the "Solid Waste Disposal" 
section of the document (pp 4.G-30 and 4.G-31) are intended to 
improve the accuracy and provide a more complete picture of waste 
management programs. 

Some clarifications and corrections are· needed in the "Existing 
Conditions" section: 

D e landfill accepts 1.5 million toM, not 1.6 million cubic 
Vlll.1 rds. (According to current data, the landfill received 

Vtn.2 

029,650 cubic yards of material in Fiscal Year 1991.) 

The discussion of remaining landfill capacity could be revised 
to more accurately reflect the situation at the Miramar 
Landfill. The third, fourth and fifth sentences in the 
paragraph could be deleted and replaced with all or a portion 
of the following verbiage: 

In May, 1991, the City of San Diego Waste Management 
Department estimated the remaining capacity of the 
Miramar Landfill to be 21. 3 million cubic yards. The 
city has implemented a number of programs to extend the 
life of the ll!.Ildfill, including a nwnber of source 
reduction, recycling and composting programs. The State 
has ml!.Ildated that such programs divert a minimum of 25%" 
of the waste stream by the year 1995 and 50% by the year 
2000. According to a draft Source Reduction and 

o~-~~ 

VIII 

Vill-1 

Vill-2 

City of San Diego Waste Management Department 

The text has been revised with the correct numbel'5. 

The third, fow-th, and fifth sentences of paragraph one have been replaced with 

the paragraph provided. 



vm.2 

VlR.:! 

V11L4 

Recycling Element prepared by the Waste Management 
Department, in order to obtain these goals, many of the 
existing programs are to be continued or expanded, and 
new programs are planned for implementation. A Materials 
Recovery Facility, designed process 300,000 tons per year 
and to divert a minimum of sot of this amount from 
landfill disposal, is scheduled to be on-line by 1994-
1995. In addition to these programs, a planned sand and 
gravel extraction program would add 5 to 17 million cubic 
yards of capacity to the landfill. Projections for the 
capacity of the landfill based on the assumption that the 
waste diversion goals will be met and that sand and 
gravel operations will be implemented indicate that 
landfill will not reach capacity until after the year 
2006. 

The discussion of the curbside recyclable material collection 
program is accurate, however, this program serves only single 
family units. The City has other programs that focus on 
multi-family units and on commercial and industrial waste 
generators. It would be more appropriate to discuss these 
programs in this EIR, If a discussion of the single-family 
program is to be included at all, rather than discussion 
existing service by neighborhood, it may be more helpful to 

~--~n-ote that the City currently provides collection service to 
82,000 households,or roughly 28\ of the single family homes. 
In addition, the city is currently expanding the curbside yard 
waste collection program from 47,000 to 125,000 homes. The 
yard waste program is particularly important because yard 
waste represents lH of the City's waste stream, The City 
Waste Management Department would like to see that convenient 
collection service is provided to all residences, City-wide, 
however, revenues from materials collected do not cover the 
costs of curbside collection, a labor and equipment intensive 

~---p~rogram. 

The "Impacts" section also requires clarification. The discussion 
of impacts should be expanded to more accurately describe the 
impacts of the project, and the discussion of waste generation 
should be revised to clarify, and where appropriate qualify, the 
terms used, 

The first sentence of the paragraph on the bottom on page 4.G-
30 should be revised, The waste generation rate should be 
more fully explained, The second part of the sentence 
"approximately 1,365 tons waste [sic] per person [sic] would 
be generated annually" is in error and should be deleted. The 
figure cited is not a par parson waste generation rate, but 
rather a total waste generation rate based on a population of 
910 people. After these corrections, the sentence will read: 
"For the proposed mixed uses, the Waste Management Department 
estimates that approximately 1.5 tons of waste will be 
generated per person, per year." 

VIII-3 

VIII-4 

The text has been revised with this language. 

The text has been revised to clarify the total waste generation rates over the first 

15 years of the project, and over the remaining 20 years to buildout. 



Vl!LS n a population of 910 people, during the first fifteen years De second sentence should be revised to indicate that, based 

development, a total of l,'.165 tons of waste per year 
0,475 tons over the entire 15 years) would be generated. 

VID.8 

11111.7 

Vfll8 

V'll1.9 

The third sentence should be revised to indicate that, based 
on a population of 1,176 people, during the remaining 20 years 
of development scheduled for this project, 1,764 tons of waste 
would be generated each year ('.15,280 tons over the 20 year 
period). 

::======= The fourth sentence gives the total waste generated during the· 
development phases of the project (20,475 tons over the first 
15 years, plus JS,280 tons over the next 20 years, for a total 
of 55,755 tons). The purpose of providing the total amount of 
waste generated by the project during development is not 
clear. It would be more appropriate to discuss the interim 
and final expected annual waste generation rates. Waste will 
continue to be generated at the project site after the 
development is complete. 

~=-=--=--=----_-_-
The second paragraph on the top of page 4.G-'.11 alludes to only 
one impact of the project, the impact on landfill capacity. 
However, impacts of growth and development on Waste Management 
Department programs are three fold: 1) increased waste 
reduces landfill ·capacity; 2) increases in the number of 
single family units results in increased demand for city­
operated waste collection; and 3) increased commercial, 
industrial and residential uses place increased demands on 
waste diversion programs. (The City's attempt to locate a new 
landfill should be moved to the existing conditions section, 
and this impacts section should focus on these three types of 

,__ ___ i_mpacts.) 

The "Significance of Impacts• section focuses only on the first of 
these three impacts, the impact of the project on landfill 
capacity. It is unclear whether or not this impact is considered 
significant. It is called a "potential significant impact• but is 
then dismissed as a •regional issue." Thie wording should be 
clarified to indicate that this impact is (apparently) considered 
significant. The other two potential impacts of the project should 
be addressed as follows: 

Vlll.10 ervice will be provided by private haulers; and 

[

pacts on City waste collection crews for this project will 
at be significant because most, if not all, waste collection 

he impact of the project on City waste diversion programs is 
onsidered a cumulatively significant impact. 

The "Mitigation Measures" section seems to indicate that increased 
waste diversion programs would mitigate (to below a level of 
significance) the impacts of increased waste generation. However, 
the responsibility for this mitigation measure is placed on the 

VIII-5 

VIII-6 

VIII-7 

VIII-8 

VIII-9 

VIII-10 

The text has been revise,d. 

The text has been revised. 

The fourth sentence has been deleted. The text has been revised to address the 
intmm and final expocted annual generation rates. 

The analysis bas been expanded to discuss lhe three types of impacts referred 

ID. The mention of the city's landfill siting attempts has been moved to the 
existing conditions section. 

The impact of the project on landfill capacity has oc,., rictr. ,n.in~.d to be 

potentially significant The discussion of significance with respect to the region 
has been deleted. 

The two potential impacts have been included in the revised text 



City Waste Management Department. The project proponent should be 
responsible for this mitigation. By addressing the cumulatively 
significant impact of the development on the City's waste diversion 
programs, more suitable mitigation may be developed. Appropriate 
mitigation may include: 

vm.,, I The provision of areas in which to store recyclable materials; 

The provision of containers for this purpose; 

Vlll.12 
The requirement that businesses have waste audits performed to 
identify possible ways to reduce the waste stream; 

The requirement that businesses and multifamily unit complexes 
provide information on wastes generated and diverted to the 

___ c_ity Waste Management Department. 

In summary, it is a pleasure to see that the environmental impacts 
of solid waste generation are considered in this EIR. The City of 
San Diego Waste Management Department hopes that the foregoing 
comments are helpful. If you have any questions or comments, 
please feel free to contact Ilene Gallo at 57J-l284 or Lisa Wood at 
573-1236. 

Sincerely, 

£~ ~ -f ultic.Sl..___,_ 
Lisa F. Wood 
Senior Planner 

cc Robert Rundle, City of San Diego Planning Department 
Judy Surber, City of San Diego Planning Department 
Morty Prisament, City of San Diego Planning Department 
Larry Monserrate, City of San Diego Planning Department 
Robert Epler, City of San Diego Waste Management Department 
Richard Hays, City of San Diego Waste Management Department 

vm. I I Per discussion with City staff, this mitigation measure has been added as a 

requirement of the project 

VIII-12 Per discussion with City staff, these measures have been included as 

=omrnended mitigation. 



TILE 110. 

DATE 

TO 

TROii 

SUBJECT 

CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

MEMORJ\NDUM 

VEG:!, i:i_ 
WPKE-242 .KEIi 

February 20, 1992 

,-- \ 

'-...,·,~1:? · ...,..._l.~:.:~ 
'.~01·• , ~-. 

Centre City Development Corp., Attn: Beverly Schroeder, Senior Planner 

Park & Recreation Director 

NOTICE OF DRAFT lll\STER Eill FOR TIil! CENTRI! CITY Rl!DEVELOPMEll'l' PROJECT A11D CEIITRI! 
CITY COMMUNITY PLAN AND O'l'll!lR REIJITl!D IJOCUMl!NTS 

This is in response to the Centre City Development Corporation notice of 
January 3, 1992 regarding the Centre City Redevelopment Project draft EIR 
master EIR. 

aasically, we have no co....,nts relative to the adequacy of the draft EIR at 
IX his time; however, the following ccmments are relative to open space and 

ark issues which should be considered. 

I. OPE.N SPACE COlll!ENTS 

Page/Item 

IX-1 -[ 
[T. 

IX•2L 

f IX-3L 

f IX-4L 

Page 3-12, Surface 

Page 3-12, £xtension 
of King Promenade 

Page 3-13, Enhancement 
Pacific Highway 

Page 3-13, Bay-Park 
Links/Streetscape 
Improvements 

5. Page 4. F-3, Open Space 

IX-5 

~ 

Notations such as "street rehabilitation, 
medians, landscaping,n etc. suggest 
perhaps the usage of a. Landscape 
Maintenance District. If this approach 
is to be pursued, please include us in 
the planning process at the earliest 
possible date. 

Regarding "landscaping and pedestrian 
amenities," see crnrrnent ff 1. 

Regarding "BUrface improvements, of 
sidewalks, landscape center medians and 
similar features, 0 see comment #L 

Regarding "enhance streets t" see cormnent 
n. 

Horton Plaza Park and Pantoja Park are 
parks maintained by the Open Space 
Division with funding from the General 
Fund. The linear park (King Promenade) 
ie to be maintained by a Landscape 
Maintenance District. If further 
Landscape Maintenance Districts are 
envisioned, please include us in the 
planning process at the earliest possible 
data. 

IX 

IX-I 

IX-2 

IX-3 

IX-4 

IX-5 

City of San Diego Parks and Recreation Department 

A wdscape Maintenance District is planned to maintain the public open space 

areas to be developed as part of the proposed Redevelopment and Community 

Plans. The City's Park and Recreation Department will be notified, and their 

input solicited. if any other Landscape Maintenance Districts are proposed in the 

furure. 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

A Landscape Maintenance Disaict is planned to not only maintain the Martin 

Luther King Promenade, but the other public open space areas to be developed 

as part of the proposed Redevelopment and Community Plan as well. The 

City's Park and Recreation Department will be notified, and their input 

solicited, if any other Landscape Maintenance Districts are proposed in the 

furure. 
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II. PARK COMMENTS 

Page/Item Comment 

IX-U 

[

l. Page 4,G-13, Parks 
Para. 4 under "Existing 
Conditions" 

We are unable to calculate the existing 
26,6 acres of park space as presented. 
The Port District parks are, in our 
opinion, regional parks. Alternate 
provisions must be identified. 

IX•7 

IX-0 

2. Page 4.G-14, 4.G-15 
4.G-16 

. Suggestions to Consider 

Descriptions of sub-areas and how they 
are served by parks tend to be confusing. 
The~ of a population of 51,338 is 
a significant change which may require a 
more innovative approach to providing 
recreational opportunities in a high 
density area than dealing with population 
based acreage only. (Some suggestions 
follow). 

The typical suburban park or population based park as defined in the 
General Plan is probably not accomplishable in the Centre City Planning 
area. 

Consider recreational amenities in streets or on right-of-ways which 
can be closed or gated during non-peak traffic use. 

Consider "roof top" parks or recreational amenities on buildings or 
within buildings. llho builds? Who maintains? Could include tennis, 
court games and passive viewingG 

Consider a "multi-generational" facility in the 100,000 square foot 
range to acc0ntn0date active and passive users as well as some social 
services. Phoenix,. Arizona has several~ Possible substitute for 
acreage. 

Consider a major "greenway" to Balboa Park from Civic Center and from 
12th and Market area for active jogging, walking and cycling. 
Improvements should be to encourage walking, and using public 
transportation and should be ...,11-lighted. 

Please schedule further .,.,.,tings as necessary with the Park and 
Recreation Department staff prior to finalizing the documents for 

~-Centre City. 

~LOVELAND :v,-1 
cc: N. Acevedo 

V. Marchetti 
'I'. Story 

IX-6 

IX-7 

IX-8 

The Embarcadero-Marina Pan: (approximately 22 acres in size), Pantoja Parle 

(approximate! y 2 acres in siz.e ), and the King Promenarle (a 2.6 acn:: linear park 

currently under construction) serve the Planning Area, for a total of 26.6 acres 

of park space. As acknowledged by the General Plan, resource based parks 

such as the Port District parks are indeed intended to serve the entire City and its 

visitors, however, pans of them can and do function to fulfill local 

neighborhood and community pan: needs of surrounding residences (City of 

San Diego General Plan, 1989, pg. 312). 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. Suggestions will be considered. 
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CALIFORNIA 
SCHOOL FINANCIAL SERVICES, INC. 

la.rooho P. CobffiM\ end Aaaocl,atea 

A PTafeHlefia:I Cmporation 

February 6, 1992 

Maureen A. Stapleton, Deputy Executive Director 
Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diego 
Security Pacific Plaza 
1 200 Third Avenue, Suite 1620 
Sen Diego, CA 92101 

SUBJECT: Drott Environmental Impact Report 
Centre City Redevelopment Project 

Dear Ms. Stapleton: 

RECEIVED 

FEB 1 e b~'­

~r.o. OE\/. I PROP. DFPT 

The subject document has been reviewed on behalf of the San Diago Community College 
District and comments and requests for additional information are submitted in this letter. 
Our conclusion is that the document does not adequately explore the potential for impacts 
upon the District. The District's aducetionel programs and objectives are an integral part 
of the community responsibility for education. In order to fulfill this mandate, full and 
complete knowledge of the growth-inducing nature of this project is required. 

The Community College District serves es one of the principle avenues for achievement of 
undergraduate degrees and as a major source for continuing education and vocational 
training, both of which are significant to the community, especially considering the cultural 
end demographic diversity evidenced in the project area and because of the concentration 
of employment. The importance of the community colleges to those residing, employed or 
doing business in the project area and environs should not be underestimated. 
Amplification of the Draft EIR is necessary to fully explore the extant of impacts on the 
District. 

The following are sp,icilic areas of concern which rcquiro BY.pended analysis: 

x-1 mpacts likely to occur during the project term based upon the development 

□itigation of impacts only by implementation of community and 
development plans seems an oversimplification of the complex nature of 

otential impacts on schools and other services. Specific identification of 

oals achieved is appropriate. Also, broader discUS5ion of available 
itigstion measures is needed. The simple reference to payment by the 
gency for services reciuired is not deemed adequate. 

Uxpanded discussion of the degree of ethnic diversity in the project area, 
X·2 ends regarding changing patterns and related impact on the District should 

be included. 

21)60 "'--· -· c.at...i. ·- • 17141 8N-373111 fu: 17141 7tl8-9040 • ,.._ Pl,one: n••1 :ll26--e296 

rv,: 

X California School financial Services, lnc./Sen Diego Community 

College District 

X-1 The draft MEIR identifies mitigation measures that would be implemented by 

the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans. These measures include 

the ability of the Agency to ent<,r into agreements with the San Diego 

Community College District (CCD) to provide funds for Community College 

and continuing education facilities. 

In addition to the analysis contained in this draft Master Environmental Impact 

Report, during Fiscal Review, Centre City Development Corporation (CCDC), 

on behalf of the San Diego Redevelopment Agency, with Keyser Marston 

Associates Inc. {KMA) reviewed the fiscal impact analyses submitted to the 

Fiscal Review Committee by the taxing agencies and their consultants. 

By implementing the Redevelopment Project, more housing and employment 

would take place in downtown than would otherwise occur, as opposed to 

outlying areas. The CCDC/KMA analysis is a subregional distribution of 

population and employment and found that no measurable impacts on new 

regional growth would occur. For the purpose of environmental analysis, the 

CCDC/KMA analysis identifies the magnitude, cost, and funding of adequate 

USO facilities serving the residents and employees which the Agency is 

anempting IO attract inm the area of the proposed Community and 

Redevelopment Plans at ultimate capacity {2025). During Fiscal Review 

various taxing agencies modeled a factor for "inmigration" into the County 

claimed to be caused by redevelopment which CCDC/KMA analysis doesn't 

accept for the reasons discussed above. Nevertheless, CCDC/KMA have 

incorporated into the CCDC/KMA analysis a factor for "inmigration" (less than 

assumed by the taxing agencies) to identify "worst case" impacts of the 

Redevelopment Project. 

Impacts of new housing constructed in the Project Area, and new housing 

constructed outside of the Project Area generated by new employment within 

the Project Area, are identified relative to educational and administrative 

facilities. Educational facilities are assumed to be required at a rate of 4.21 

square feet per full time equivalent (FIB) students and 0.17 square feet per FfE 

for administrative facilities. Total facility cost per FrE student is estimated at 

$6,287. 

The total demographic impact of the Redevelopment Project is the addition of 

27,927 households (48,503 persons) within the Community College District 

boundaries. This includes 21,594 direct new households (31,822 persons) 

within the Project Area. The increase of students attributable to the 

implementation of the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans is 1,936 

FTE students. This is 2.7% of the 71,539 total projected CCD FTE students at 

ultimate capacity (2025) based on fall 1999 student enrollment projections 

prepared by CCD indicating an annual increase in students of 1.939%. 



C
he ultimate-capacity scenario assumes specific growth rates in the various 

and use categories. Since even growth rates ara unlikely to occur and 
X-3 ,gnificent unknown events ere possible, growth scenarios based upon low, 

moderate end high-growth rates should be analyzed and included in the final 
IR. 

X-l vailable as a result of shorter commutes, such time may be utilized by C
chievement of the job/housing balance goels of the Agency has potential 

or significant impact on the District. Should additional time be made 

esidants and employees for continuing and/or vocational education. This 
oncept should be analyzed in depth to determine potential impact on the 
istrict. 

[J
o meet impact on the District, the Redevelopment Plan authorizes the 

Agency to provide up to $ 1 .5 million toward capital improvements at City 
College. We conclude that there is potential for other significant imoacts on 

X-5 ha District and that mitigation should not be limited to one payment for one 

6. 

X-8 

acility. The range of mitigation measures should be disclosed and a 
ommitment made by the Agency that they will be available as future 

mpacts are identified. 

Finally, we call to your attention the highly significant discussion of growth 
inducement, cumulative impacts on project area and regional cumulative 
impacts. The report acknowledges that significant growth, as measured by 
population and employment, will result from implementation of the 
Community end Redevelopment Plans. It is concluded in the EIR that the 
effect upon regional growth will not be significant but that these plans are 
considered growth-inducing within the project area. It is further concluded 
that the cumulative impacts in the planning area will be positive, although 
implementation would result in a cumulative increase in demand for public 
facilities/services. There is no mention of the potential for impact on the 
Community Collage District or schools in general, nor is there discussion of 
the potential for regional cumulative impacts. 

We believe that this portion of the Draft EIR should be supplemented by a 
detailed analysis of the potential impacts on the Community College District 
within the project area and regionally. The comment in the report that there 
is an "unquantifiable" effect that radavelopmant mey heve on inducing 
growth to the region leads the reeder to conclude that the Draft EIR as 
submitted does not have ell of the answers. The report further 
acknowledges that growth may shift from one area to another. This 
acknowledgment and the fact that specific discussion of impact on the 
District is not included warrant our request that the report be revised in the 
areas indicated. 

The San Diego Community College District recognizes that population and 
employment projections, foretelling of events or trends and other predictive 
actions have severe limitations. However, in 0<dar for the District to 
adequately plan, identification of projected population levels and other trends 
is essantial. With this information available, enrollment trends may be 

X-2 

X-3 

X-4 

X-5 

The demand for CCD capital facilities generated from the increase in FTE 

students would be approximately 127,195 square feet of educational and 

administrative space at a present cost of $12,171,813 (capital cost impacts for 

CCD arc based on $6,057 per FTE student for educational facilities and $230 

per FTE student for administrative facilities costs). Escalated at a 4% annual 

rate for 33-years the total future cost of facilities would be $25,134,300. No 

existing facility deficiencies have been identified by CCD. 

Implementation of the proposed Redevelopment Plan authorizes the Agency, 

through a proposed agreement with CCD, to cooperate with, and provide funds 

to CCD for school facilities. 

According to the 1960 Census, Centre City's ethnic composition was 77% 

white, 14% hispanic, 6% blaclc, and 3% other. In 1990, the Census described 

Centre Oty's ethnic composition as 53% white, 29% hispanic, 14% black, 3% 

asian/pacific islander, and I% native american. These figures show increasing 

ethnic diversity and a more balanced ethnic population. 

Although the population within Centre City is expected to increase and ethnic 

diversity is expected to become more balanced, this change is not anticipated to 

affect the level of demand on CCD, or other school district facilities. 

The basis of this analysis of the draft MEIR is buildout of the Planning Area at 

ultimate capacity 2025. The timing of growth is expressed by average annual 

development rates. The actual timing of development may vary somewhat from 

these average rates, but is not anticipated to exceed ultimate capacity. This 

method provides an adequate analysis of potential impacts of the 

Redevelopment Project 

Achievement of greater jobs/housing balance in downtown is related to the 

increase of residential population within the Project Area. The direct impacts 

associated with increased housing in the Project Area was arrived at in the 

CCDC/KMA model using customary demographic factors and techniques. Any 

increase in demand for CCD facilities involving potential student time 

availability would be speculative. 

See response to comment X-1 

The draft MEIR identifies various publicly owned facilities at or in the vicinity 

of City College in which the Agency is authorized to participate. In addition to 

these improvements, and as part of the Fiscal Review process, the Agency has 

made specific proposals to CCD to mitigate identified impacts. The provision 

of Agency fund. to CCD mitigates identified impacts resulting from 

implementation o{ the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans. 



JUI 

ascertained and the District enabled to prepare for appropriate capital 
improvements and curriculum adjustments in advance of actual need. The 
District therefore recommends that the Agency adopt a detailed mitigation 
meesure to assist the District in meeting its responsibility to the community 
us follows: 

That a continuing monitoring and reporting program be 
established to assess the impact of project implementation on 
the programs, facility needs and fiscal base of the Community 
College District. Project-by-project analysis should be 
included. At regular intervals redevelopment plan 
accomplishments, project overview, changes in growth 
assumptions and potential for impact on the District shall be 
reviewed. Demographic end ethnic diversity should also be 
monitored and impacts on the District identified. 

We find that establishment of a monitoring program as outlined through the life of the plan 
is consistent with the intent of an EIA to identify and mitigate significant impacts of plan 
implementation. We further believe that adoption of this measure will aid the District in 
adjusting to changing needs of the community through the plan implementation period. 

It is respectfully requested that the Final EIR for the Centre City Project not be approved or 
adopted until the impacts of the project have been fully explored and appropriate actions 
taken to alleviate the impacts identified. 

~~ 
Brooks P. Coleman Ed.D. 
President 

BPC:cc 

cc: Mr. Damon Schamu, P.E., Director, Facilities Services 
San Diego Community College District 

X-6 

Specific impacts to CCD are discussed in response to comment X-1 

The Redevelopment Plan authorizes the Agency to participate with CCD 

through an agreement to provide facilities over the life of the program. Any 

agm=ent would provide coopenuioo in implementation, timing, financing and 

reporting or various facilities over the life or the program. 

Population, housing, employment and land use forecasts for the San Diego 

region are prepared by the: San Diego Association of Governments (SAND AG) 

and are contained in The Series 7 Regional Growth Forecast. According to 

SANDAG (telephone convcnation with Bob Parrott. Director of Research and 

Information SystemS, 3/5/92), a "top-down" approach is used. SANDAG first 

produces a forecast for the San Diego region using approximately 600 variables 

concerning the national, state and regional economies. Factors considered 

include national demographic trends, state finance policies, U.S. economic and 

foreign policy and trends in fenility and mortality. SANDAG then allocates or 

distributes the regional forecast to subareas within the County. Basic 

employment is distributed primarily on the basis of local jurisdiction policies on 

industrial development; other activities, such as population, housing units and 

local serving employment is distributed based on the location of the basic local 

serving employment, availability of usable land, general and community plan 

land use policies, and transportation accessibility. Therefore, the fact that more 

growth may occur in Centre City does not effect the regional growth nor impact 

services on a regional basis. 

By implementing the Redevelopment Project, more housing and employment 

would take place in downtown than would otherwise occur, as opposed to 

outlying areas. The CCDC/KMA analysis is a subregional distribution of 

population and employment and no measurable impacts on new regional growth 

would occur. For the purpose of environmental analysis, the CCDC/KMA 

analysis identifies the magnitude, cost, and funding of adequate CCD facilities 

serving the residents and employees which the Agency is attempting to attract 

into the area of the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans at ultimate 

capacity (2025). During Fiscal Review various taxing agencies modeled a 

factor for "inmigration" into the County claimed to be caused by redevelopment 

which CCDC/KMA analysis doesn't accept for the reasons discussed above. 

Nevertheless, CCDC/KMA have incorporated into the CCDC/KMA analysis a 

factor for "inmigration" (less than assumed by the taJ<ing agencies) to identify 

"wor.;t case" impacts of the Redevelopment Project. 
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SAN DIEGO CITY SCHOOLS 
EDUCATION CENTER • 4100 Normal Stroet, San Diego. CA 92100-2682 o 

February 13, I 992 

Ms. Pam Hamilton 
Centre City Redevelopment Corporation 
225 Broadway, Suite 1100 
San Diego, California 9210 I 

BUSINESS SEAVICl!S DIVISION 
c::r-~:~.~: c,, 

Jc.v.:,_:;•c-;1.:: 
COri.P()FJ--.-,· 1 

FEB 1~992 
I • '"\ 

Orig. 10:::.:..l:.1.L... 
CopvTo:_ 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Centre City Redevelopment Plan 

Dear Ms. Hamilton: 

We appreciate your providing us with the subject document as required by CEQA. The 
San Diego Unified School District has reviewed it with respect to potential significant 
impacts on the DistricL 

The following comments are o!Tered for your consideration: 
~ 

I. The DEIR does not include discussion of new households and the associated new 
students as a result of new non-residential development proposed in the Plan. While 
some of these households may be accommodated in the Project Area and their impact 
thus reflected in the students from new residences. many of them will be 
accommodated by increases in the housing supply outside of the Area and represent 
additional demand for District services. Because the Redevelopment Plan proposes a 
significant amount of non-residential development, this omission from the DEIR 

__ clearly underestimates the impact of the Plan on the District 

Xl-2 onsider the impact of demographic trends, principally increasing birth rates, on [Je DEIR calculation of new students as a result of the Redevelopment Plan does not 

tudent enrollment Thus, the DEIR's estimate of student enrollment underestimates 
the future need for facilities. 

Xh'.I onsequenccs. First, it overestimates the c acity lhat will be available to serve 

□cw students come from both existing lllld new housing. The DEIR does not 
onsider the impact to the District from students from existing housing; this has two 

srodents from new development, and =J it underestimates the impact that loss of 
roperty tax revenues will have on the District. 

l0-4 

4. The DEIR concludes that there will not be significant impacts to the District as a 
result of the Plan. There is no basis for this conclusion. The DEIR uses an estimate 
of student demand that does not consider students associated with non-residential 
development proposed for the Area, does not consider increasing birth rate trends, and 
does not consider the demands on capacity that new students from existing homes 
will place on school facilities. Moreover. the DEIR does not calculate the cost to 
proVJdc facilities for the students it estimates will result from the Plan. Consequently, 
there is no way to conclude that there will not be significant impacts to the District as 
a result of the Plan. 

XI 

XI-I 

San Diego City Schools 

The draft MEIR identifies mitigation measun:s that would be implemented by 

the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans. These measures include 

the ability of the Agency to enter into agreements with the San Diego Unified 

School District (USD) to provide funds for school facilities. 

In addition lo the analysis contained in this draft Master Environmental Impact 

Report, during Fiscal Review, Centre City Development Corporation (CCDC), 

on behalf of the San Diego Redevelopment Agency, with Keyser Marston 

Associates Inc. (KMA) reviewed the fiscal impact analyses submitted to the 

Fiscal Review Committee by the taxing agencies and their consultants. 

By implementing the Redevelopment Project, more housing and employment 

would lake place in downtown than would otherwise occur, as opposed to 

outlying areas. The CCDC/KMA analysis is a subregional distribution of 

population and employment and found that no measurable impacts on new 

regional growth would occur. For the purpose of environmental analysis, the 

CCDC/KMA analysis identifies the magnitude, cost, and funding of adequate 

USD facilities serving the residents and employees which the Agency is 

attempting to attract into the area of the proposed Community and 

Redevelopment Plans at ultimate capacity (2025). During Fiscal Review 

various taxing agencies modeled a factor for "inmigration" into the County 

claimed to be caused by redevelopment which CCDC/KMA analysis doesn't 

accept for the reasons discussed in response to comment lll-8. Nevertheless, 

CCDC/KMA have incorporated into the CCDC/KMA analysis a factor for 

"inmigration" (less than assumed by the taxing agencies) to identify "worst 

case" impacts of the Redevelopment Project. 



Im pacts of ne11• housing constructed within the Project Arca, and new housing 

constructed outside of the Project Area genernted by new employment within 

the Project Arca, are identified relative to educational facilities (administrative 

facility requirements arc assumed to be insignificant). E<l1.1cational facilities are 

assumed to be required at a rate of 89 square feet per student. Total facilities 

costs are assumed to be $20,626 per student. 

The total demographic impact of the Redevelopment Project is the addition of 

27,927 households (48,503 persons) within the Unified School District 

boundaries. This includes 21,594 direct new households (31,822 persons) 

within the Project Area. The increase of students attributable to the 

implementation of the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans is 2,965 

students. This is I. 7% of the 172,982 total projected USO students at ultimate 

capacity (2025) based on fall 2010 student enrollment projections prepared by 

USO indicating an annual increase in students of 1.0% 

The demand for USO capital facilities generated from the increase in students 

would be approximately 263,885 square feet and a gross increase in facilities 

costs of$61,156,090 in present dollars. The gross increase in facilities costs is 

off-set by impact fee revenue generated by the new development discussed 

above. Total impact fee revenue is $71,569,644. The difference between 

facilities costs and impact fee revenue ($61,156,090 • $71,569,644 = 

$10,413,554) results in a net surplus of $10,413,554 to USO in present value. 

Escalated at a 4% annual rate for 33-years the total revenue surplus would be 

$21,503,900 in future dollars. No existing facility deficiencies have been 

identified by USO. 

Implementation of the proposed Redevelopment Plan authorizes the Agency, 

through a proposed agreement with USO, to cooperate with, and provide funds 

to USO for school facilities. 

XI-2 According to the 1960 Census, Centre City's ethnic composition was 77% 

white, 14% Hispanic, 6% black, and 3% other. In 1990, the Census described 

Centre City's ethnic composition as 53% white, 29% Hispanic, 14% black, 3% 

Asian/Pacific Islander, and I% Native American. These figures show 

increasing ethnic diversity and a more balanced ethnic population. 

Although the population within Centre City is expected to increase and ethnic 

diversity is expected to become more balanced. this change is not anticipated to 

affect the level of demand on USO, or other school district facilities. 

See response to XI-I for discussion of impacts to USO. 
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Ms. Pam Hamilton 
February 13, i992 
Page 2 of2 

□age 4.G-59 states that SROs and senior housing are exempt from school 
evelopment impact fees. Page 4.G-63 calculates the impact fee revenue that the 

District could expect to collect as a result of the Redevelopment projects. This 
alculation includes revenues from SROs and senior housing. This inconsistency 
hould be corrected. 

~ the Redevelopment projects should not include the 1.4 million square feet of [Je calculation of impact fee revenues that the District could expect to collect from 

ovemment office space proposed in the Plan. Government space is exempt from 
mpact fees. 

D
e DEIR states that mitigations are not necessary for the District as a result of the 

edevelopment Plan. This conclusion is based on an incomplete analysis of the 
l0-'1 an's impacts. (See item 4 above.) The District believes that mitigation is necessary 

address the impact that the students associated with residential and non-residential 
rojects proposed in the Plan will have on District school facilities. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this report. 

incerely, f'~ 
hn E. Perko 

Assistant Superintendent 

JEP:feb 

M: Centre City Dnd\ EIR 

XI-3 The draft MEIR states that in 1990, 530 USO students resided in the Project 

Area. The draft MEIR also identified 1990 student enrollment and capacity of 

Perkins Elementary, Sherman Elementary, Washington Elementary, Memorial 

Junior High, Roosevelt Junior High and San Diego High schools. All of these 

schools were found to be under capacity except for Roosevelt Junior High 

School which was found to be over capacity by two students. No other 

existing facility deficiencies have been identified by USO. 

XI-4 

XI-5 

Xl-6 

Specific impacts to USO are discussed in response to comment XI-! 

The Redevelopment Plan authorizes the Agency to participate with USO 

through an agreement to provide facilities over the life of the program. Any 

agreement would provide cooperation in implementation, timing, financing and 

reporting of various facilities over the life of the program. 

Comment noted, the calculation of impact fee revenues include only non-single 

room occupancy and non-senior housing units. 

See response to comment Xl-3 

Comment noted, the text has been revised to exclude the 1.4 million square feet 

of government office space proposed in the Plan. 

See response to comment XI-3 

XI-7 Specific impacts to USO are discussed in response to comment Xl-1 

The Redevelopment Plan authorizes the Agency to participate with USO 

through an agreement to provide facilities over the life of the program. Any 

agreement would provide cooperation in implementation, timing, financing and 

reporting of various facilities over the life of the program. 
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February 13, 1992 

Ma. Beverly Schroeder 
Centre City Development Corporation 
225 Broadway, Suite 1100 
San Diego, California 92101 

Re: Draft Master Environmental Impact Report 
for Centre City Redevelopment Project 

Dear Ma. Schroeder: 

CENTRE CITY 
DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATIOM 

FE.B 14. 1992 

Orig.Toili:5-
CopyTo:_ 

Thia firm repreaenta the San Diego county Office of 
Education c•sDcoE•j and on behalf of SDCOE is providing the 
following comments on the Draft Maater Environmental Impact 
Report (•DEIR•) which haa been prepared for the Centre city 
Redevelopment Project (the •Project•). 

ANALYSIS 

JI.. THE DEIR FAILS TO FULLY IDENTIFY IMPACTS WHICH THE PROJECT 
WILL HAVE ON SDCOE AND OTHER SCHOOL SERVICES PROVIDERS. 

Among the goals of the proposed Centre City Community Plan 
identified in the Project Description in the DEIR ia to 
•substantially increase the nUBber of people living downtown 
[end] provide a range of houaing to meet the needs of en 
economically and aocially balanced population,• The Project 
itself ia identified ea being part of the update of the Centre 
city Co1111unity Plan, and includes the expansion of three existing 
redevelopment projects in Centre City (DEIR p. 1-6). The project 
propoaea the construction of a total 26,550 residential dwelling 
unita over a 35-yeer period with an average of 650 units to be. 
devaloped annually for the first fifteen years of the project and 
en average of 840 dwelling units per year to be developed 
annually for the latter 20 years of the program. These 
projections are described in the •ultimate capacity buildout 

XII County Office of Education (COE) 
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Ms. Beverly Schroeder 
center city Development Corporation 
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scenario• which is considered in the DEIR to •model potential 
impacts of the proposed community plan and redevelopment plan.• 
(DEIR, pages 3-15 to 3-17). In addition to the anticipated 
residential development, the Project further contemplates (in its 
commercial/office district component) to emphasize development of 
professional offices, retail sales and services, restaurants, and 
hotels and motels as part of the growth of the commercial and 
professional services to be provided to the Project area. 

- Despite these projections for increases in residential and 
employment-related population densities, the DEIR concludes that 
as to certain public services, specifically those of school 
services, the •implementation of the proposed redevelopment plans 
would not result in a. significant impact.• (DEIR 4.G.-64). As 
such, the DEIR fails to properly acknowledge increased student 
generation from increases in population densities. Although an 
attempt is made to suggest that an average annual increase of 53 
students could be projected based on census ratios relative to 
student projection from single room only (•SRO•) and non-single 
room only (•Non-SRO•) housing, these projections do not take into 
consideration impacts to be felt by school services providers 
based on the effect of increased employment and the consequent 
increases in student generation from increased residential 
densities in areas surrounding the Project area (i.e. 
•multipliers•). As a regional service provider, SDCOE would from 
the outset require that the DEIR's impact analysis more fully 
consider the effect of population-related impacts to school 
service providers from anticipated residential and commercial 
growth. 

B. MRILE IDENTIFYING A RANGE OF EDUCATIONAL SERVICES 
PROVIDED BY SDCOE, THE DEIR'S ANALYSIS IS LIMITED TO 
ONLY TO ONE PROGRAM. 

Although the DEIR specifically identifies SDCOE as a 
regional services provider to the Project Area and identifies a 
nwnber of programs and services provided by SDCOE, the DEIR 
chooses to illustrate only three of the progr!lllls, specifically 
the Juvenile Court and Community Schools (JCCS), the Advancement 
Via Individual Determinations (AVID), and the Regional • 
Occupational Program (ROP). Of these, only the ROP Program ie 
specifically analyzed as osteneibly being •illuetrative of the 
services of the Office of Education• (see DEIR pgs. 4G-60 to 4G-

XII-I The draft MEIR Identifies mitigation meuurcs that would be implemented by 

the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans. These measures include 

the ability of the Agency to enter into agreements with the County Office of 

F.ducation (COE) to provide fwids for cducat:ional facilities. 

In addition to the analysis contained in this draft Master Environmental Impact 

Report, during Fiscal Rev: w, Centre City Development Cmporation (CCDC), 

on behalf of the San Diego Redevelopment Agency, with Keyser Marston 

Associates Inc. (KMA) reviewed the fiscal impact analyses submitted to the 

Fiscal Review Committee by the lllXing agcndcs and their consultants. 

By Implementing the Redevelopment Project, more housing and employment 

would take place in downtown than would otherwise occur, as opposed 10 

outlying areas. The CCDC/KMA analysis is a subregional distribution of 

population and employment and found that no measurable impacts on new 

regional growth would occur. For the purpose of environmental analysis, the 

CCDC/KMA analysis identifies lhe magnitude, cost, and funding of adequate 

COE facilities serving the residents and employees which the Agency is 

a11emp1ing to attract into the area of the proposed Community and 

Redevelopment Plans Bl ultimate capacity (202.5). During Fiscal Review 

various taxing agencies modeled a factor for "inmigration" into the County 

claimed 10 be caused by redevelopment which CCDC/KMA analysis doesn't 

accept for the reasons discussed in response to comment lll-8. Nevenheless, 

CCDC/KMA have incorporated into the CCDC/KMA analysis a factor for 

"inmigra1ion" (less than assumed by the taxing agencies) lo identify "worst 

case" impacts of the Redevelopment Project. 

Impacts of new housing constructed within the Project Area, and new housing 

constructed outside of the Project Area generated by new employment within 

the Project Area, are identified relative 10 educational facilities. The 

CCDC/KMA analysis considers the following COE programs: Regional 

Occupation Program (ROP), Friendship, Handicapped Infant Care Program 

(HOPE), Migrant Education, Court Schools, Community Schools, Outdoor 

Education Program, Advancement Via Individual De1ennina1ion (AVID). 

Business Services, Library Services. Graphic Services, District & Special 

Programs, and Staff Development Programs. 



The CCDC/KMA analysis assumes the student yield rates, and required 

building square footage, land area, land cost, building cost and special 

equipment cost provided by COE. A 36.8%/63.2% split between leased and 

owned space has been generally assumed. Specifically, ROP is assumed to be 

100% leased space; Friendship, HOPE, Migrant Education, Court Schools, 

Community Schools, Outdoor Education, AVID, and Staff Development are 

assumed to be 36.8% leased and 63.2% owned; and Business Services, Library 

Services, Graphics Services, and District and Special Programs, as overhead 

programs, are assumed to be 100% owned. These percentages are reflected in 

demand rates iliscussed below. Although the CCDC/KMA analysis includes 

these programs, it is not reailily apparent that all of these COE programs and 

services would be affected by employment or housing growth in the Project 

Area. 

The following square footage and student yield rates by COE program are 

assumed: ROP, 2.22 students per 1,000 population and 8.51 students per 

1,000 students; Friendship, 126 square feet per student, 0.13 students per 

1,000 students; HOPE, 377 square feet per student, 0.23 students per 1,000 

population; Migrant Education, 783 square feet per student, 20.45 students per 

1,000 students; Court Schools, 1,011 square feet per student, 2.56 students per 

1,000 students; Community Schools, 1,479 square feet per student, 2.54 

students per 1,000 students; Outdoor Education Program, 671 square feet per 

student, 76.92 students per 1,000 students; AVID, 591 square feet per student, 

8.44 students per 1,000 students; Business Services, 318 square feet per 

student, 0.25 students per 1,000 students; Library Services, 633 square feet per 

student, 0.08 students per 1,000 students; Graphic Services, 0.05 per 1,000 

students; District & Special Programs, 753 square feet per student, 0.42 

students per 1,000 students; and Staff Development Programs, 124 square feet 

per student, 0.79 students per 1,000 students. 



'The total demographic impact of the Rodcvclopmcnt Project is the addition of 

37,223 hooscholds (74,192 persons) within the County. This includes 21,594 

direct new households (31,822 penom) within the Project Area. The increase 

of students attributable to the implementation of the proposed Community and 

Redevelopment Plans is 7,757 sllldcnts within the County. This is 1.2% of the 

643,502 tollll projected COE students at ultimate capacity (2025) based on fall 

USO 2010 student enrollment projections as a proxy for COE student 

enrollment ~nds indicating an annual increase in students of 1.023% 

Total facilities costs to COE by program arc: ROP, $2,524,830; Friendship, 

$30,045; HOPE, $89,385; Migrant Education, $186,050; Court Schools, 

$214,696; Community Schools, $352,412; Outdoor Education Program, 

$109,241; AVID, $139,917; Business Services,$ 40,015; Library Services, 

$78,661; Graphic Services, $0; District & Special Programs, $93,134; and 

Staff Development Programs, $25,363. The total net impact on facilities costs 

to COE is $3,883,750 in present value. Escalated at a 4% annual rate for 33-

years the total facilities costs would be $9,164,800 in future value. No existing 

facility deficiencies have been identified by COE. 

Implementation of the proposed Redevelopment Plan authorizes the Agency, 

through a proposed agreement with COE, to cooperate with, and provide funds 

to COE for school facilities. 
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64), even though SDCOE hae participated and.shown a willingness 
to share information regarding other programs offered by SDCOE 
and regarding the potential for significant impacts to be 
incurred. Nevertheless, the DEIR selectively analyzes the ROP 
program, even though the ROP Program is distinctive among SDCOE's 
programs in that it is limited to persons meeting a certain age 
threshold. Therefore, the discussion regarding impacts from the 
Project to SDCOE ie fundamentally flawed in that its analysis is 
limited to a program which (deepite the assertion of the DEIR to 
the contrary) is not necessarily •representative and 
illustrative" of all of the program• offered by SDCOE or their 
availability to a wider aection of the student population or to 
the community aa a whole throughout the region or the Project 
area. The DEIR should assess impacts to SDCOE in a manner which 
directs the analysis to all SDCOE programs, in order to more 
fully recognize the potential for aignificant impacts to be 
incurred by SCDOE and its programs from buildout of the Project. 

C. THE DEIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY ADDRESS MITIGATION OF 
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH THE PROJECT WILL HAVE ON 
~ 

As noted above, the DEIR specifically acknowledges that 
increases in population-related densities would occur as a 
consequence of the implementation of the Project. However, the 
DEIR goes on to suggest the following: 

"Implementation of the community and redevelopment plans 
will generate school impact fees of more than $37.5 million 
in current dollars without any escalation in fee rates (CCDC 
1991) over the 35 year period [of the Project], an average 
of more than one million dollars per year in current dollars 
without any escalation in fee rates." 

The DEIR further states that •[t]he Redevelopment Agency is 
authorized under Sections 33445 and 33401 of the Community 
Redevelopment Law to assiat school districts to provide 
facilities to accommodate growth from the Project Area during the 
redevelopment period, provided such growth is not mitigated by 
other sources of revenues such as school fees on new 
development)" (DEIR 4G-64, emphas s added). Th s s evidently 
'ntended to suggest that school fees are an adequate mitigation 

Xll-2 

XIl-3 

The CCDC/KMA analysis referenced in response to comment XII- I considers 

the following programs: Regional Occupation Program, Friendship, 

Handicapped Infant Care Program, Migrant Education, Coun Schools, 

Community Schools, Outdoor Education Program, Advancement Via Individual 

Determination, Business Services, Library Services, Graphic Services, District 

& Special Programs, and Staff Development Programs, 

Soe response to comment XII-I for analysis of impacts to COE. 

The Redevelopment Plan authorizes the Agency to participate with CDE through 

an agreement to provide facilities over the life of the program. Any agreement 

would provide cooperation in implementation, timing, financing and reporting 

of various facilities over the life of the program. 
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measure and can operate as a condition or limitation on measures· 
statutorily authorized in the redevelopment law to alleviate 
impacts to school service providers. 

The use of developer fees as a mitigation measure cannot be 
justified relative to SDCOE since SDCOE itself does not collect 
such fees. Moreover, the proposition that assessing school 
impact fees is an adequate means by which to mitigate impacts 
from a redeve101ment proposal in general is erroneous because 
such a proposit on is not in harmony with recent legal 
developments. For example, in MUITieta Valley Unified School 
District v. County of Riverside (l.991) 279 Cal.Rptr. 421, the 
Fourth District Court of Appeal (in a case involving the adequacy 
of CEQA with respect ~o school facilities impacts from a 
comprehensive general plan amendment) determined that the School 
Facilities Legislation [Government Code Sections 53080 and 65995) 
neither preempted nor prohibited a county's authority to consider 
providing feasible school mitigation measures in excess of 

xn-3 I developer fees in an EIR and in the general plan amendment to 
which the EIR related. As in Murrieta, within the Project is 
also related to a specific general plan amendment, namely the 
update to the 1976 Centre City CoJDJDunity Plan to be considered by 
the city Council, and is intended to be a •tool for 
implementation of the proposed coJDJDunity plan•. (DEIR p. 3-10). 
By this analysis, the Murrieta decision directly applies to the 
Project, and requires the identification of school facilities 
impacts and their mitigation prior to any Project approval. The 
statement in the DEIR that •no mitigation measures are necessary• 
is, therefore, contrary to existing law, including the precedent 
established by the Murrieta decision. 

Other recent appeals court decisions place into question 
other assertions made in the DEIR. These include the notion that 
mitigation of significant impacts to schools resulting from the 
Project's implementation can be preempted by school fee 
legislation. For example, in Williams. Hart Union High School 
District v. Regional Planning Commission of the County of Los 
Angeles, (1991) 277 Cal,Rptr, 645, the Second District Court of 
Appeal ruling on an argument that Government Code Section 65996 
preempted any consideration of the adequacy of school facilities 
other than those exactions provided for in the School Facilities 
Legislation of 1986, held in favo,r of school districts by 
specifically noting that in the case of legislative approvals 
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(such as general plan amendmentB), Government Code Section 65996 
did not preempt consideration of the adequacy of school 
facilities. The Supreme Court denied review of the Hart decision 
on May 2 1 1991, thus rendering the Court of Appeals decision 
final. Therefore, the authority of the Redevelopment Agency to 
assist school districts to provide facilities, as •authorized 
under Sections 33445 and 33401 of the Community Redevelopment 
Law• (DEIR p. 4 G-64) is not limited by other sources of revenue 
such as school fees on new development, and the inclusion of such 
a statement in the DEIR in light of Hart and Murrieta (which was 
also denied review by the Supreme Court) is not in harmony with 
present California law. 

D. THE DEIR FAILS TO CONSIDER PROJECT ALTERNATIVES IN A 
MANNER IN COMPLIANCE WITH CEQA, 

The CEQA Guidelines require that an environmental impact 
report review the impacts of a project on various subject matters 
to determine whether or not they constitute or will cause a 
significant effect as defined. If a significant effect is found 
to be caused by a project, the environmental impact report is 
required to describe measures which could minimize significant 
adverse impacts, and must include a discussion of mitigation 
measures and their alternatives. The discussion of alternatives 
must specifically focus on alternatives capable of eliminating 
any significant adverse environmental effects or reduce them to a 
level of insignificance, •even if these alternatives would im ede 
to some de ree the attainment of the ro ect ob ect ve or would 
be more costly.• See 14 Cal,C e of Regs. sect on 15526(c) and 
(d) (3), See also Kings county Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford 
(1990) 270 Cal,Rptr. 650, [which stands for the proposition that 
an inadequate discussion of such alternatives would :aake the 
approval of such an environmental impact report a prohibited 
abuse of discretion). Despite the mandate of the california 
statutes, the California administrative regulations governing 
CEQA, and recent decisions of the state judiciary, the within 
DEIR merely describes two project alternatives. One alternative 
would simply decrease land use density and intensities while the 
other •alternative• is simply the •no project• alternative which 
although required by 14 Cal.Code of Regs. Section 15143 to be • 
included in a comparative evaluation of the Project, is not 
analyzed in any meaningful way to 9¥antify the extent to which 
development would occur absent the mpleme.ntation of the Project. 

XII-4 The draft MEIR evaluated potential impacts of the "reduced density" and "no 

project" alternatives. Under the reduced density alternative the total blended 

amount of development is approximately 79% of total build-out at ultimate 

capacity and impacts to COE may be reduced by a commensW11te amount. 

However, the Agency has proposed to make payments to COE based on the 

impacts identified in the CCDC/KMA analysis of the Redevelopment Project at 

ultimate capacity that would fully mitigate these impacts to COE and, therefore, 

it is unnecessary to reduce the program. 

Under the no project alternative the amount of forecasted development is 

significantly less than ultimate capacity. The no project alternative would 

include a total of 5,181,680 net square feet of office, 3,275 hotel rooms, 

451,813 net square feet of retail, and 3,132 multi-family residential and 3,092 

single room occupancy (SRO) and senior residential dwelling units. The total 

blended amount of development (including the loss of existing development 

through demolition) is approximately 33% of total build-out at ultimate capacity 

and impacts to COE may be reduced by a commensurate amount. As the 

Agency has proposed to make payments to COE based on the impacts identified 

in the CCDC/KMA analysis of the Redevelopment Project at ultimate capacity 

that would fully mitigate these impacts to COE and, therefore, it is unnecessary 

to abandon the program. 
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The DEIR fails to identify and discuss any alternatives 
which would eliminate or reduce significant impacts even if such 
alternatives would impede the attainment of the Project objective 
or would be more costly, The DEIR contains no discussion, 
consideration or review of alternative mitigations or mitigation 
measures to reduce the impact on school facilities. such 
alternative measures could include [but would not necessarily be 
limited to] entering into agreements with school services 
providers (such as SDCOE) for the mitigation of impacts to school 
facilities, reductions in the overall scope of the project area 
and/or the tax increment cap, and the exclusion of regions 
presently within the project area which might not fully meet the 
criteria for a finding of blight. The absence of any discussion 
of such alternatives fails to permit a reasoned choice among 
alternatives as required by the CEQA Guidelines. 

CONCLUSION 

on behalf of SDCOE, we would request that the Centre City 
Development Corporation and the Redevelopment Agency evaluate the 
above comments in order to facilitate analysis of the impacts of 
the Project on SDCOE. This is required before the redevelopment 
plan can be expected to adequately address significant impacts 
and arrive at measures which may result in mitigation. If the 
Redevelopment Agency or the centre city Development Corporation 
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have any further questions or co1111Dents on this matter, they 
should be directed to Tom Robinson, Director of Facilities 
Planning for SDCOE, or to myself or Wendy Wiles of this firm. 

AJN/jj 

Very truly yours, 

BOWIE, ARNESON, KADI, 
WILES & GIANNONE 

By 

cc: Kr. Tom Robinson (SDCOE) 
Kr. Dante Gumucio (David Taussig & Associates) 
Kr. Barnett Silver (David Taussig, Associates) 
Ks. Wendy Wiles (BAKWG) 

/ 
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CITY OF SAN DIEGO CENTRE CITY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 
DRAIT MASTER ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

EVALUATION BY DAVID TAUSSIG AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 

Growth Orientation of the Redevelopment Piao 

According to the draft EIR for the Centre City Redevelopment Project, "the proposed 
Redevelopment Plan would serve as a tool for implementation of the proposed Community Plan" 
(EIR p. 3-11). The EIR also states that one of "the goals of the proposed Community Plan" is 
to ·substantially increase the number of people living downtown" (EIR p. 3-1), and "to enhance 
job opponunities for workers of all skill and education levels (EIR p. 4.A-28). In particular, 
the EIR acknowledges that the project would "encourage development of new buildings and 
businesses which conform to the land use goals stated in the proposed Community Plan. (EIR 
p. 3-tO). Specifically the EIR states: 

• As shown, it is expected .that the net number of residential units in the downtown area 
would almost triple, with an additional 24,030 net new units (including SRO rooms) 
constructed by full buildout of the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans. An 
estimated additional 1,088,730 sf (net) of retail space, 13,766,290 sf (net) of office 
space, and 5,090 hotel rooms (net) would also be constructed by full buildout of the 
proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans" (EIR p. 4.A-29). 

Indeed, the EIR assumes that, "Redevelopment Agency activity would attract substantially more 
development to the Planning Area than would occur otherwise' (EIR p. 5-1). 

The draft EIR expressly recognizes as environmentally inferior the alternative IO the RDA Plan 
involving • No Project," because under this alternative: 

"It is expected that the rate of development outside of existing redevelopment project 
areas would be significantly less than that developed through· the proposed Community 
and Redevelopment Plans. Portions of the Planning Area would probably not redevelop 
at all over the 35-year period of time" (EIR p. 6-2). 

Projecte.d Regional Impacts 

According to the draft EIR, "significant growth is forecasted within the Planning Area with 
respect to employment" (EIR p. 5-2). Specifically the EIR projects the creation of 81,283 new 
jobs within the Planning Area. This projection, however, fails to. ~gnize the impa_ct _o, 
multiplier effects caused by the creation of new jobs. In fact, the EIR 1mphes that the mulupher 
effects of the Project are~- (See Appendix B of the draft COE impact analysis for a 

__..... 
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discussion of employment multipliers.) The EIR states that "the proposed Community and 
Redevelopment Plans are considered growth inducing in the Planning Area, as downtown 
captures growth from other competing centers of growth in the County. Regionally, there is no 
growth, or significant growth, inducement" (EIR p. 5-3). This means that any direct impacts 
of the Project constitute a mere redistribution of growth away from other parl.'I of the County. 

The Agency's position is in conflict with the San Diego Association of Governments 
('SANDAG"). In its report •causes of Growth and Possible Control Measures in the San Diego 
Region• (Agenda Report No. R-83, September 11, 1987, p. 13), SANDAG finds that new 
employment generates a secondary impact on the demand for consumer goods and services, thus 
creating additional indirect employment opportunities. "One new job in manufacturing 
eventually creates 1.6 jobs in the local serving sector.· Hence: 

If 'a manufacturing firm with 100 jobs moves to San Diego, the increase in total 
employment will be 260 (the 1()0 original jobs plus 160 local serving jobs).• 

This finding is based on a specific forecast generated by SAND AG 's Series 7 Regional Growth 
Forecasting Models, and is the source of the employment multiplier of 2.6 (1.6 offsite) used in 
the COE analysis for new industrial land uses within the Project, SANDAG staff have 
confirmed that this finding is also consistent with employment multipliers for many ~basic" 
industries used in regional economic models throughout the United States. (Multiplier values 
typically vary by industry, ranging from 2.0 to l0.0 or more.) 

A similar finding can also be made for non-basic or "local-serving' sectors: a 100 job increase 
in local serving employment will also produce more than 100 total jobs. As noted in Appendix 
B, this increase will typically be smaller for local serving employment than for basic 
employment. For this reason, SANDAG's off site multiplier of 1.3 for business services is used 
for office uses (even though office space may be occupied by a manufacturing firm), and 
SANDAG's offsite multiplier of 1.1 for tourism is used for hotel uses. SANDAG does not cite 
an employment multiplier for commercial retail uses. As a result, an estimated offsite retail 
multiplier of 0.37 for San Diego County has been used based on multiplier relationships in other 
Input-Output models relative to SANDAG's estimate of 1.3 for business services. 

Toe impact analysis being prepared for the San Diego County Office of Education ("COE" or 
"the County Office") aCCOllnts for the off-site multiplier effects of the RDA Plan, all of which 
will affect COE since its boundaries are contiguous with those of the County of San Diego. The 
employment multipliers and household migration factors used in the COE analysis are consistent 
with various analyses performed by SANDAG (e.g., Agenda Report No. R-83). 

Xll-5 See response to comment XII-I 

The CCDQ'KMA impact analysis referenced in response =~amment Xll-l 

does not agree with, and therefore does not include, the concept of regional 

indirect employment or "multipliers" for the reasons discussed below. 

First, re~ional models employed by SANDAG and other regional planning 

entities do not apply to specific subregional geographic areas. The Series 7 

Regional Growth Forecast is a regional modeling tool (as are other SANDAG 

documents including SANDAG Board report R-83, "Causes of Growth and 

Possible Control Measures in the San Diego Region"). SANDAG has 

addressed the applicability of these models relative to subregional geographic 

areas: "Both the econometric equations that underlie Series 7 and the 
employment multipliers shown in R-83 are regional parameters." Regional 

employment multipliers are not applicable to specific subregional areas, 

especially for an area like downtown San Diego. 

Secondly, land use allocations for the Project Area have been formulated in 

order to maximize the synergistic effects among uses. The Planning Area is 

relatively small and includes a balance of residential, office, hotel, retail and 

commercial services. To the extent primary office development generates 

"multipliers" such secondary employment is captured within the Project Area. 

Finally, indirect multipliers are not used in fiscal impact analyses submitted to 

the Fiscal Review Committee by the San Diego Unified School District and their 

consultant during Fiscal Review. 

The CCDQ'KMA impact analysis does include analysis of impacts caused by 

housing that may be located outside of the Project Area as a result of direct 

employment within the Project Area. 

By implementing the Redevelopment Project, more housing and employment 

would take place in downtown than would otherwise occur, as opposed to 

outlying areas. The CCDC/KMA analysis is a subregional distribution of 

population and employment and found that no measurable impacts on new 

regional growth would occur. For the purpose of environmental analysis, the 

CCDQ'KMA analysis identifies the magnitude, cost, and funding of adequate 

regional County facilities serving the residents and employees which the 

Agency is attempting to attract into the area of the proposed Community and 
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Adequacy of Draft EIR 

As noted below, proposed new development within the project area will have significant impacts 
on the County Office which are not adequately addressed in the draft EIR. 

In addition to new residential development within the project area, new commercial/industrial 
development creates new jobs. This in tum leads to further residential development, both inside 
and 0.11.Wlk the project area, as well as higher population, and increased student generation. 
Increases in adult and student-age populations create a need for both more educational facilities 
and larger operating budgets for COE. While the draft EIR recognizes potential impacts to 
COE, it goes on to state, "implementation of the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans 
would not result in a significant impact to school services ..• no mitigation measures are 
n=ssary• (EIR p. G-64). 

There is no evidence that ovcrall CQimly residential development, hence student population, will 
D.Ql be greater with the Project than without, as the EIR contends. Indeed, the only way that the 
Project will have no impact is (i) .if the Project does not succeed, or (ii) if Centre City is not a 
true redevelopment project. 

If the Project is unsuccessful, then both the direct and indirect/induced impacts of the Project 
on COE will be negligible. Alternatively, if the demographic and economic impacts of the 
Project will be the same with or without redevelopment, then creation of the redevelopment 
project is unjustified. However, since the Agency contends that redevelopment u justified and 
that the Project~ be successful, then the Agency's claim of 'no net impact' on the County 
is incorrect as well as disingenuous. 

Projected County Office Impacts 

The RDA Plan is projected to have major facilities impacts on the County Office. The County 
Office docs not currently have "basic aid• status, but for projection purposes 19%-1997 to 2005-
2006 is the period between which COE is assumed to achieve basic aid status. Potential impacts 
of the Project on COE's operating budget will be shown in the forthcoming COE analysis, based 
on the assumption that operating impacts, once basic aid status has been achieved, are equal to 
l 00 percent of fori:one tax increment. 

As noted above, COE is preparing an analysis of the impacts of the Project on the County 
Office. Appropriate mitigation is justified and required based on the findings of this analysis. 
The fonn and timing of such mitigation should be addressed in mitigation agreements between 
the City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency and the County Office of Education. 

Redevelopment Plans at ultimate capacity (2025). During Fiscal Review 

various taxing agencies modeled a factor for "inmigration" into the County 

claimed to be caused by redevelopment which CCDC/KMA analysis doesn't 

accept for the reasons discussed above. Nevertheless, CCDC/KMA have 

incorporated into the CCDCIKMA analysis a factor for "inmigration" (less than 

assumed by the taxing agencies) to identify "worst case" impacts of the 
Redevelopment Project. 
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Subject: Uptown Planners Review Comments On DRAFT MASTER ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT FOR THE CENTRE CITY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AND CENTRE 
CITY COMMUNITY PLAN (MEIR). 

At its February 4. 1992 meeting, Uptown Planners, the Uptown Community Planning Group 
passed the following motion on a sixteen-in-favor to one-opposed vote, with the Chair 
abstaining: 

[

at Uptown Planners respond to the Draft MEIR for the Centre City Redevelopment 
an and Centre City Community Plan; and request that the MEIR include additional 

xin-, nalyses to evaluate the impacts on major streets in the Uptown area, including 
ourth, Fifth and Sixth Avenues; Washington and Robinson Streets, University 
venue and Reynard Way, potentially resulting from implementation of the 
oposed Centre City Community Plan and Redevelopment Plan. · 

Tri the discussion on this matter, a member of Uptown Planners reported the Drat! MEIR 
concluded "(n)o significant traffic impacts to surrounding communities are anticipated 
resulting from implementation of the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans: (Page 
5-8; MEIR). The Uptown member. who reviewed both the Draft MEIR and the Traffic 
Technical Report prepared by Korve Engineering, reported his conclusion that the Drat! MEIR 

(111-2 I analysis did not present information to support this conclusion. In fact, he indicated the date 
presented suggested there would be substantial increases in traffic on several of the streets 
which connect to the Uptown area (including First, Fourth and Sixth and State Streets) and 
that major freeway segments and ramps serving the downtown would experience very low 
levels of service, even under the mitigation scenario. 

U
oncerns were expressed about the feasibility of the mitigation measures, particularly the 60 

percent transit mode split. Also people relayed their observations that some traffic between 
<111-3 entre City and northern San Diego already transfers from the freeways to suriace _stre~ts in 

e Uptown area, especialty during peak periods. A concern was expressed that this shift 
ould significantly increase. • 

XIII Uptown Plannen 

XIII- I The geographic IIIl:a of technical analysis foe the draft MEIR addressed the 

Planning Area. defined as south of Laurel Street, south and west of the 1-5 

Freeway, and north of Commen:ial Street. The Uptown area is a separate 

community which requires separate and focused study of the specific 

transportation issues related to that community, of which Centre City is but one 

of many contributing factors. See also response XIII-2. 

XIIl-2 The increases in traffic on Fu-st, Fourth, Sixth, and State Streets shown in the 

draft MEIR ue for the street sections south of the l-5 Freeway. These street 

segments provide connections from the freeway to the downtown core via a 

series of freeway ramps. These include off-ramps southbound (SB) on 1-5 to 

Second, northbound (NB) from 1-5 to Sixth (and via Elm Street leading to 

Fourth and Second), SB from SR-163 to Fourth, and on-ramps NB and SB to 

1-5 at First, and SB to I-5 at Fifth. These street segments will thus carry 

significant traffic volumes south of the freeway in their function as principal 

access corridors to downtown. North of the freeway, these streets will not 

carry traffic between the freeway and downtown, and traffic volumes are 

expected IO be considerably lower. 

There is the potential, however, that some traffic destined only to 1-5 NB may 

travel north of the freeway a short distance to take alternate routes to the 

freeway. This may be most prevalent on Elm Street as an alternate route to the 

NB on-ramp to 1-5 at First Street. 

----



Page 2 • Uptown Planners Comment on Centre City MEIR 

Uptown Planners actively and enthusiastically supports the continuing redevelopment of 
Centre City. especially of what would for Uptown become neighboring residential 
communities. The Uptown and Centre City communities share a roadway system with 
cumulative and joint impacts-and potentially significant problems of congestion. Uptown 
Planners is interested in working with Centre City interests, especially the Centre City 
Development Corporation. to resolve, or to the maximum extent possible--mitigate, our 
shared problems. Uptown Planners feels that the additional traffic analyses we have 
r~uested will assist both Uptown and Centre City toward this mutual objective: 

Respectfully, 

-Rv1(~ 
Michael LaBarre 
Chairman, Uptown Planners 

Note: The CCDC, Januray 30. 1992 DRAFT XVI. NEIGHBORHOOD IMPACT REPORT (Page 
Xll.)acknowledges there will be potential traffic impacts on the Uptown area. Uptown feels 
additional analysis is appropriate to determine the significance of these potential impacts and 
to evaluate potential mitigating measures. 

cc. Mary Lee Balko, City Planning 
Mary Wright, City Planning 
Councilmember John Hartley 
Councilmember Ron Roberts 

XIII-3 

Although less likely, it is possible that some traffic may travel three blocks 

funher north to Hawthorn to access the 1-5 NB on-ramp at Hawthorn. North of 

Elm Street, substantial traffic inctU.SCs would not be anticipated, however, The 

Centre City Community Plan and Redevelopment Plan establish goals and 

measures to focus travel (both auto and transit) into principal movement 

corridors and prevent dispersal of traffic into neighborhoods and adjacent 

communities. The Plans include the identification of a street hierarchy to 

establish major streets for entry into the downtown from the freeway system. 

The Plans also include extensive goals and improvements to the transit system 

to ensure that much of the future increase in lnlvel demand will occur on transit 

rather than by automobile. 

In addition to very significant measures to increase tnulsit use, the draft MEIR 

also identifies potential mitigatioo measures for freeway ramps around Centre 

City that would help ensure that traffic takes the most dim:t routes to/from the 

freeway, and would not divert into areas such u north of the freeway and 

through the Uptown llJ"CA. It should also be noted that Erst, Fourth and Fifth 

Avenues carry a number of bus lines intn Centre City. As transit use increases, 

these bus lines may need to be enhanced in the future, with possibly the need 

for some form of transit priority such u peak-period bus-only lanes. Such 

transit enhancement measures, along with addition traffic management and 

control measures that could be implemented if necessary, including route 

signing, traffic signal timing, street and urban design measures, and all the 

other elements previously discussed, would prevent significant traffic into the 

Uptown area. 

Please see Response to Comment IV-I. 

~ 
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Citizens Coordinate 
for 
Ccntwy 3 
1549 El Prado, Rm. 4 
San Diego, CA 92101 
Tel: (619) 232-7196 

The Centre City Development Corporation 
225 Broadway Suite 1100 
San Diego, CA 92101 
Attn: Beverty Schroeder 

Dear Ms. Schroeder. 

CEHTRE C1is 
DEVELOPMEr, 
CORPORATIO,• 

FEB 1 C 1992 

Orig. ro:B-S 
Copy 

Feb. 12, 1992 

Cttlzens Coordinate for Century 3 hereby makes the following 
comments a, lhe DRAFT MASTER ENVIRONMENT AL IMPACT REPORT 
FOR n-E CENTRE CfTY REDEVELOPWENT PROJECT AND CENTRE CfTY 
COMMUNITY PLAN. We hope you will have your consultants take these 
points Into consideration for the final documents ol the MEIR. 

•-"""""""'' 1. Conclusions and Becommeodatioos 
K~ S,cttw-yu ........... 
"""""""'°"' u· Cttizens Coordinate for Century 3 (C-3) supports the expansion of =:T' the Centre City Redevelopment Area. White C-3 has proposed changes to 
G.,, "'""' XIV.1 the prellmlnartly adopted Centre City Community Plan, we acknowledge 
~:;":Z that the lack ol serious consideration ol these, or Olher proposed 
°"" ,.""" changes would make It unlikely that any modifications will be made to 

the Centre City Community Plan prior to It!! formal adoption. 

b. C-3 has concluded the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) as 
presented lndlcales the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans 
can be anticipated to have signtflcanl "negative environmental Impacts", 
which cannot be expected to be mlllgaled "below the level ol 
□gnfflcance". We believe there are basic Inadequacies In the Draft 

IR-;-paltlcularty the failure to analyze potential cumulative negative 
)(JV .2 mpJcis on the establishment of attractive residential environments 

which the Community Plan Identifies as a prtmary objective for Centre 
City. So we have recommendations which can flow Into the process, and 
w1tHbut their addition we foresee luture setbacks In this plan's ability 
to rilellze Its prtmary goals and visions as stated at the outset ol the 
Plan . 

XIV 

XIV-I 

XIV-2 

Citizens Coordinate for Century 3 

Mr. Wayne Buss addressed the Planning Commission on February 13, 1992, 

on behalf of the Citizens Coordinate for Century 3. These concerns were also 

submitted in writing (see comment letter XIV) and are addressed below. 

The Centre City Community Plan was prepared by the Centre City Planning 

Committee (CCPC), a 26-member group appointed by the Mayor and City 

Council, representing various downtown interest groups. Citizens Coordinate 

for Century 3 (C-3) was a participant in this process and was represented on the 

Centre City Planning Committee. The Centre City Community Plan represents 

the consensus developed by these varied and often conflicting interest groups. 

Many of the issues cited by C-3 were debated and considered by the CCFC. 

It is not the purpose of an draft MEIR to evaluate the likelihood of a project 

proposal to meet its own goals, but rather to address the project's impacts on 

the environment. Potential land use incompatibility impacts between e~isting 

and/or future residential and non-residential land uses are addressed in Section 

IV-A(2). 



l(JV.3 

l(IV,4 

c. C-3 believes that despite the conclusion of "significant, unmttigatable 
• environmental Impacts· which can be drawn· from the Draft EIR, the City 

Council Is likely to allow permitted findings of •overriding consideration" and 

will proceed to adopl the Community Plan and the Redevelopment Plan. 
However, C-3 believes the conclusion of "significant unmltigatable Impacts• 
and the need for addltlonal residential and transportation Impact analysis 

strongly support the need for earty and ongoing refinements to the 

Centre City Community Plan. Therefore, C-3 recommends the Centre City 
Development Corporation and the City Council consider amendments to the 
Preliminary Centre City Community Plan aru1 the Redevelopment Plan to 

guarantee a ~ of Community Plan evaluation and updating, earlier 

development of Specific Plans for each district than Is called for In the 
Community Plan, and clear delineation or a ~ that will Involve the active 

participation or the citizens from each district In the form or planning groups 
In accordance with the norm for other areas with PDOS In the City (separate 

and In addition to the services o1 the exlsttng ProJe<;t Area Committee). 

d. As we testified When the Preliminary Centre City Plan was under Council 
consideration, C-3 continues to argue that the high development densities 

proposed In the "waterfront" area are Inconsistent with the "stepped-up from 
the waterfront" and "strong central core• goals and visions o1 the plan. tt 
appears to be somewhat o1 a Bait and Swttch system as we go from what the 

Visions and Goals say to what the text of the Plan will result In. We note that 
changes to waterfront densities would be consistent with the "Reduced Density 
Alternative" ldentffled In the Draft MEIR and we encourage mo<e compjete 

evaluation or that alternative than Is presently provided In the EIR. 

We Identity the lollowtng partial Hst of Inadequacies and some possible 
soluttons that can be Incorporated Into the process without aflectlng the 

tlmellne o1 the approval process. 

11. summm Draft EIB Review commffl'llll 

C-3's review ol the Draft EIR has cOIICludoo: 

~ 
a. TRANSPORTATION Mitigation lnfeaslblllty The 60% transit share 

oposed as the primary mitigation for transportation,, clrculatton and air 
allty Impacts ls ~eanlng the conclusions about mitigated 

lOV -5 pacts must be redrawn or new mitigation measures Identified and analyzed. 
should be noted that the recommended 60% transit split Is In add/tkm to Iha 

30% non-drive-alone rate used In the traffic Impact analysis. 

r, b. Lack of Resldenua1 Environment Impact Evaluation Toe Draft EIR 

lOV .a I 10entlfles several ol the "residential-emphasis" areas of the Plan as being 

XN-3 

XIV-4 

XIV-5 

The City Council and Redevelopment Agency can roruider these amendments 

during the public hearing process. 

Development intensities as rcgulared by floor area ratios that step down from the 

central core lo the watcrfrooL The,ie floor area ratios are consistent with the 

goals of stepping down lo the watafront 

Lands within the jurisdiction of the Sao Diego Unified Pon District, the U.S. 

Navy, and the County of San Diego (if used for County purpose) are su,bject to 

the development regulations currently established, or as amended in the future, 

within those areas. 

Please see response to comment IV -1 and IV-3. 



XIV.7 

Xfl/.1/J 

XJ\1.9 

lOV.10 

potentlally Impacted by major cross-Centre City traffic corridors and 
peripheral par1<1ng areas-wtth their anendant problems of congestion, noise 
and alr pollution. Some ol these areas are also likely to be impacted by 
proposals In the Community Plan and redevelopment analysis for major 
expansion o1 social service facllltles and the addition of high Impact elements: 
sueh as a spons arena. Nowhere Is the potential l.ll!ll.UJll.lo Impacts of these 
factors on the Plan's residential priority evaluated. By Itself, the concepl of 
site-specific mitigation such as setbacks, sound ban1ers, and mechanical 
ventilation In lieu of operable windows Is inadequate. Setbacks and barriers 
aro counter-conceplual to centre city type development and to expect all 
residential units to rely on mechanical ventilation rather than operable 
windows Is not going to make Centre City a preferable residential area. We feel 
that measures to directly reduce traffic lmpaC1s In the residential emphasis · 
areas should be Incorporated Into the plan now. This would Include reducing 
through town destinations and could Include such things as reducing FARS at the 
waterfront, specifically locating the site for a spans arena now since It has 
been discussed In the plan as a likely neighbor, and other mitigations such as 
In-town clean transit systems. Residential environmental lmpactS should be a 
major focus of the analysis but have not been addressed In the Draft EIR. 

c. Special Faciffty lmoacts Ignored Major elements Identified In the Plan 
and the redevelopment analySls-speclfically a potential Sports Arena and the 
planned expansion ol social service facllltles and services In the Centre City 
area-which have the potential for significant Impacts, particularly on the 
resldentlal environment are not evaluated. Project-specific evaluations am 
not felt to be adequate, since these Items are llkely to be cumulative with each 
other and with other factors, they potentially Impact broad areas and they 
relate to basic Plan conceplS. 

cl. Mllfgatton Not Cooslstent with !he etan Several ol the proposed 
transponatlon-mltlgatlon measures are Inconsistent with the Prellmlnary 
Centre City Plan and may require amendments to the Plan. Examples Include: 
1) retention ol North Hamor Dnve, sooth of Grape Street-when the Plan and 
Bayfront Design Pr!nclples call for Its narrowing with a pedestnan emphasis; 
2) expansion ol Stale Street, north of Ash to a 4-lane major-which would 
bisect a resldentlaJ..emphasls neighborhood. past the front doa of a newly• 
reconstrucled elementary school; and 3) the use of penpheral parl(lng 
mitigation In Centre City East to offset congestion on South Halbor Drive-­
which calls tor 5,000 spaces when the ptan Identifies 3,400 (not to mention 
the same area 19 mentioned for parl(lng mitigation relative to congestion 
problems on Broadway). 

~ 
e. School Issues lnadeouately Addressed The Impact analysis uses the 1990 

Centre City Census ratio of students to housing units resulls to estlmale the 
Mure potential lor additional students. This seems questlonallle In light ol the 

Ian's objeCl!Yes. which are to plac8 a major emphasis on Centre City 

XIV-6 

XIV-7 

XIV-8 

The proposed Centre City Community Plan est.abhsnc, .,..;marily residential 

districts within specific areas of downtown. However, urban resltrc,~!,l 

development will be subject to conditions substantially different than those 

found in suburban, low intensity residential areas which may include higher 

levels of traffic. See also response to V-5. No significant impacts, other than 

those identified in the draft MEIR, were found regarding residential land uses 

within the Planning Area. 

Setbacks, noise barriers and mechanical ventilation are effective methods to 

mitigate transportation-related noise. The creation of a coun yard that shields 

the outdoor living areas is a reasonable mitigation method in the urban 

environment. In situations where the exterior noise level cannot be reduced, a 

closed window condition with mechanical ventilation may be the only means of 

mitigating the interior noise environment of residential land uses as required by 

st.ate law. 

The control of noise at the source by reducing the number of vehicles is a 

method of noise mitigation. A 50 percent reduction in ADT would be expected 

to decrease noise by approximately 3 dBA. Such a reduction is not considered 

feasible in a highly urbanized area such as Centre City. 

The draft MEIR is an informational document which is designed to inform 

decision makers, o!hcr responsible or interested agencies, and the general public 

of the potential environmental effects of a proposed project In this case, the 

project subject to environmental review was the proposed update of the Centre 

City Community Plan and the proposed merger and expansion of the three 

existing redevelopment Project Areas in Centre City to nearly the entire 

Planning Area. The Centre City Community Plan docs include a partial list of 

new land uses or special attractions that may be desirable within downtown 

including a spons arena, library, aquarium, etc., however, the development of 

these facilities within Centre City are policy objectives, not specific projects. In 

the event that a Spons Arena is proposed to be located at a specific site in 

downtown, or the expansion of social service facilities and services is 

proposed, additional project-specific environment.al impact evaluation would be 

required. 



XIV,10 

X!V,11 

Xl'V.12 

XI\I.U 

residential development and the projected tripling In (non-SRO) housing units 
under the Centre City and Redevelopment Plans. Also (as we expect the San 
Diego Unified School District to point out) It seems logically questionable to 
measure the fiscal Impact ol Centre City development on school needs by 
totalling the impact lees from what the Plan ltsett recognizes as the 'dominant 
center In the region", the "focal point ol large scale office development, the 
center of banking, finance, law and government. and professional and clerical 
employment". Also, no recognition Is maoo ol the potential limitations of 
appropriate school sites even under a low-student scenario or the Issues of 
safe, convenient access for students to school facilities. · 

Ill. The major problem ldentttled by the Draft EIR analysis is the absenc&-at 
least at this stage-of a Transportation Plan which can WOik In conjunction 
with the adopted Centre City Land Use Plan (the analysis shows that the 
transportation components of the Preliminary Centre City Plan wm not 
function at acceptable levels of service). During the development of the Centnl 
City Plan, C-3 urge<! the Planning stall to Include a traffic analysis In the 
formulation ol the Centre City Community Plan. We argued there Is a 
"transportation carrying capacity" which needs to be taken Into account. No 
formal traffic analysis was per1ormed In the development of the Prellmlnary 
£entre City Plan. 

C-3's concern regarding the transportation Impacts conclusions of the Draft 
EIR Is NOT with the likely development of tOlally unmanageable levels of future 
congestion. The major result we feel Is that the plan could fall far short ol ever 
realizing Its goals and visions as a residential area The mari\et lsn1 stuplci---11 
wtn shU1 down on Its own accord before congestion gets to these levels. The real 
risk Is that development wflf proceed "according to Plan" with concentrations 
of high density In select areas (especially along the watertront}-and then 
ratchet way down because cl Inadequate transportatlon._capacltles. The risk Is 
ol a pallem ol Centre City development characterized by "have• and "have-nor 
~as (much Uke the present sttuatioo, but at a larger scale.) 

The long-term swndness ol San Diego's Centre City as 'THE DOMINANT CENTER 
IN THE REGION and a major contrllulor to the Pacific Rim Community" 
(Prelfmlnary Centre City Plan' Page 3) depends on Its varied but across-111&­
boartl vitality. The Draft EIR sends some strong signals suggesting that some 
adjuStments In existing plans and special developmenl guidance measures may 
be needed to r8alize these goals. The best way to provide tor the dynamic type ol 
planning which wtn be needed ts to structure It early on and ensure there Is 
~e and ongoing community partk;lpalf<Jn. 

The Impact Report should not be viewed as a bureaucratic checkpoint or an 
OYerty•long response to a standard checklist. Ifs purpose should be to assilll 
the community and decision makers In addressing real and underlying Issues. 
The sugges!lons tor analysis by C-3 are tntended In this latter respect. What 

XIV-9 

XIV-10 

XIV-II 

XIV-12 

XIV-13 

The Redevelopment Agency has prepared a Neighborhood Impact Report which 

describes the effects of the project upon the residents of the Project Area and 

surrounding areas in tenns of relocation, traffic, environmental quality, 

community facilities, school population, taxes, and physical and social 

conditions. The number of units expected to be destroyed, the number of units 

expected to be displaced, and aspects of low and moderate income housing 

displacement and replacement are discussed in this report. 

The transportation mitigation measures are a refinement of the Preliminary 

Centre City Plan to accommodate the proposed land uses, both in terms of 

transit roadway and parking solutions. An alternative mitigation measure would 

be to reduce the land use intensities of the Plan. 

Please see responses to letter XI. Reports to various school districts have been 

addressed in the draft MEIR and have been augmented in the Response to 

Comments section (see responses to comments X, XI, and XTI). 

The draft MEIR does include a traffic analysis of the proposed Centre City Land 

Use, and Circulation Elements and related sections which also incorporate 

addicional°mitigation measures. 

Please see response ID comment XIV-2. 

Comment notod. 



can be done within the lime-frame tor Council consideration of the formal 

action on the Centre City Community Plan and the Redevelopment Plan should 
be. But we expect that ongoing planning analyses should be dlrec!ed 10 the 

Issues raised In the Draft EIR an<l that the Centre City community become 
actively Involved In this ongoing planning process. 
Please take these Into consideration for your final analysts. 

Thank You, 

/-~ 
Wayne W. Buss, A.I.A. 

Centre City Committee Chairman 

~ 

' 
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San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. 
Environmental Review Committee 

~.O. Box A-81106 San Diego, CA 92130 
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Loe IC"\. 

F•hru•ry 2, 1992 

xv 

To, 

Subject, 

Ms. Beverly Schroerler 
Centre City Development Corporation· 
225 Broaduay, Suite 1100 
San Dl•Bo, California 92101-5074 

Draft Master tnvlronffltlntnl Impact Report 

tli-i IJl ·.";;_ 
,; t· 

(;rig. lo:_~!" ·;)i 
r:~f".•.: 

., 
, .. ---·~---· 

Centre Clty Redevelopn,,ent Project, Centre City Community Plan 
and Related Documents 

Dear Ms. Schroeder: 

I have reviewed the cultural resources aspects of the guhject bTaft 
~aster !IR on behalf of this committee of the San Diego County Archaeological 
Society. 

As SDCAS was not sent a copy of the Cultural Resources Technical Report 
for the project, our revieu was based solely upon the infonaation containert in 
the EIR itself. On that basis, we have the following cOUDD:!!ntst 

Ql) Sever-al of ar-cliaeologic::al monitoring pr-ogr-a.ms have heen r-equir-ed in the 
xv.1 r-oject area, especially for- water and sewer- line work, The results of those 

r-ocrams should be refer-red to in the cur-rent studies and r-epor-t. 

[

2) In the mitigation section for- subsurface resources, on page 4.!-12, the 
trst paragraph shout~ also require project mitigation to inclu1e review of 

XV-2 erial photographs and obtaining cultural resources records searches. On the 
ame page, the last two sentences of the second paragraph shoulrl bee separate 
aragraph, as they apply to both mitigation approaches. 

03) On page 4,'E-14, paragraphs 'La and 3.h, we uould qu@stion the omission of 
XV•l he Historical Site Board Itself (ns contrasted with HSB staff) from the 

itiga~ion recommendations. 

r-Ili) On sum:mary page ES-10, the seconrl sentence 1.n th@ Impact colU1RT1 under­
XV--4 Lultur-al Resources is garbled. 

Other than the above, we concur in the impact analysis &nrl mitigation 
measures presented for cultural resources. 

xv 

XV-1 

XV-2 

XV-3 

XV-4 

San Diego County Archaeological Society 

The mitigation measures outlined in the draft MEIR will reduce impacts to 

subsurface resources to below a level of significance. Individual projects will 

require monitoring on a site-specific level. 

The text has been amended to reflect the changes. 

Sections 3a and 3b have been amended to reflect review by the Historical Site 

Board when it has been determined by the staff to be appropriate. 

The text has been amended 



The San D.iego County Arc'1t11ieoloE;ical Soci~ty appreciates beinE; inclurl@r1 in 
the CCDC's environmental review orocess for this rlocument, 

ce, E'RCE 
SDCAS President 
Bl• 

~incP.rely, 

~y~o-r· 
Environmental Review Committee 

' ' 



Febnwy 1ft, 1992 

Ms. BeYerly Schroeder 

Michael Sweesy 
701 Jee!lller Boulevard '214 

San Dlel!o, CA 92101 

Centre City Development Corpoflllioo 
lM 22S B1011dwAy, Sufti: llOO 

San Diego, CA 92101 

RE: Public Comment og the Draft Master EnYironmmtaJ Impact Report fot the Centre Cit,x 
Communil,Y fr<uect and Addn;s;ing the Centre City Cgmmuni!y Plan and Belated 
PoclP'Dtdll/l 

Dear Ms. Schroeder, 

NJ a member of the Project Area Committee for the Centre City Redevelopment Project and 
Cbaimwi of the PAC Eovboomeotal l.mput Report Sul>-comml111:>e, I have bad the opportunity 
to n:view the above n:fcmiced document. The l'IMCW pro0Cl!II baa raised In my mind seriOll8 
delicieacles of the Report which I ),elieff require further lnWBtiptioo a.nd study. Fwdtermon:, I 
belieft the Centre City Community Plan, Centre City Redevelopment Piao ' Rua for Owner 
Puti.dpatioo, and Owner Particlpalion Agn:ement documents sliould be ~ ID address these 
laues In a pro&Clive mumer. _ · 

I want ID 5tali: cleuty I am wrldll§ as 11. coooemed dtlun and mideot owner-occuput lo 
downtown San Dlesa and the propceed n:devdopment an:a. While my Involvement lo the PAC 
bu gi'Y'Cll me greater insight lolD the n:deftlopmeot ~ my CQIDJIIICDls hen: should in no 
manner be interpreti:d as official PAC policy or opill.lon. The PAC bu left public annment on 
the Draft EIR ID each individual member o( the Project Arca Commitl&:e, 111.ther than to adopt an 
officlal policy of its OW1l. I hope that my pel'!lllllll COl1IIDClllS will ool hr. dimioishM lo any way 
by lblultuadoo. 

Qenml Comment on the BIR 

JM.1 hich will aid lo the undemtandiq of the material that tollows. The EIR. ID my mowkdge, ~ 
EIR ls meant for public COlll5llDlp4ioo and sbould be written lo a mumer u to fadlltati: the 

1mdemtandiq of an avcnze dlbeu. For eumplie, the EIR should employ • zi.-ty of ti:rms, 
void the .-of technical words, and Include expwialrlO' Information at the bead of each section 

ls to identify the "n:lamd documenla" it putpol1II lo have evaluated. Then:furc, It is left to the 
reader ID determine which COlIUDClllll pem.111 to which documents. The EIR document, lo it" 
cmrcot condllioo, is not appropriale for public n:vlew. 
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XVI-I 

Michael Sweesy 

The document has been reviewed and definitions have been added in an attempt 

to clarify any teehnical terminology which may be considered by the public to 

be difficult to understand. 



Secti® IY A boittme 

hse4.A-4S, 
Slplftcant lmpad1 Potential landuse locompatibllities may occur lo the Columbia, Marina, 
HarboC"Yiew, Col1ez, and Centre City East Sub Districts. 
Proposed MJtlaatlon: Proposed on a project specillc basis. 
Recommendat10111 The Centre City RedeYelopment Plan Is llll implemeotalioo document for 
the Centre City Community Plan. As such, the Redevelopment Plan defines a ~ Intended 
lo achieYe the goals of the Community Plan. I belieYe the EIR f.alls to fully consider this 
rr-, For example, The San Diego City Council, last June,~ afl project review 
~bUlty from the City AJchilecl'a Office and trumfem:d the rcsponslbility 1o the CCDC. I 

m-2 I beliCYe the m;ultant conflict of lnt,en:st Is unacoeptable. Under the proposed process the staled 
110111s of redcYelopmeot could be gi-. peattt weight and, In many cues, may OYerride 
lmportlDl landuse and urbut design coasidemtions. With CCDC 1d_ludlcaling both Issues, a 
conflict of lllk:mll may occur, m;ultiq ln unacoeptable IIUldui,e and urbu dcsip decisions. The 
Oty of San Diego should provide for proper cbecb and bala.nca within the redeYelopmeot 
9('0oes5 by scparatiq the admi.nislradoo of rcclewJoement from ti- project specific landU5e 

[! urban design reviews. Additionally, the ~~I Plan &bowd be UDCOded lo llWldale 
JM.3 the creation of District ~plans and design guidelines, u a further deYelopment of coocepi!I 

contained In the Community Plan, to Insure tbrse potential conflici!I are mlnimlmd. 

lM-4 

Seed® IY..B, TnQSllQrtltion and Circufali® 

ge 4.B-1 
Comment! The EIR llllllyBls DOlal advmie lmpaclil of tra.fflc at ultimate bulldout with 40'.Qi 

~~OD. tlon1 Possible mldptlon la to n:ly on 60'l public lrallllportltioo ridemhlp. 
R.ec:ommendatlon1 60'J public tnn.,ponatioo ridemhlp la unrealiiicic. The City of San Diego 
and downtown ffllideoll mould consider higher acceptable levels of traffic congestion (LeYels D 
& E) In lieu of propo8Cd SIied wldenlml ml tip lions such IIS those propa:d fur Slllte Street, 
Keuner Boulevard, and Harbor Drive. The8c ~ dwiges will be out of c:lmacter for the 
affilll llleee 5lreell!J IIICfYe, Less catering to the alllOmOblJc In ilic rcdewlot>n-t process sbouJ,d 
provide eocoungemeol for downtown msidcnta and employem to 11eet public tnnsportatioo. 
Public tnnsportatioo ridemblp goals should be rd.nforoed with employeifemployee ill0Cll.llmi to 
meet ti- goals, tberdJy creatiq the type of pedemim-ooeulled downlowa llltidpated In the 
Community Plan. 

XV\-S Al" propa,ed to bo developed. 
u~- ,,._ .... _., __ .... ~ .. -·'"'­n:developmcnt an:a baYe not bcl;n COIIB1den:d in n:latioo to 11,e mi4c:Dti•I nc:l1bbodmoda 

R.tconunendat1on1 The EIR mould addram the potienda1 cumn.latiYe impactll. The 
lopmeut process mould provide meclwilsms which encourage public use of the trolley 
and IIC!l.'Cicratcd deydo~mlCD& of the tmllrzy srir,m, thus ~ work 1rlp levels. 

Sectloo IY.D. Noise 

ommenti Railroad & Ught Rall Transit (LRT) Nobe: Potential DOlse impeds 11> rrsldentW 
use along mil righls of way "&bould be mitigated by the mcorporatioo of lletbacb". 

~

ge4.D-2'7 

XVI-II i.ecommendatlon: This Is loo stroq 11. stalrmenl wblch wit(~ cbfp. soluliom 
tbout ooasldtndoo of c coodlrx-. While I ape with the pl of the 
tiption, the Idea sbonldi:~ discretiocwy ID aUaw fur I gn:alrr range of =lutioos. 
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XVl-2 

XVI-3 

XVl-4 

XVI-5 

XVI-6 

The proposed Community Plan was developed by the CCPC (sec response to 

comments XIV-I) with extensive input and involvement by the City of San 

Diego Planning Department and CCDC. The proposed Community Plan 

establishes the land use and development regulations which will be implemented 

by the design and other guidelines contained in the Centre City Planned District 

Ordinance (PDO), Parking Ordinance, Transit Ordinance and Redevelopment 

Plan. Upon approval and adoption of these plans and ordinances, the design 

and approval process will be streamlined to avoid redundant design reviews and 

approvals by the City and CCDC, through the application of the PDO and other 

oniinances. The approval process will be coon:linau:d with the City on all major 

redevelopment projects. 

The proposed Centre City Community Plan and the Redevelopment Plan for the 

Centre City Redevelopment Project call for the development of "focus plans". 

Focus plans are to be established for each neighborhood in regard to design 

standards (except for tidelands) which assure development of outstanding 

architectural environmental quality with special regard lo the spatial relationship 

of open areJl5 to public struCtureS (private and public), variety of building size, 

bulk and siting, activity areas. pedestrian spaces. circulation systems, freeway 

ramps and other design elements which provide unity, integrity, quality to the 

entire downtown a,u.. 

Please see response to comment IV-3 and V-5. 

The draft MEIR analysis addresses the cumulative impacts of ultimate buildout 

in the Planning Area. The draft MEIR identifies the need for continuing study 

and program development to meet the transit goals. Mechanisms to encourage 

public use of the trolley system and the accelerated development of the trolley 

system are viable components of such a program and should be duly 

considered. 

Setbacks, noise barriers and mechanical ventilation are effective methods of 

mitigation of transportation related noise. A site specific noise study should be 

prepared for all projects when noise sensitive receptors may be significantly 

impacted. Site specific mitigation allows for discretion in determining the 

appropriate design solutions. 



Section IY o Soda! Services 

~

Ollllllaltl No comideratiou iB Jiven in this EIR lo potential impac111 or ex~llOcial service 
facilities on - rmldcntial ncighborboocla pt-opoeed by the Community and Redevelopment 

XVl-12 Plans. 
ttollllDelldattoa1 Study both plans foe po1ential significant lmpads lo proposed residentW 
ighborhoods with special aacntion given ID the Centre City East Distrlct. 

I offer lbe,e commenlll 011 the Draft Muter EIR IS oomlructive criticism In the hope of 
Improving the redevelopment process In the downlDWn area. We~ to refine the dnft E1R 
document and cuefully comlder these issua, since, IS • 111111U EIR, this document will fulfill all 
environmental usessrnent requiremenlll for all dow1llown ~velopment projects. Similarly, the 
Community Plan, Redevelopment Plan, and rclati:d documcn111 need lo be relined to a greater 
degree since thca: documenis govern • ~velopmcnt process which will span 35 yeaB O£ more. 
I petition the City Council, acting as Centre Oty Redevelopment Agency, lo Instruct CCOC lo 
amend the EIR, Centre City Community Plan, Redevelopment Plan, and related documents lo 
comet tbcae defldenclcs. 

Than.I:: you for all of your lwd work and efform on behalf of downlDWD ~velopment. 

Sincerely, 

At(jJ°w~ 
Michael Swcaiy 0 
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XVl-12 Please see response to comment X!V-8. 



XVl-7 

XVI-I 

Seciion IY E. Cultunl RC$0UICC8 

Comment1 Significant impacl!I will msult from the demolitioo of buildings Identified as 
historically significanl 
Proix-:1 MJtlptlon1 City of San Diego Historic SIIO'l l) Retain sttucture on-site to the extent 
feasible; 2) Piepan: analysis which supports the need for demolition of strudUre, re'<iew by 
Historlc Sites Board; 3) Provide for relocation and preservation, if feasible; 4) Document 
historic structure prior to demolition permit approval. 
Reaimmendallon: lncorponte EIR mitigation program into the Cooununlty or Redevelopment 
Plan, whatever doc:umcnt III most appropriate, and make mandatory the review by the Historic 
Siit:sBoanl. 

Seciion IY F Urban Dcslp 

Cmrumnll It appears the E1R failed to coosldet' the Owner Puticipation Agrcancnt and Rules 
fur Owner Participation In relation to the lack of Incentives or din:ctiff& In the Cooununity Plan 
and Redevelopment Plan to clKX>W'llgf' mall Int dc:n:klpmcnt, 
Recommendatlon1 Tu EIR should lnvcstipte the ~tial fur losing small lot development 
and whalcver impac15 may be IMOCiated to this mm relation to url,u = imuc:s. 
Mechanisms should be developed, to create ln0endvcs or a bias toward e I property ownets, 
In the Redevelopment Plan and ■->ciated documcnlB 5UCh IS the OwllCl' Participation 
~pement and Rules for Owner Puticipation. 

lM•D · of well distributed bile open SJJa0C In new residentW IIQ!I. 

□ommeub The EIR fails ID rccognbe, lnvcstlpte, or lddmm po4leDlial significant impacts 
cauiied by the lack of specific sitiq lnformalioa or mccbanil!ms In the Community Plan for the 

~mmdallon1 Add ID J:': Redevelopmcut Plan a requimnent fur l!peClfic siting of public 
open space or mecbanlsms which lead ID adequate dlstrlbutioa and envlronmenta1 prc,lmion of 
public open space prior to redevelopment. The ciadon ofD1&11ict Predse Plam and Dmgn 
Ouldellnes may Incorporate these laeu. 

U
ge4.F-29 

ommeut1 The EIR noCes • poten~ slpificant Impact aming from the lack of building 
lght R:lllriclicxm within the Community PfaA ID support the Community Plan goal of low 

A·A •o density development along the watemoot. 
ccommendat1on1 Add building height rmtdcllcxm to the Community Plan or reduce allowable ~ ~~ along the walicrfront to muimize public IIC0e8ll and 110lar IICt'alll to public open 

XVl-11 

gc ◄.F-29 
Comment! 1\e l!lR staa that 111111 aeom may t,-, .i.e-tfbmiv lmnadM by 1M proposed 
intemlty of cleftlopment tluouabout the clewlopment an:a. Tic~~ 1n ._ cumulative 
impaclB of PAR a&c,adcxm and boma,a in relalioo to 110lar-. The Community-.. 
appears DOt 111 oomideT SWDPl&live aolar lfrt55 lmpem from devclopmen! Oftl' time. 
Iueommmdatlom The Community Plan mould include romideralion of CUllllllative !!Olar 
-..-~ which sboGld be~ lnJo the design of all - buildings, espedally with 
regard Ill publl,c open space. 

Plge 3 of4 

XVl-7 

XVl-8 

These concerns have been adequately addressed in Section lV.E, Mitigation. 

See response to comment XV-3, 

The proposed Centre City Community Plan already includes several incentives 

for the development of small lots, These incentives include the waiving of the 

requirement for below grnde parking and a 20 percent reduction of the required 

setback for lots that are 10,000 square feet or smaller. In addition, the fu.iks 

Governing Participation by Prooenv Owners and Pn;ference for Businesses to 
Re-enter in the Centre CitY Rc;llcvclopment PmjecL recently recommends for 

approval by the PAC on February 19, 1992, give preference ID persons who are 

currently engaged in business within the Project Area From an environmental 

standpoint, it is not anticipated that the project will represent a significant trend 

away from small lot development to the extent that significant adver,e urban 

design impact5 would occur. 

XVI-9 The need for public open space liS well llS the amount required is identified in 

the proposed Centre City Community Plan. The Plan also includes an Action 

Item in the chapter on Open Space. which calls for more detailed planning of the 

actual sites. The siting, acquisition, and design of open space within the 

Planning Area will be coortlinated with the development of "focus plans" and 

will be phased to meet the needs of the downtown community, 

XVI- IO Please sec response to comment XIY-4. 

XVI-I! The draft MEIR addresses sun access reduction impacts of the proposed plan 

and identifies sensitive receptcrs as low- or mid-rise residential and public open 

space areas, The developers of the proposed Centre City Community Plan did 

consider applying sun access criteria to the entire Planning Area. However, this 

was considc:rcd to be infeasible in light of the other Plan objectives and goals, 

From an environmental standpoint, sun access impacts are only considered to 

be significam and ..i .. ....,._ where there are sensitive receptors, 
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MEMORANDtru 

DA.TI:: FEBRUARY 19, 1992 

TO 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

CHAIR AND MEMBERS OF THE PROJECT AREA 
CXMM1TIB:l 

MARlNA HENNIGHAUSEN, SECRET ARY OF THE ER-SUBCOMMITTEE 

REPORT OF 11rE EIR COMMITTEE, 2112192 

The following obl\'l:l'Vatlons and recommendations are provided to Inform of potential 
unacceptable environmental Impacts tlull would result from redevelopment under the 
adoption of lhe Centre City Commwiity Plan (CCCP), ibe Redevelopment Pl.an, and 
related documenu. 

SECTION IV .A LAND USE 

omment Potential landuse Incompatibilities may occur in the Columbia, Marina, 

G
ge 4.A-4S 

Harborview, Cortez, Md Centre City East Districta. 
XVll-1 Proposed mitiptioo: OD ll project by project balls. 

ecommcndatlon: Tbe Redevelopment plan sbou.ld mandate lhe creation of District precise 
plans and desiBD guidelines to insure lheae conflicll do DOI occur. 

Page 4.A.-45 

c;mment: Residem.la.l IIDd limlness relocations, caused by lhe proposed pl.an, will 
XVl1-2 disproportionately effect minorities, low lllrome people, and lhe elderly. 

eeommeodatlon: Review Relocation Plan to determine adequacy. _ 

SECTION IV.II TilANSl'OllTA TION AND CTII.CT,'LA TION 

f.!ige 4.B-1 
Comment: Tbe EIR analysis llilltes advene impacu of tnlfflc al ultimate buildout with 

40 I' public tramporUtioll. 
xvn-3 I Tbe proposed m.itiptioa Is to rely on 60 '1, public tnnsportation 

rldenhip In addition ID ~ non-drive-alone rate. 
Recommendation: 60 I public tm1SpOr11.tion ridership seems unrealistic. A lower 

density Initial and ultimate buildoul may be coasidored in the CCCP 
alo111 with altematin development scenario• (I.E. reduced density along 
the waterfront}. 

XYll-4 buildoul of lbe redevelopment area have IIDI been considered in relation to C
enenl Comment: Tue cumulative impacts of Increased 1nfflc levelJ In lhe ultimate 

the residential neigbborboodll which are proposed to be developed. 
e,;ommen,datloa: Coaaider lower levels of accepcable s,rvice. 

SECTION IV.D. NOISE 

~

ge 4.D-27 
omment: R.alJmad & l..lsht 1W1 T1'11D1it (UT) Nobe: Potenlial noise impacts to 

XVII-S residemal UJe .u01JB rail righbl of -y "should be m.itipl,ed by the 
incorporation of selbacb". 

ecolill:Delldltion: Selbacb sboold oot be used ID m.itipte noise. 

XVII 

XVII-I 

Project Area Committee, drart MEIR Sub-committee 

Ms. Marina Henninghausen addressed the CCDC Board on February 7, 1992, 

on behalf of the PAC EIR Subcommittee. The PAC EIR Subcommittee 

addressed three areas of main concern: I} the Community Plan foresees the 

structure of a sports arena, possibly in Centre City East, though the MEIR 

makes no mention of the impacts on a residential neighborhood. She requested 

that one be done as soon as possible: 2) it does not state any cumulative affect 

of all the impacts which have to be anticipated and is lacking a discussion of the 

impact on residential neighborhoods of planned projects in regards to the 

Community Plan and the Redevelopment Plan; and 3} the lacking of a 

discussion about the impacts on residential neighborhoods of transitional and 

emergency housing. These concerns were also submitted in writing (see 

comment letter XVIl} and are addressed below. The cumulative impacts of the 

proposed Plans a.re addressed in the draft MEIR. Section V .B. 

Comment noted The proposed Centre City Community Plan does, in fact, call 

for the creation of focused neighbornood plans by District (Action Item, LU-6). 

XVII-2 All relocation plans developed in connection with redevelopment activities of the 

project will be consistent with the rules and regulations of the California 

Relocation Assistance Law. 

XVII-3 P,~?.~ see response to comment IV-3. 

XVII-4 Sec response to comment XVl-5. 

XVII-5 Setbacks are one method of mitigating railroad and light rail transit noise. 

Setbacks, used in conjunction with other methods, such as noise barriers, may 

be the only method of mitigating railroad noise for some residential projects. 



J(Vlf-0 

f!ge 4.D-26 
Comment: The EIR identifies ihat levels of noise crcaled by automobiles, trucks and 

buses will unilaterally exceed the al'°"'11ble ieveb mr residential and 
hotel area1. 
The proposed mitigation measure is that all new construction should 
assure mechanical ventilation in lieu of operable windows, 110ise barriers 
and setbacks of buildings for residential USCl. 

Recommendation: Setbacu and ooise barriers are 1101 apporpiate IO mitigate ooise in 
Centre City. It is unacceptable to expect residential uniu to be developed 
with mechanical systems in lieu of natural ventialation. Additional 
incentives should be availabe for Cenire Chy usage of man lrlwiit 
systems such as shuttles and the trolley. Circulation restricted and 
pedeslrian emphasis rights-of-way an reflected -in the CCCP might help 
mitigate lnlffic ooise in residential dlmlcts. Chy COUDcil Policy 600.32 
(de-emphasize automobile trnfflc) sh.all be followed wherever possible. 

SECTION l'V.G SOCIAL SERVICES 

XVII-T socW service facilities on new residential neighborhoods proposed by the 

~

mment: No considention is given in the EIR to potential impaclJ of expanded 

CCCP and Redevelopment Plan. 
ecommendation: Require oew or expanding social service user, to adlress die 

cumulative impact of socW service agencies on residential neighborhoods 
when PfCl)aring a aeoondary study of Environmental Impact for !heir 
project. 

SECTION IV .E CUL TIJRAL RESOURCES 

.Eue 4.E-11 
Comment: The EIR stawi that the adaptive reuse of hilloric buildings ls eocow-agcd 

through !IQIDe incentive programs but these program.s are we.a.I< when 
)(VII-<! f viewed apiml incentives to redevelop punuam 10 other goals of !he 

CCCP. Some significant cultnral resources may abo be found in me 
areas which border the Gula.mp Quarter Sub Area (p.4.E-9) that have 
oot been through the hlmrial evaluation procesa. 

Recommendation: lncreue incentives fur historic preservation and strengthen 
measures 10 prorect the existing hlslOric buildinp and those which DlllY 
1101 be desig:nated yet but are polentlally significul. 

SECTION IV.f UUAN DESIGN 
(tlw Jtctwll wa.r llfJf dlcumed ,n the PAC memns of 2112/92) 

[

omment: It appean the ED. failed to comlder the Owner Participation AgreelDCDt 
XVll-9 and Rulea fur Owner Putlcipatlon In relation to die laclr: of 

incentives/directive11 in the CCCP and Redevelopment Plan 10 encourage 
small lot dievelopmenL 

erommendation: Add incemiveii or blu Iowan! exilllU!Jl property ownen in !he 
Redevelopment Plan m:I usociated documeats such II lhe Ownet 
Putlcipation A~ and Rules for Ownet Participation. 

~mmem: 
JCVB-10 I 

The EIR fails ID ad&-ess pofftlllal slgnificalll impacts caused by the lack of 
specific zitiDg or medunriw• In dlll CCCP fur die provilion of well 
distributed public open spoclfe in new residential areu. 

XVIl-6 Sctbaclcs. noise barriers and mechanical ventilation are effective methexls of 

mitigation of transportation related noise. The creation of a coun yard that 

shields the outdoor living areas is a reasonable mitigation method in the urban 

environment. In situations where the exterior noise level cannot be reduced, a 

closed window condition with mechanical ventilation may be the only means of 

mitigating the interior noise environment of residential land uses. 

The control of noise at the source by reducing the number of vehicles is a 

method of noise mitigation. A 50 percent reduction in ADT would be expected 

to decrease noise by approximately 3 dBA. Such a reduction is not considered 

feasible in Centre City. 

XVIl-7 Please refer to response to comment XIV-8. 

XVIl-8 'The document has bun amended by the addition of two sentences. Also see 

response to comment XVI-7. 

XVIl-9 Refer to response to comment XVI-8. The proposed Centre City Community 

Pbn already includes several incentives for the development of small lots. 

XVII-IO Refer to response XVJ-9. It is not feasible to identify the actual public open 

space areas at this time since the necessary funds are not available. However, 

the Centre City Community Plan does include an Action Item to conduct more 

detailed planning of the public open space areas. 



t mmendation: Add to the Redevelopment Plan a requirement for specific siting of 
public open space or mechawms which lead IO adequate distribution and 
environmental protection of public open spa,:e prior to development 
District Precue Plans and Design~ may ifteorponite there ideas. 

Page 4.F-29 

XVll-11 Plan goal of low density development along the waterfront 

[

mment: The Ent notes a potentially significant impact arising from the lack of 
building height restrictions within the CCCP IO support the Community 

ecommendation: Add building height restrictions IO the Community Plan or reduce 
allowable lot coverage along the waterfront to maximize public acce" and 
solar access IO public open space. 

. [omment: The EIR state• that sun access may be significantly impacted by the 
proposed intensity of development throughout the redevelopment area. 

XV1~12 The CCCP appears not to consider cumulative solar access impacts from 
development 

Recommendation: Toe CCCP sitould include comidention of cumulative solar access 
effects which should be incorporated into the design of all oew buildings, 
especially with regard to public open space. 

SECTION IV .K PALF.ON10LOGICAL RESOlJRCES 

ommenU: Para.4c allows the direction of excavation work be determined by • ·ta e 4.K-5 
palconiological moni10r without regard IO the cost impact to the owner. 

XVll-13 Recommendation: This is wiaccepuble. Compensation sbould be granted baded upon the 

XVll-14 

cost of delays 11D the o...-ner or the power to iaterrup( excavation should ll01 
be granted. 

C
NERAL COMMENT: An EIR Is meant for public consumption IIJKl should be written in 

a manner u to facilitate the Wlderstanding of an average citizen. For 
example, the EIR should employ a glossary of terms, avoid the use of 
echnical worda, and include explanato<)' infonnation at the bead of each 
section which will aid in the understutding of the material that follows. 

The Sw-Commirree reco,,,_ntb r/,at rite fallowint1 be incorpomted In tlielr rqcrt to 
Clry CowidJ.· 

Comment: No consideration WIIS tue11 by the EIR to address the impacu of a sporu 
arem most Uely ID occur in the CCE District, with its future emplwis 
u a residential neighborhood. 

RecommeodalDD: Aft« a negori&oon Agreement 1w been executed between the City and 
the Sports Arena developer, a.n EIR should ad<nss Centre City Eut 
locations that have the least negative impact of automobiles on the 
surrounding neighborhood and evaluate locations that do not require the 
taking of significant portions of exis,ing neighborhoods. 

XVII-II 

XVIl-12 

Refer to response XVI- 10. 

Refer to XVI-I 1. The application of sun access criteria throughout the Planning 

Are.a was considered, but was infeasible in light of the other Plan objectives and 

goals. From an environmental standpoint, sun access impacts are only 

significantly adverse if there are sensitive receptors, (i.e., low- or mid-rise 

residential or public open space areas). 

XVII-13 The physical destruction of fossils (nonrenewable resources) which could occur 

during excavation is considered a significant impact. Therefore, pursuant to 

CEQA Section 15126, mitigation is required. The mitigation measures outlined 

in the draft MEIR are considered standard for the preservation of imponant 

fossil resources and cause minimal disruption of construction activities. 

XVII-14 Please see response to comment XVI- I. 
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lndiridual Comments on the 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

Feb. 12, 1992 

Beverly Sc"hroedcr 
Centre City Development Corporation 
225 Broadway Suite 1100 
San Diego. CA 92101 

Dear Beverly: 

The following arc my personal comments 
Section JV.D. Noise 

CENTRE CITY 
DEVSLOPMENT 
CORPORATIO'J 

FEB 1 C 1992 -~ ,-. 
Orig. To~_, 
Copy 

Page 4.D.-26 
Comment: The BR identifies that levels of noise created by automobiles, trucks and 
buses will unilaterally exceed the allowable levels fer residential and hotel areas. 
Proposed mitigation: That all new construction should assure mechanical ventilation in 
lieu of operable windows, noise barriers and setbacks of buildings for residential units, 
ho!els and motels. 
Recommendation: Setback.sand barriers are not called for in the CCCP nor are they 

XVBl-1 I appropriate in Cente Oty. It is also unacceptable to expect residential units to be developed 
with mechanical systems in lieu of natural ventilation. 

XVlll-2 

Therefore, I recommend mitigating measures that rxduce through traffic, such as 
mdlced FARs In the waterfront district and additional Incentive tor Centre City usage of 
mass transit systems such as shutlles and the trolley; ded/cation tor some 'pedestrian 
only' Streets especially In residential nelghbomoods; and enhanced requirements for 
precise plans rtrar call tor drect measures IO follow C,ry Council Polley 600.32 to de­
emphasize the automobile In favor of mult/functlonal people spac:6S, especially In 
resident/al emphasis areas. 

Section E. Cultural Resources 

ge 4.E.- ll 
Comment: The BR states that the adaptive reuse of historic buildings is encouraged 
through some incentive prognms but these programs are weak when viewed against 
incentives to redevelop pursuant to other goals of the CCCP. 
Recommendation: strongly increase incentives for historic preservation 
llllJi Recommendation: strengthen measures to protect the existing historic buildings 
and tho9e which may not be designated yet but are potentially significant: 

Problem a) Not all of the buildings that are noted on the CC Historic Sites 
Inventory (esp. west side in CCE, Marina sub area, south edge of Core district, p.4.E.-9) 
h.ave yet been through the historical designation process. This gap needs to be addressed in 
order not to lose more valuable buildings in the interim. 

Problem bl With neither the Office of City An:hib:d nor the Historical Site 
Board firmly in the process for now, there is no decision-making body who is 
!mowlcdgable of historic resources and their feasibility potential. The ooncem would be 
that, as oftrn seen, feasibility repom are biased, and it is also possible the CCDC Board 
would be naIUrally biased toward new development instead of adaptive= Therefore a 
potentially (inventory listed) historic or evai a designated historic site might not be directed 
to those authorities should the CCOC Boord not find it appropiate. 
Recommendation: that the Redevelopment Plan try to compensate for tbo9c changes 
and deficiencies by adding a minor change in the specific wording in Section 540.1: 

Jfu1orical and pountially historical buildings shall be considered for restoration 
. and rehabili talion and sha1I be refem:d to the Historical Site Board for evaluation of 
' feasibility as appropiate. 

XVIII Marino Hennighausen 

XYTil-1 Please see response to comment XVll-6. 

XVlll-2 Please see response to comment XIV-8. 



U
peclfic Comment: No consideration was taken by the EIR to address the 

mpacts of a sports arena most likely to occur in the CCE district, with its future emphasis 
XVlll-!I a residential neighborhood. 

ecommendntion: Direct the authorities for an EIR asap with regard to a sports 
arena in CCE and use the findings to help locate an area where the least negative impact of 

utomobiles and land clearing can be foreseen. 

~

·cerety, 

. ~- ~ 
· a Hennighausen f 

n ....... µy- fl.EPRES,r;;.µ~vo;;: OIJ 

'r+!-e Pltod€c..T ~ C.Ol·i)-41~ 

XVIIJ-3 Please see response to comment XIV-8. 
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Rill supple111C1ntal Comment• to the Draft Mauter 
Environmental Impact Report tor the Centre City 
Redevelopment Project (SCH t90010898) (th• 'Draft 
!!IR") 

The following comment• concern the eomplatanaaa and 
adequacy of the Draft BIR end ahould be addr••••d by the Lead 
Agency (i,e,, CCDC) prior to the end of the public review 
period1 

1, 'SINGLE PROJECT" CONCEPT. tt la our underatanding that 
the Draft EIR will be the •maeter• doc:W11ent for addreaaing 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEOA) ia ■uea for all 
project■ within the propoeed expansion area during the 35-year 
projected life of the redevelopment plan. In this regard, th• 
Draft !IR does not •~equately addreme the follovinga 

a. ccoc•e role in preparing supplemental IIR'm, 
ismuing negative declarations IU!d eatabliahing mitigation -••=•• puruuant to CRQAI · 

b. TUll4! pareeter1 for preparing auppleMntal EIR'a1 
and 

o. Thraahold r1DqUiremente for auppl-ntal RIR'a. 

U 
2, AFPORDABLI! HOUSING. With reapeot to Section 4,A (page 

.A-41) the Draft EIR doea not adequately and completely addreaa 
JOX-2 he impact that attempted aolutiona to affordable hooaing 

robleu (arising fro111 redevelopment activiti••l uy have on the 
ropo■ed expanmion area, 

D 
J. PlUUtING, •1th reap<DOt to Sactiona 4,B and 4,C (PP• 

.B-61 a~5), the Draft RIR doe■ not adequately aupport 
~x~ he eoncluaion that there will actually be a parking •aurplua,• 

lao, will CCDC be the ramponaibla agency for iapl-nting the 
ropoaed Parking and Traneit Ordinance? 

4. J'-

U 
4. HAUJU)OUS IASTIII, With rHpect to saotion 4,J (PP• 

XIX-4 l through ll) , It la ow: understanding that thGI propoaed 
expanaion area containe at leaat 90 docuaented hamardoua 
material■ 'release• 1ita1 (Mt including area■ contanirui,tad by 

XIX 

XIX-I 

XlX-2 

XIX-3 

XIX-4 

Eric Young 

The procedures, time parameters, and thresholds are addressed in the 

Redevelopment Agency's procedures for Implementation of the California 

Environmental Quality Act and the State CEQA Guidelines as adopted on 

July 17, 1990. 

It is unclear what Mr. Young intended. Effons to contact him were 

unsuccessful. 

Table 4.B-12 summarizes the analysis by traffic analysis zone (TAZ) of 

projected parking demand and parking supply. The table shows a total parking 

demand of 97,182 spaces, and a total supply of 109,298 spaces (39,239 

existing and 70,089 new), which calculates to a surplus of about 11,500 

parking spaces. These figures relate to the mitigating srrategy of 60% transit, 

and indicate that onsite park.ing supply could be lower under this scenario than 

in the Preliminary Community Plan. See response to comment V-1. 

CCDC will be the responsible agency for implementing the Centre City Parking 

and Transit Oniinance. 

The lead agencies for oversight for cleanup of hazardous waste sites in the 

Project Area are the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and the 

County Hazardous Materials Management Division (HMMD). These local 

agencies perform this function in lieu of the State Water Board and Depanment 

of Toxic Substances Control. The local agencies most often work in 

conjunction with each other, with the RWQCB generally leading on sites where 

groundwater or swface water pollution is of primary concern, and the HMMD 

generally leading on sites where public health is of primary concern. 



., 

aabestoa). Tha draft EIR statae that auch ■ it■■ must be 
•ramadiated to the satisfaction of tha da ■ ignated laad agency.• 
Will ■uch ~gancy be CCDC? What criteria vill be u■ad for auch 
atandard? Th• Draft RIR ■uggaats that davalopara and ovnarm 
will be ra■poneibla for clean-up coata. This may be unraaliatic 
to tha extent that moat landara vill not finance project■ on 
contaminated property, The CCDC ahould con■ idar incentive■ and 
ae ■ ietanca program• for funding a partial amount of much coots. 

!C::T 
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XX-1 

Stdon Helstrom 

Thank you for your comment All development within the Planning Area will 

be constructed pursuant to the requirements of the UBC and any other peninent 

state and federal regulations. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This Master Environmental Impact Report (MEIR) for the Centre City Redevelopment 

Project addresses the potential environmental impacts that would result from the update of 

the existing Centre City Community Plan and the adoption of the proposed Redevelopment 

Plan and other related documents. The MEIR focuses on the issues identified as having the 

potential to significantly impact the environment: Land Use, Transportation and 

Circulation, Air Quality, Noise, Cultural Resources, Aesthetics/Urban Design, Public 

Facilities/Services, Geological Resources, Hydrology and Water Quality, Hazardous 

Materials Contamination, Paleontology, Growth Inducement, Cumulative Impacts, and the 

Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses of Man's Environment and the Maintenance 

and Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity. 

The first eleven of these issue areas are discussed in the environmental analysis section 

(Section IV) of this MEIR, and the remaining three issues are discussed in the section 

entitled "Other Required CEQA Sections" (Section V of this MEIR). 

This MEIR has been prepared in compliance with the requirements of the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et. 

seq.), the State of California CEQA Guidelines as amended June, 1986 (California 

Administrative Code, Section 15000 et. seq.), and the Procedures for Implementation of 

the California Environmental Quality Act and the State CEQA Guidelines adopted by the 

Redevelopment Agency on July 17, 1990. The purpose of this MEIR is to provide 

information which describes and explains the environmental impacts that would result from 

the approval of the proposed Community Plan and Redevelopment Plan and other related 

actions described in Section ill of this MEIR. Mitigation measures and reasonable 

alternatives which could eliminate, a void, or reduce identified environmental impacts are 

included in this document. Alternatives which are addressed in this document include the 

"no project" alternative and the "reduced density alterative." 

The potential impacts and recommended mitigation measures for the proposed Centre City 

Community Plan and Redevelopment Plan are summarized below. 
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Impact 

Land Use 

Potential land use incom­
patibilities would occur 
whenever sensitive land 
uses such as residences, 
parks or schools are pro­
posed in proximity to land 
uses such as railroads, 
freeways, parking struc­
tures or industrial land 
uses that are noisy, haz­
ardous or well-lit at night. 

The relocation impacts to 
residents are adverse and 
potentially significant be­
cause of disproportionate 
economic and social ef­
fects on minorities, low 
income persons, and the 
elderly. 

There could be potentially 
significant impacts to mi­
norities and disadvantaged 
population groups if land 
use conversion erodes the 
supply of low-moderate 
priced rental housing. 

The relocation impacts to 
businesses are adverse 
and potentially significant 
impacts because of 
potential jobs and 
business loss. 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 
AND 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation 

Mitigation for potential land use 
incompatibilities between resi­
dential land uses and land uses 
such as railroad and LR T 
tracks, freeways, parking struc­
tures and industrial land uses 
can be implemented on a 
project-specific basis as part of 
the project design. Mitigation 
for potential safety impacts can 
be carried out on a project­
specific basis. Land use incom­
patibilities due to the presence 
of night lighting can also be mit­
igated on a project-specific basis 
as part of the project design. 

The Redevelopment Agency has 
adopted the rules and regu­
lations for implementation of the 
California Relocation Assistance 
Law. Consistent with these 
regulations, the Redevelopment 
Agency shall adopt a relocation 
plan for displacement of 
residents. 

The use of funds set aside by 
the Redevelopment Agency 
should mitigate the impact to 
affordable housing. The Rede­
velopment Agency is required to 
replace any low and moderate 
income housing removed. Tem­
porary shelters and transitional 
housing are to be provided as 
part of the program. 

Business displacement impacts 
shall be mitigated through 
adoption of a relocation plan in 
accordance with the rules and 
regulations for implementation 
of the California Relocation 
Assistance Law. 

ES-2 

Significance of Impact 
After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

Less than significant. 

Less than significant. 

Less than significant. 



Impact 

Transportation and 
Circulation 

a) Street Segments 

The following street seg­
ments would operate at 
LOS F in the AM peak 
hour which would consti­
tute significant impacts: 

• Broadway westbound 
• Harbor Drive north­

bound 
• North Harbor Drive 

northbound near Juniper 
Street and southbound 
near Beech Street 

• Beech Street westbound 
at Front/Union 

• Pacific Highway south­
bound and northbound 
near G Street 

• Laurel Street westbound 
near Kettner 

.. Second A venue south­
bound near Beech Street 

• Fifth A venue north­
bound at FJF Street 

" Broadway eastbound. 
near Ketmer Boulevard 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 
AND 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation 

An increase to a 60 percent peak 
hour mode split will accom­
modate much of the increased 
trip making but will require 
coordination with MTDB as 
additional transit service will 
need to be provided to meet 
increased passenger demand. 

A 60 percent mode split would 
mitigate congestion on south­
bound North Harbor Drive, 
State Street northbound, Third 
A venue southbound, Fifth 
A venue northbound, Imperial 
A venue westbound, Columbia 
Street southbound, Pacific 
Highway, Broadway east­
bound, Second Avenue south­
bound and Island A venue 
southbound. It would also sig­
nificantly reduce traffic impacts 
on other key streets such as 
Broadway and Harbor Drive . 

In addition to increasing transit 
service to 60 percent, roadway 
improvements would also be 
required. These measures are 
described in Section IV.B., 4, 
Transportation and Circulation, 
Mitigation. 

ES-3 

Significance of Impact 
After Mitigation 

If all of the recommended 
measures are attained/in­
corporated, then identified 
impacts will be mitigated to 
a level below significance 
(refer to Table 4.B-9). 



Impact 

Transportation and 
Circulation 
(Continued) 

An AM peak hour LOS of 
E would occur on the fol­
lowing which would con­
stitute significant impacts: 

.. Market Street west-
bound near Fourth/Fifth 
Avenue 

" Harbor Drive west­
bound near Front/Union 
Street 

• Imperial Avenue near 
14th Street 

• North Harbor Drive 
northbound south of 
Cedar Street and south­
bound near C Street 

• Pacific Highway north­
bound south of Cedar 
Street 

.. Columbia Street south­
bound near Beech Street 

• State Street northbound 
near F Street 

• Third Avenue south­
bound near C Street 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 
AND 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation 

ES-4 

Significance of Impact 
After Mitigation 



Impact 

Transportation and 
Circulation 
(Continued) 

b) Freeways and Ramps 

A freeway LOS of Fin the 
peak hour would be 
expected on the following: 

.. I-5 between Route 94 
and Route 163 

" Route 163 between I-5 
and Quince Street 

• Route 94 between the 
beginning of the free­
way and 25th Street 

The section of I-5 between 
Hawthorn Street and 
Laurel A venue will oper­
ate at LOS E in the peak 
hour. These levels of 
freeway service would 
constitute significant ad­
verse impacts. 

The following ramps 
would operate at LOS F in 
the AM and PM peak 
hour. 

" I-5 ramp northbound off 
to J Street and 19th 
Street 

" I-5 ramp northbound 
from Pershing Drive and 
B Street on 

• I-5 ramp northbound off 
to 6th Avenue 

" I-5 ramp northbound on 
from 1st Avenue 

• SR-163 ramp north­
bound on from 11th 
Avenue 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 
AND 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation 

In order to fully mitigate free­
way and ramp impacts, specific 
mitigation would include incor­
poration of 60 percent transit 
mode split, the addition of one 
to two lanes on the north-bound 
off-ramp from I-5 to 6th Ave­
nue, and the addition of one 
lane to the northbound on ramp 
to I-5 from Pershing Drive/B 
Street, one lane to the north­
bound off-ramp from I-5 to 
Hawthorne Street, and one lane 
to the southbound off-ramp to 
4th Avenue. 

Significance of Impact 
After Mitigation 

If these roadway improve­
ments prove infeasible due 
to right-of-way limitations 
or for other reasons, then 
identified significant im­
pacts would remain unmiti­
gated. Implementation of 
other mitigation strategies 
should be explored such as 
transportation demand 
management to reduce peak 
hour trips, telecommuting, 
increased transit service, or 
reduced land use develop­
ment densities. Incorpora­
tion of some or all of these 
additional measures in 
addition to a 60 percent 
transit mode split, would 
further reduce significant 
impacts, but not all to a 
level below significance. 



Impact 

Transportation and 
Circulation 
(Continued) 

The southbound I-5 off­
ramp to Front Street 
would operate at LOS E in 
the AM peak, and the 
southbound I-5 off-ramp 
to 2nd A venue as well as 
the northbound I-5 off 
ramp to Hawthorn Street 
would operate at LOS F in 
the AM peak. 

In the PM peak, the 
southbound I-5 on-ramp 
from Grape Street would 
operate at LOS F and the 
northbound I-5 off-ramp 
to Hawthorn Street would 
operate at LOS E. 

The eastbound SR-94 on­
ramp from G Street would 
operate at LOS F in the 
PM peak hour. 

These levels of service on 
the Planning Area ramps 
would constitute signifi­
cant adverse impacts. 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 
AND 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation 

ES-6 

Significance of Impact 
After Mitigation 



Impact 

Transportation and 
Circulation 
(Continued) 

c) Parking 

Parking demand will ex­
ceed parking supply by 
9,618 spaces (in the best 
case) and 18,810 spaces 
(in the worst case). This 
parking shortage is con­
sidered a significant ad­
verse impact. 

d) Public Transportation 

A total of at least 290 
buses and 205 trolley cars 
would be required for 
routes serving the Plan­
ning Area during the AM 
peak hour, along with at 
least 35-40 commuter rail 
cars, in order to provide 
capacity for the demand 
consistent with the pro­
posed Community Plan's 
assumption of a 40 per­
cent transit mode split. 
This is considered an 
aggressive policy goal by 
MTDB. 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 
AND 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation 

The 60 percent transit mode 
split will reduce the parking 
demand by about 30,000 
spaces. 

A 60 percent transit mode split 
is recommended to mitigate 
traffic impacts to street seg­
ments and freeways. MTDB 
will need to undertake further 
detailed planning and operations 
studies in future years to 
translate this goal into specific 
service requirements, and to 
evaluate the feasibility of 
achievement 

ES-7 

Significance of Impact 
After Mitigation 

The 60 percent transit pol­
icy will reduced significant 
parking shortages to a level 
below significance. If this 
goal proves to be unattain­
able, then identified signifi­
cant impacts would remain 
unmitigated. Implementa­
tion of other strategies 
should be explored such as 
adopting a reduced density 
alternative. While develop­
ing remote parking on a 
project-specific basis could 
mitigate shortages to a level 
below significance, it 
would at the same time, 
encourage people to drive 
downtown and thus impact 
access corridors to the 
Planning Area. 

If alternative transit modes 
cannot be provided at a rate 
of 60 percent, then signi­
ficant unmitigable traffic 
circulation impacts will re­
main as identified above 
under street segments and 
freeways/ramps. 



Impact 

Transportation and 
Circulation 
(Continued) 

e) Bicycle System 

The potential for signifi­
cant adverse impacts due 
to auto/bicycle conflicts 
exists on streets desig­
nated to be bikeways but 
which are also key traffic 
arteries. 

Air Quality 

Significant adverse local­
ized air quality impacts are 
associated with CO hot­
spot occurrence on all 
street segments, ramps, 
and freeway segments that 
will operate at an LOS of 
D even after traffic mitiga­
tions are implemented. 

No regional air quality 
impacts are associated 
with the proposed project. 

Noise 

All required usable open 
space at noise sensitive 
receptors will be signifi­
cantly impacted in areas 
where the exterior sound 
level exceeds 65 dBA 
CNEL. The interior noise 
environment at residences, 
hotels and motels located 
within the 60 dBA CNEL 
contour may result in a 
significant impact. 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 
AND 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation 

For safety reasons, bicycle 
routes should be designated for 
streets other than key traffic 
arteries such as Ash Street, 
Broadway, Market Street, 
Pacific Highway, Kettner 
Boulevard, Front Street, First 
Avenue, Tenth Avenue and 
Eleventh A venue. 

Air quality impacts shall be 
minimized through the imple­
mentation of transportation 
control measures, traffic im­
provements described in Section 
IV.B, and minimization of 
emissions during construction 
activities, or through adoption 
of a reduced density alternative. 

All new noise sens1uve 
receptors located in an area 
where the noise level exceeds 
60 dBA CNEL shall be 
required to have a site specific 
acoustical analysis to ensure that 
the project design includes noise 
attenuation feature for 
compliance with the General 
Plan, noise ordinance and CAC 
Title 24. 

ES-8 

Significance of Impact 
After Mitigation 

If presently designated 
bicycle routes are redes­
ignated for routes other 
than key arteries, then 
potentially significant im­
pacts associated with auto/ 
bicycle conflicts will be 
reduced to a level below 
significance. 

Localized air quality 
impacts will be reduced but 
not to a level below signi­
ficance. Specific measures 
which mitigate traffic dp 
not necessarily fully miti­
gate the potential for CO 
hot-spot occurrence. 

Less than significant. 
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Impact 

Cultural Resources 

The demolition of build­
ings previously identified 
as historically significant 
would constitute a signif­
icant impact. The poten­
tial exists for subsurface 
historic archaeological 
remains under existing 
buildings or parking lots. 
Significant impacts to 
subsurface archaeological 
remains may occur during 
redevelopment 

Urban Design 

No significant short-term 
urban design impacts have 
been identified. The pro­
posed project could result 
in potentially significant, 
long-term wind accelera­
tion impacts if appropriate 
wind studies are not 
conducted. 

Public Facilities/ 
Services 

Implementation of the 
Redevelopment Plan and 
Community Plan would 
result in potentially sig­
nificant impacts to police 
and fire protection ser­
vices, libraries, potable 
water distribution, storm­
water collection and 
disposal, wastewater col 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 
AND 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation 

Impacts to cultural resources 
require environmental review on 
a project-specific basis. As in­
dividual redevelopment projects 
are proposed, the possibility of 
encountering buried resources 
must be accounted for, to meet 
City of San Diego and CEQA 
guidelines. 

The recommendations of wind 
studies required by the pro­
posed Community Plan should 
be incorporated into the design 
of all new buildings to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

Potential impacts to police and 
fire protection services, librar­
ies, potable water distribution, 
stormwater collection and dis­
posal, wastewater collection, 
and solid waste collection 
would be mitigated by the 
implementation of the programs 
identified in the proposed Plans. 

ES-9 

Significance of Impact 
After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 

Less than significant. 

Less than significant. 



Impact 

Public Facilities/ 
Services (Continued) 

lection, and solid waste 
collection. The Plans are 
not anticipated to result in 
significant impacts with 
respect to gas and electri­
city, parks, potable water 
supply, wastewater treat­
ment, courts and jails, 
health and social services, 
senior services, and 
educational facilities and 
services. Implementation 
of the Plans is expected to 
have a positive impact on 
the availability of public 
restrooms in Centre City. 

Geological Resources 

The lithological (rock 
type) impacts are generally 
adverse. The impacts 
created by the compactive 
and expansive nature of 
Anificial Fill are consid­
ered significant adverse. 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 
AND 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation 

Funding of public facilities and 
services within the Planning 
Area would be available to the 
City of San Diego from Agency 
repayments and "released" tax 
increment revenues from 
Horton Plaza Redevelopment 
Project and new sales tax 
revenues and new transient 
occupancy tax (tot) revenues 
generated by new increased 
development within the 
Planning Area. The City of San 
Diego will also receive property 
tax revenues generated by the 
Centre City Redevelopment 
Project pursuant to 
Section 33676 of the Health 
and Safety Code. 

Since the lithology was studied 
on a general basis, detailed 
geotechnical field studies are a 
necessity prior to new con­
struction. The Seismic Safety 
Plan for San Diego indicates a 
geological investigation shall be 
conducted on a site specific 
basis. The specific mitigation 
measures shall be selected after 
a detailed geotechnical study has 
been completed for specific 
locations. 

ES-10 

Significance of Impact 
After Mitigation 

If measures which are 
identified on a project­
specific basis are imple­
mented as required, im­
pacts will be mitigated to 
below a level of signifi­
cance. 



Impact 

Geological Resources 
(Continued) 

Seismically-induced 
ground acceleration and 
liquefaction could cause 
significant adverse im­
pacts in the Planning 
Area. The waterfront area 
is particularly susceptible 
due to the fill charac­
teristics of the area. 
Potential impacts due to 
tsunamis and seiches 
would be considered ad­
verse but not significant. 

Possible site specific 
native soil impacts could 
include problems related 
to compaction, corrosion 
and expansion. Possible 
adverse impacts would be 
identified on a site by site 
basis. 

High ground-water levels 
would cause temporary 
impacts (during construc­
tion) and long-term im­
pacts (hydrostatic pressure 
on below ground struc­
tures). Volatilization of 
the identified hydrocarbon 
plume could result in 
significant adverse im­
pacts to public health~ 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 
AND 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation 

The proper geotechnical investi­
gations for each individual 
development site should be 
identified through consultation 
with the City Engineering and 
Development Department and be 
conducted prior to construction. 
Following the proper geotech­
nical investigations, project 
approvals shall be contingent on 
the suitability of the proposed 
land use to the risk zone or 
modified risk zone of the pro­
posed site. Effects of seismic 
shaking may be mitigated by 
adhering to the Uniform 
Building Code or state-of-the­
art seismic design parameters of 
the Engineering Association of 
California. 

The site-specific geotechnical 
study required by the City 
Engineering and Development 
Department would identify and 
require the necessary mitigation 
for any identified specific soil 
problems associated with a 
specific development site. 

Site-specific ground-water in­
vestigations will be necessary in 
areas identified as problematic 
by the hazardous materials site 
assessment to be undertaken on 
a site-by-site basis (see Section 
IV.J). Buildings constructed 
above any areas of free product 
contamination may require ac­
tive or passive vapor barriers to 
prevent migration of toxic and 
explosive vapors into building 
foundations. 
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Significance of Impact 
After Mitigation 

If measures which are 
identified on a project­
specific basis are imple­
mented as required, im­
pacts will be mitigated to 
below a level of signifi­
cance. 

If measures which are 
identified on a project­
specific basis are imple­
mented as required, im­
pacts will be mitigated to 
below a level of signifi­
cance. 

If measures which are 
identified on a project­
specific basis are imple­
mented as required, im­
pacts will be mitigated to 
below a level of signifi­
cance. 



-

Impact 

Hydrology 

Stonnwater Runoff 

The Redevelopment Agen­
cy and individual project 
applicants will be required 
to implement stormwater 
runoff control measures 
(both structural and non­
structural) in compliance 
with any future applicable 
regulatory requirements 
developed under Order 
90-42. No significant im­
pacts will occur in relation 
to stonnwater quality. 

Hazardous Materials 
· Contamination 

Hazardous Waste Release 
Sites 

The imp acts resulting 
from the identified haz­
ardous waste release sites 
are potentially significant; 
the significance can only 
be ascertained on a case­
specific basis. 

Hazardous Materials 

Impacts associated with 
the use of hazardous ma­
terials or hazardous waste 
disposal by businesses in 
the Planning Area are 
potentially significant. 
Site-specific significance 
can only be ascertained by 
identifying likely release 
scenarios for each devel­
opment project, on a case­
by-case basis at such time 
as development plans are 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 
AND 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation 

No mitigation is required. 

Hazardous waste release sites 
within the Planning Area must 
be delineated and remediated to 
the satisfaction of the Rede­
velopment Agency. 

Specific mmgation measures 
can only be ascertained after the 
nature and extent of environ­
mental contamination have been 
delineated. A general mitigation 
plan may be carried out on a 
site-specific basis to assess the 
potential for environmental con­
tamination. Mitigation of envir­
onmental contamination would 
be required, pursuant to appli­
cable federal, state and local 
regulations. 
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Significance of Impact 
After Mitigation 

No significant impacts 
were identified. 

If measures which are 
identified on a project­
specific basis are imple­
mented as required, im­
pacts will be mitigated to 
below a level of signifi­
cance. 

If measures which are 
identified on a project­
specific basis are imple­
mented as required, im­
pacts will be mitigated to 
below a level of signifi­
cance. 



Impact 

Hazardous Materials 
Contamination 
(Continued) 

submitted to the Redevel­
opment Agency for a 
specific site. 

Underground Storage 
Tunks 

Impacts associated with 
the presence of under­
ground storage structures 
such as tanks, sumps, and 
piping are potentially 
significant. These poten­
tial impacts must be as­
sessed on a case by case 
basis at such time as 
specific development 
plans are submitted to the 
Redevelopment Agency. 

Asbestos 

Impacts associated with 
the presence of ACBM 
within the Planning Area 
are potentially significant, 
with significance depen­
dent upon the potential for 
asbestos release. 

SUMMARY OF IMP ACTS 
AND 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation 

The nature of mitigation meas­
ures are specific to individual 
underground storage structures 
within the Planning Area. 
However, a general mitigation 
plan may be considered as three 
phases. First on a site-specific 
basis, a review of underground 
tank information provided in the 
Hazardous Materials Contam­
ination Technical Report shall 
be supplemented by a review of 
permits and other historic doc­
uments of the specific property. 
Second, permits to close (or 
operate if a tank is to remain in 
use) must be obtained by the 
tank owner or operator. Lastly, 
remediation of environmental 
contamination due to under­
ground storage tanks would be 
required. 

The extent and nature of specific 
mitigating measures cannot be 
ascertained without the knowl­
edge of specific locations, 
types, and amounts of ACBM 
in existing buildings that are to 
be demolished or renovated as a 
result of the proposed Plans. 
However, the mitigation plan 
outlined in Section IV .J shall be 
carried out, as a general policy. 
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Significance of Impact 
After Mitigation 

If measures which are 
identified on a project­
specific basis are imple­
mented as required, im­
pacts will be mitigated to 
below a level of signifi­
cance. 

If measures which are 
identified on a project­
specific basis are imple­
mented as required, im­
pacts will be mitigated to 
below a level of signifi­
cance. 



Impact 

Paieontoiogicai Re­
sources 

The physical destruction 
of important fossil re­
mains during construction 
activities results in the loss 
of a non-renewable re­
source and is considered 
to be significant. 

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS 
AND 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation 

Measures include con-ducting 
construction and excavation 
activities using the mitigation 
program described in Section 
IV.K. 
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Significance of Impact 
After Mitigation 

Less than significant. 



I. INTRODUCTION 

A. PURPOSE AND BACKGROUND 

This Master Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared for the 

Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diego (Redevelopment Agency), and 

addresses the potential environmental impacts that would result from the update of 

the Centre City Community Plan and the proposed merger and expansion of three 

existing redevelopment project areas in Centre City from the 417 acres of land that 

comprise the Columbia, Gaslamp Quarter, and Marina Sub Areas to 1,398 acres of 

land - all of the Centre City'Planning Area with the exception of: (1) the existing 

Horton Plaza Redevelopment Project, (2) seven properties with high-rise buildings 

along B Street, and (3) a small area in the southeast comer of the Planning Area 

(the Tenth A venue Marine Terminal). 

Four redevelopment projects now exist within the boundaries of Centre City San 

Diego. The Horton Plaza Redevelopment Project, which was adopted in 1972, is 

nearly completed. The Marina and Columbia Redevelopment Projects were each 

adopted in 1976; the Gaslamp Quarter Redevelopment Project was adopted in 1982. 

The existing redevelopment projects have been the focus of development aad 

rehabilitation efforts in Centre City over the past 15+ years, however, the existing 

redevelopment projects have not been sufficient catalysts to reverse the blight 

(deterioration of physical, social and economic conditions) of the remainder of 

Centre City, in fact, the conditions of blight outside existing redevelopment areas 

have worsened. The City Council of the City of San Diego designated a 

Redevelopment Survey Area encompassing generally the Centre City Community 

Planning Area on November 15, 1988, by Resolution No. 272349. By Resolution 

No. 0750-PC, the Planning Commission unanimously approved the Preliminary 

Plan for the Centre City Redevelopment Project and the boundaries of the Centre 

City Project Area on September 13, 1990. The Preliminary Plan as forwarded to 

the Redevelopment Agency is the basis for the preparation of this EIR. 

The Centre City Redevelopment Project Area has been selected because the 

- conditions of deteriorating and dilapidated buildings and properties, health and 

safety hazards, obsolete buildings and shifting and incompatible uses, inadequate 

utility infrastructure and deteriorated public rights of way, and severe housing and 
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social needs are pervasive throughout the Centre City area. Each of the Sub Areas 

or Redevelopment Districts comprising Centre City is relatively small. Within these 

Sub Areas and Redevelopment Districts, it is difficult to create a critical mass as 

well as a contained environment which shuts out adverse conditions of adjoining 

areas. As a result, isolated or sporadic attempts to eliminate blight are not effective. 

Centre City's seven neighborhoods are dependent on one another for their physical, 

social and economic well-being. According to the Preliminary Report prepared by 

the Redevelopment Agency and dated November 1991, only a comprehensive, 

community-wide approach to the reversal of blight and deterioration will prove 

effective in the long-term (CCDC 1991a). 

B. ENVIRONivffiNT AL PROCESS 

This program EIR was prepared in conformance with the California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), State 

CEQA Guidelines (California Administrative Code Section 15000 et seq.), and the 

amended Procedures for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality 

Act and the State CEQA Guidelines (Redevelopment Agency Guidelines) adopted 

by the Redevelopment Agency in 1990 and on file in the Office of the Secretary of 

the Agency. 

This EIR is comprehensive to satisfy the requirements for adopting a redevelopment 

plan pursuant to Section 33352 of the California Health and Safety Code. As 

prescribed by CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21090), CEQA Guidelines 

(California Administrative Code Section 15180) and Redevelopment Agency 

Guidelines (Section 103), all public and private activities or undertakings pursuant 

to or in furtherance of a redevelopment plan shall be deemed a single project and 

shall be deemed approved at the time of adoption of the redevelopment plan by the 

City Council/Redevelopment Agency. Pursuant to CEQA provisions relative to 

redevelopment plans no additional environmental documents will be required for 

individual components of a redevelopment plan, unless a subsequent or 

supplemental EIR, addendum to the EIR, or negative declaration would be required 

by CEQA, CEQA Guidelines, or the Redevelopment Agency Guidelines. 

Therefore, overall this EIR is intended to be adequately comprehensive in terms of 

analyzing environmental impacts and identifying mitigation measures. 
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An EIR is an informational document which is designed to inform decision-makers, 

other responsible or interested agehcies, and the general public of the potential 

environmental effects of a proposed project. The environmental review process 

was established to enable public agencies to evaluate a project in terms of its 

environmental consequences, to examine and implement methods of eliminating or 

reducing any potentially adverse impacts, and to consider alternatives to the project 

as proposed. While CEQA requires that major consideration be given to avoiding 

environmental damage, the lead agency and other responsible public agencies must 

balance adverse environmental effects against other public objectives, including 

economic and social goals, in determining whether and in what manner a project 

should be approved. The lead agency for this project is the Redevelopment 

Agency, who is preparing this EIR and its attachments in connection with its 

consideration of the approval of the proposed Redevelopment Plan. The City 

Council of the City of San Diego will also use the EIR as it considers the adoption 

of the updated Centre City Community Plan and the Redevelopment Plan. As a 

program EIR, it will also be used as a planning tool for consideration of future 

projects within Centre City. 

This Master EIR constitutes the basis for the environmental assessment of the 

proposed Community Plan and all related City plans and regulations implementing 

it as listed in Section III-D and as such will supersede environmental documents 

previously prepared and certified in connection with City plans and regulations 

which are being repealed or superseded in connection with the proposed approval 

of the Community Plan. This EIR is also a subsequent environmental impact report 

to the redevelopment project environmental impact reports (including previous 

master environmental impact reports) for the existing Columbia, Marina, Gaslamp 

Quarter and Horton Plaza Redevelopment Projects. It also covers plans and 

guidelines implementing the proposed Redevelopment Plan. Certain development 

specific supplemental environmental impact reports and/or secondary studies (initial 

studies under State CEQA guidelines) will remain effective for the transactions and 

activities to which they apply. A discussion of the agencies expected to use this 

EIR in their decision making, and approvals for which this EIR will be used is 

included in the project description, Section III. 

The area comprising the Navy Broadway Complex and the Port Master Plan are 

assessed for environmental concerns by the Navy Broadway Complex EIR and EIS 
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and the Port Master Plan EIR in addition to their general impact considered as part 

of the development covered by this EIR. The Navy and Port District plans are 

discussed further in Section II, Environmental Setting. 

The environmental analysis section of this EIR is based on technical studies which 

were prepared for most of the major issue areas. The information contained in the 

technical study reports is summarized in Section IV, Environmental Analysis, and 

Section VI, Alternatives to the Proposed Project. The individual technical reports 

are available for inspection or purchase (at cost) at the offices of the Centre City 

Development Corporation (CCDC), 225 Broadway, Suite 1100, San Diego, CA, 

and of the Redevelopment Agency, 202 C Street, San Diego, CA 92101. All the 

technical study reports are hereby incorporated into this EIR by reference. 

l. Notice of Preparation 

The Redevelopment Agency filed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) with the State 

Office of Planning and Research on September 14, 1990. Concerns generated 

during the NOP review from state and local agencies and other interested parties are 

addressed in this document. The NOP and responses received are attached to this 

document in Appendix A. Notice of the availability of the Draft EIR and the date of 

the public hearing was published in local newspapers concurrently with the public 

distribution of this document. This Draft EIR is available for review by the public 

and public agencies for a period of 45 days. Comments on this report are invited 

and may be submitted in writing to the Centre City Development Corporation 

(CCDC), 225 Broadway, Suite 1100, San Diego, CA 92101, ATIN: Beverly 

Schroeder. The Redevelopment Agency will consider all written comments on the 

Draft EIR before making recommendations to the City Council regarding the extent 

and nature of the environmental impacts of the proposed project 

2. Terms Used in this EIR 

The following list of project terminology has been used throughout this EIR to 

provide consistency, and is included here for consideration by the reader. 
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1. Project Area - refers to the expanded redevelopment project area as a whole, 

including the following Sub Areas: 

" Columbia Sub Area- corresponds to the existing Columbia Redevelopment 

Project. 

" Marina Sub Area - corresponds to the existing Marina Redevelopment 

Project. 

• Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area - corresponds to the existing Gaslamp Quarter 

Redevelopment Project. 

" Expansion Sub Area - includes the remaining area not within existing 

Redevelopment Projects. The Expansion Sub Area is made up of the 

following four Redevelopment Districts: 

Harborview Redevelopment District 

Cortez Redevelopment District 

Core Redevelopment District 

Centre City East Redevelopment District 

The Project Area excludes the existing Horton Plaza Redevelopment 

Project, seven properties with high-rise buildings along B Street, and a 

small area in the southeast comer of the Planning Area (the Tenth Avenue 

Marine Terminal). 

2. Planning Area - refers to the community planning area of Centre City. The 

Project Area lies entirely within the boundaries of the Planning Area. 

3. Redevelopment Agency - refers to the Redevelopment Agency of the City of 

San Diego whose members are the San Diego City Council. 

4. existing Community Plan- refers to the 1976 Community Plan prepared for the 

Centre City area. 
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5. proposed Community Plan - refers to the updated Community Plan under 

consideration in this EIR. 

6. proposed Redevelopment Plan - refers to the proposed consolidated and 

amended Redevelopment Plan which provides for the expansion of three 

existing redevelopment projects in Centre City (Columbia, Gaslamp Quarter, 

and Marina Redevelopment Projects) to include all of Centre City with the 

exception of the Horton Plaza Redevelopment Project, seven properties with 

high rise buildings along B Street and a small area in the southeast corner of the 

Planning Area (the Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal). 

7. proposed Redevelopment Project - refers to the redevelopment activity which 

would occur within the Project Area. 

8. Plans - collectively refers to the proposed Community Plan and the proposed 

Redevelopment Plan. 

The environmental analysis contained in this EIR considers the entire Planning Area 

and thus covers in most cases the Project Area which comprises almost all of the 

Planning Area. Where any impacts are identified as applicable specifically to the . 

Project Area, the "Project Area" is referred to. 
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II. ENVIRONMENT AL SETTING 

This EIR addresses the proposed update of the existing Community Plan and the 

proposed merger and expansion of three redevelopment project areas in the 

downtown core (Centre City) of the City of San Diego. 

The City of San Diego is located approximately 15 miles from the United States 

International Border with Mexico and approximately 130 miles south of Los 

Angeles. Major north-south access routes to San Diego are Interstate 5, Interstate 

805, State Route 163, and Interstate 15. Major east-west access routes to San 

Diego are Interstate 8 and State Route 94 (Figure 2-1). 

The San Diego region offers numerous and diverse attractions. The recreational 

areas located within San Diego County or the metropolitan area include 70 miles of 

public beaches along the Pacific Coast and Mission Bay, the mountains which are 

located about 60 miles to the east and northeast of the City, and the desert which is 

located approximately 90 miles to the east. In addition to these areas there are 

numerous public parks, regional shopping centers and well maintained historical 

and cultural sites which are a major part of the local cultural heritage. 

The climate of the San Diego region significantly contributes to the overall quality 

of the San Diego area. The climate in the area is identified as Mediterranean, which 

is characterized by dry, warm summers and mild winters. Major industries in the 

San Diego area include manufacturing, military-related industries, tourism, and 

agriculture. 

The Planning Area includes approximately 1,538 acres of land of the metropolitan 

core, bounded on the north by Laurel Street and Interstate 5; on the east by 

Interstate 5, Commercial, 16th, Sigsbee Streets, Newton Avenue, Harbor Drive, 

and the extension of Beardsley Street; and on the south and west by the San Diego 

Bay and the mean high tide line (Figure 2-2). 

The Planning Area is located in the heavily urbanized setting of downtown San 

Diego, which is almost entirely lacking in native vegetation and its associated 
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wildlife. Ornamental trees, parkways, occasional lawns and gardens comprise the 

only perennial vegetation within the Planning Area boundaries. The value of these 

ornamentals to native wildlife is insignificant in their present location. Where 

vacant lots and exposed strips of soil are left undisturbed, invasions of weedy 

annual herbs and grasses have become established. 

The Project Area currently includes three existing redevelopment areas: Columbia 

Sub Area, Marina Sub Area, and the Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area. The proposed 

expansion of the redevelopment areas would merge these three areas and include 

most of the rest of the Planning Area (the Horton Plaza Redevelopment Project, 

properties with several high rise structures along B Street and a small area in the 

southeast comer of the Planning Area (the Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal) would 

be excluded from redevelopment) (Figure 2-3 ). 

The Centre City Planning Area is bounded by the communities of Uptown, Golden 

Hill, Southeast San Diego (specifically the neighborhoods of Sherman Heights and 

Logan Heights), and Barrio Logan. Balboa Park is also adjacent to the northeastern 

comer of the Planning Area. A brief discussion of these surrounding communities 

and Balboa Park is provided below. 

The community of Uptown is located adjacent to the northern boundary of the 

Planning Area. Uptown comprises about 2,700 acres or approximately 4.2 square 

miles. The area consists of single-family residential uses, apartments and 

condominiums, commercial and office uses, and two large hospitals: UCSD 

Medical Center and Mercy Hospital. Uptown is linked to Centre City by various 

surface streets (Columbia and State Streets, and First, Second, Third, Fourth, 

Fifth, and Sixth Avenues), and extensive public transit service. 

Balboa Park, a 1,400-acre regional park dedicated to the City of San Diego in 1868, 

abuts the northeast boundary of the Planning Area. The park serves the entire San 

Diego region with a variety of active and passive recreational land uses. Examples 

of these land uses include Morley Field, the San Diego Zoo, a variety of museums 

and performing arts, and new and redeveloped facilities which accommodate a 

variety of special events. 
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The community of Golden Hill lies northeast of the Planning Area, adjacent and 

south of Balboa Park. The Golden Hill community is characterized by a mix of 

single-family and multi-family residential and commercial land use. This 

community includes a distinct and diverse architectural character which includes 

unique and significant historic structures. 

Sherman Heights lies east of the Centre City Planning Area and south of the Golden 

Hill community. According to the Southeast San Diego community plan, prevalent 

land uses include residential, industrial, and commercial and approximately 900 

acres of vacant land exist. Neighborhoods immediately adjacent to the eastern 

boundary of the Planning Area include Sherman Heights and Logan Heights. 

Sherman Heights is one of the oldest neighborhoods in San Diego, and is 

characterized by primarily single-family and multifamily residential development. 

The Logan Heights neighborhood is developed with a mixture of commercial, 

industrial, and residential land uses. 

The Barrio Logan community is located adjacent to the southeast boundary of the 

Planning Area. This community is within the planning jurisdiction of the City of 

San Diego, the Unified port District, and the U.S. Navy and is comprised of 

approximately 1,000 acres. This compact area has a diversified social character, 

which includes residents, business, waterfront activity. According to the Barrio 

Logan/Harbor 101 community plan, the most prominent characterization of Barrio 

Logan is its Mexican-American association, together with the waterfront industrial 

complex which employs 50,000 people. The nature of this relationship and its 

impact on the area as a whole, is identified in the plan to be a very complicated 

issue. 

The United States Navy and the San Diego Unified Port District have regulatory 

and planning jurisdiction within portions of the Planning Area. The San Diego 

Unified School District, San Diego Community College District, Metropolitan 

Transit Development Board, County of San Diego, and State of California also own 

property and operate facilities within the Planning Area: 

The Navy Broadway Complex is bounded by Broadway to the north, Pacific 

Highway to the east, and Harbor Drive to the west and south. Although included in 

the Planning Area, neither the City nor the Redevelopment Agency have land use, 

2-6 



regulatory or other authority/jurisdiction over the development and redevelopment 

of the Navy Broadway Complex. It is expected that the Navy will enter into a 

Development Agreement with the City and an Owner Participation Agreement 

(OPA) with the Redevelopment Agency which will incorporate the Navy's 

development plan and urban design guidelines. 

The San Diego Unified Port District owns and controls all of the tidelands and 

submerged lands within the Planning Area westerly and southwesterly of the Mean 

High Tide Line from Laurel Street to the north to the extension of Beardsley Street 

to the southwest. The District has the right to use and develop its lands in 

accordance with the District's adopted Port Master Plan. 

A portion of the Planning Area is located within the Coastal Zone which was 

established by the California Coastal Act of 1976. A Coastal Development Permit 

is required for most types of development within the Coastal Zone. 

The residential population in the Planning Area was 15,502 persons in 1990 (U.S. 

Census 1991a). Centre City's population base has a higher share of Hispanic and 

black residents than the City of San Diego. Centre City's Hispanic and black 

residents together comprise 43% of the population base. The comparable share for 

the City of San Diego is 30%. Ethnic diversity in Centre City has increased 

throughout the years. In 1960, the ethnic composition was 77% white, 14% 

Hispanic, 6% black, and 3% other. In 1990, those figures changed to 53% white, 

29% Hispanic, 3% Asian/Pacific Islander, 14% black, and 1 % Native American. 

Age and gender statistics for both the City and County of San Diego from 1960 to 

1990 show a majority of persons in the under 18 and 18 to 34 age groups are male. 

Over age 34, women achieve a majority. This generally reflects normal patterns. 

By contrast, statistics for Centre City show a much higher representation of males 

in all age categories, but most dramatically in the 18 to 34 and the 35 to 64 ranges 

where nearly three quarters of the population is male. In all cases, the largest 

segment of the population is between the ages of 18 and 34. It should be noted that 

the largest segment of the homeless population is also in this age group. 

Approximately 70% of Centre City residents are considered to have very low 

income, with an average household income of approximately $12,460 per year. 
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This averages to approximately $1000 per month. The San Diego County median 

income for a family of 2 was $33,050 in 1990. Of the 903,075 families in San 

Diego County, 17% were in the very low income range, 26% were in the low 

income range, 26% were in the moderate income range, and 12% were in the above 

moderate range. Income distribution for the City of San Diego is nearly identical to 

that of the County for 1990. 

In comparison to the County and City of San Diego which have experienced 

significant increases in housing growth, the overall number of housing units in 

Centre City have decreased. The County experienced a 178% growth in housing 

units within a 30-year period while the City experienced a 125% growth during the 

same period. From 1960-1980, Centre City's housing stock decreased 34% from 

9,707 units to 6,417 units. 

Within Centre City, from 1960 to 1990, only Marina, Columbia and a portion of 

the Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area experienced growth in the housing stock. All of that 

growth has occurred since 1980 and is a result of an active program of 

redevelopment. All other parts of Centre City have experienced a decline in 

housing units, the most dramatic being in the Core Redevelopment District and 

south Centre City East Redevelopment District decreases of 2,288 units and 848 

qnits, respectively. The north Centre City East Redevelopment District added just 

under 200 units. As a result of the redevelopment effort within the Marina, 

Columbia and the Gaslamp Quarter Sub Areas, 1,073 housing units were 

constructed. 

Employment statistics for 1990 have not yet been released by the Census Bureau. 

However, comparative statistics for 1960 and 1980 were used to prepare the 

following analysis. Of the total number of persons employed in the County of San 

Diego in 1960, approximately 55% were employed in service, technical, or 

managerial/professional occupations, while 31 % were blue collar, 

production/operator, and laborer occupations. By 1980, the percentage of service, 

technical, or managerial/ professional jobs had grown to 73%, while blue collar 

laborers, operators, and production workers decreased to about 24%. Similar 

employment trends occurred in the City of San Diego over the same period with the 

exception of having slightly less persons employed in the farming, forestry, and 

fishing occupations. Employment trends in Centre City have remained consistent 



with those of the City and County as a whole with the exception of a higher 

representation in the service occupations and less representation in the technical, 

sales, and administrative support occupations. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. PROPOSED CEN7RE CITY COMMUNITY PLAN 

The comprehensive update of the 1976 Centre City Community Plan was prepared 

by the Mayor and Council-appointed Centre City San Diego Planning Committee 

(CCPC), a twenty-six member citizen group, with input and review from 

government agencies and the public. The proposed Community Plan contains 

vision statements, goals, objectives, implementation strategies, actions and 

projects, district characteristics, and legislation. In accordance with an agreement 

reached between the California Coastal Commission and the City of San Diego on 

November 12, 1991, the proposed Community Plan, Planned District Ordinance 

and related documents will be modified prior to final City Council consideration to 

delete references to Centre City waterfront areas that are not under the jurisdiction 

of the City of San Diego. 

The goals of the proposed Community Plan are as follows (City of San Diego 

1990): 

• Develop Centre City with a strong financial/commercial core 
surrounded by distinct but well-integrated mixed-use and 
residential neighborhoods along with the amenities, commerce, 
and services necessary to support a vibrant urban downtown. 

" Substantially increase the number of people living downtown; 
provide a range of housing to meet the needs of an economically 
and socially balanced population. 

" Develop a comprehensive multi-modal transportation system that 
supports planned development intensities and land use patterns in 
Centre City. 

" Aim for the increased use of mass transit, especially by daily 
commuters, with less reliance on automobiles and long-term 
downtown parking. 

" Take maximum advantage of Centre City's unique topography and 
waterfront setting with a plan oriented to people and their activities 
in a dynamic expanding downtown. 

" Create an urban open space system in Centre City that is designed 
to take advantage of San Diego's climate and setting; and that 
offers both formal and informal places, and active-recreational and 
quiet areas for downtown workers, residents and visitors. 
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• Assure for each person in Centre City easy access to high quality 
health, mental health, and social and educational services in the 
context of a dignified, safe and secure environment. 

• Make Centre City the dominant center of the region for music, 
theatre, dance and the visual arts, for dining out and for 
entertainment and public festivals. 

• Preserve historic structures and districts in downtown to maintain 
a tangible link to the past 

• Promote the growth and vitality of Centre City as the primary 
business, educational, cultural and entertainment magnet of the 
region. 

• Establish a comprehensive program to provide facilities and 
amenities in Centre City which are determined to be of benefit to 
the public. 

The proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans divide the Planning Area into 

nine land use districts. These districts, described below, define geographic areas 

that allow specific land use classifications (Figure 3-1). The proposed Planned 

District Ordinance delineates the permitted and conditional uses for each land use 

classification. 

" Commercial/Office District. This district, a majority of which is located in 

the downtown core, is the regional center for government, businesses, 

professional offices and associated activities. The district is intended to 

provide for existing and future office development and encourage a variety 

of allied services normally associated with such offices. The uses allowed 

in this district will ensure the vitality and growth of the financial, 

commercial and professional services downtown. The Commercial/Office 

District will emphasize the following uses: professional offices and 

services, retail sales and services, restaurants, hotels and motels, multi­

family residences, and single-room occupancy residences. 

" RecreationNisitor/Marine District. This district is expressly designed for 

application to areas of the Centre City waterfront which encourages major 

tourist and local visitor attractions, recreational areas and marine industry. 

The developments and uses allowed in this district will preserve and 

maintain ocean-related industry and resources and will provide for the needs 
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and amenities related to the enjoyment of the waterfront by visitors, 

residents and the downtown work force. The RecreationNisitor/Marine 

District will emphasize the following uses: hotels, motels and visitor 

accommodations; community cultural facilities; public parking and open 

space; specialty retail sales; restaurants; marinas, wharfs and piers; world 

waterway transportation and local ferry; terminals and docks; and fishing 

and marine industry. 

.. Mixed-Use/Residential Emphasis District. This district is intended to 

provide for high density residential with limited non-residential uses located 

at the street level. At least eighty percent (80%) of the gross floor area of a 

structure shall be residential use; a maximum of twenty percent (20%) or 

full ground floor, whichever is greater, may be used for non-residential 

uses. The Mixed-Use/Residential Emphasis District will emphasize the 

following uses: multi-family residences; live/work quarters; single-room 

occupancy residences; small businesses, offices and services; retail sales 

and services; and restaurants. 

.. Mixed-Use District. The Mixed-Use District is intended to provide for 

general commercial services that support office, business, professional and 

personal needs in the downtown area. These uses will be located in areas of 

downtown that may be inappropriate for residential development. The 

Mixed-Use District will emphasize the following uses: professional and 

trade profession offices, wholesaling, retail sales and services, and 

restaurants. 

" Commercial Services District. This district is intended to provide and 

accommodate business, commercial and industrial uses that function 

support of other downtown uses. The Commercial Services District will 

emphasize the following uses: commercial services, wholesaling, light 

industrial and manufacturing uses, utilities, community and human care 

facilities, retail sales and services, and professional offices. 

• Institutional District. The Institutional District is primarily intended to 

accommodate educational and recreational uses, and encourage the location 

of additional public and private educational and training facilities. The 
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Institutional District will emphasize the following uses: public and private 

educational facilities and institutions, professional and trade schools, public 

parks and open space, and public gymnasiums and recreational facilities. 

" Hotel/Residential District. This district is intended to provide an 

opportunity for high intensity residential and hotel development. Hotel 

development is permitted without additional land-use mix restrictions. All 

other projects should provide at least seventy-five percent (75%) of the 

gross floor area of the structure as residential use; a maximum of twenty­

five percent (25%), or full ground floor, whichever is greater, may be used 

for non-residential uses. The Hotel/Residential District will emphasize the 

following uses: hotels, multi-family residences, single-room occupancy 

residences, live/work quarters, retail sales and services, and restaurants. 

• Marina Planned District. The Marina Planned District provides a mix of 

high density residential, mixed hoteVresidential, and hotel development. 

Residential is the predominant land use within the district. Within 

residential areas, at least eighty percent (80%) of the gross floor area of a 

structure shall be residential use and up to twenty percent (20%) of the 

gross floor area may be non-residential use. Mixed-use developme!1t 

(residential and non-residential uses sharing the same site) and convention 

hotels are permitted in the periphery of the district between Front and First 

Streets. The Marina Planned District will emphasize the following uses: 

multi-family residences, live/work quarters, single-room occupancy 

residences, eating and drinking establishments, food sales, small business 

and professional services, personal and convenience services, and hotels. 

• Gaslamp Quarter Planned District. The Gaslamp Quarter is the historic 

commercial and office center of the downtown area. The Gaslamp Quarter 

Planned District is designed to preserve and promote this historic district 

and encourages a wide range of commercial, entertainment, retail, 

professional and residential uses. The Gaslamp Quarter Planned District 

will emphasize the following uses: professional offices and services, retail 

sales and services, restaurants and entertainment, hotels, multi-family 

residences, and single-room occupancy residences. 
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The proposed Community Plan requires "street level uses" (uses which contribute 

to a high level of pedestrian activity) along certain designated streets including 

Broadway and the transit corridors. The proposed Community Plan allows for the 

expansion of non-conforming uses as long as the land use does not change; it also 

provides flexibility in underground parking and setback requirements to encourage 

small lot development Owners of property designated as historic by the Historical 

Site Board would be able to apply for exceptions to some of the land use and 

property development regulations, including permitted land uses, street level 

development standards, and parking standards. 

The proposed Community Plan provides floor area ratios (FAR) to shape the 

intensity and form of development. Figure 3-2 delineates the base FARs. 

Development within the designated street level development bonus area which 

meets the incentive requirements may be permitted an increase of 2.0 to the base 

FAR (Figure 3-3). 

Projects within the designated residential bonus area which comply with the 

housing incentive criteria may be permitted an increase of 2.0 to the base FAR 

(Figure 3-4). Projects meeting both sets of criteria may earn both increases, for a 

total increase of 4.0. 

In addition, a FAR exception would be available to infill projects on sites which 

contain structures designated as historic by the Historical Site Board. The FAR of 

the designated historic structure would not be calculated in the total FAR of the site. 

The proposed Community Plan provides design guidelines including bulk controls 

to avoid unarticulated, box-like buildings, building orientation guidelines to reduce 

the impact of tall buildings, and street level development standards to maintain an 

appropriate continuity of street level activity. Setbacks would be established to 

preserve views of the bay and the County Administration Building. The guidelines 

require wind acceleration studies to be performed and landscaping to be installed. 

Other features of the proposed Community Plan include sun access requirements in 

designated areas, plans for open space, sign criteria, and street design 

improvements. The proposed Community Plan recommends the development of 

mid-block connectors-alleys to provide midblock access to buildings for deliveries 

and parking, and pedestrian streets to provide landscaped access for pedestrians, 
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bicycles and emergency vehicles. (See the proposed Community Plan for details on 

the street hierarchy.) 

The proposed Community Plan employs parking and transportation demand 

management techniques to increase peak period transit ridership to downtown and 

reduce the number of single occupant vehicles traveling to downtown during the 

peak period. Parking and transportation demand management (TDM) techniques 

include onsite parking limitations, establishment of a transit improvement fee, and a 

flexible menu of onsite IDM measures, such as preferential carpool parking and the 

provision of bicycle lockers. The proposed Community Plan includes a hierarchy 

of streets in which the overall function and design of streets and sidewalks is 

established. An action chart is also included which proposes various projects, 

programs and regulations to improve circulation within the Planning Area. 

B. THE PROPOSED REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

The City Council serves as the city's Redevelopment Agency. The Centre City 

Development Corporation (CCDC) is a non-profit agency which implements 

redevelopment projects in the downtown area on behalf of the Redevelopment 

Agency. Currently, the Redevelopment Agency's jurisdiction includes th~ 

462 acres of the Columbia Sub Area, Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area, Marina Sub 

Area, and the Horton Plaza Redevelopment Project 

The proposed Redevelopment Plan for the Centre City proposes to merge three of 

the existing redevelopment projects (Columbia, Marina and Gaslamp Quarter Sub 

Areas) and expand the redevelopment boundaries to encompass 1,398 acres - all of 

Centre City with the exception of the Horton Plaza Redevelopment Project, seven 

blocks along B Street and a small area in the southeast corner of the Planning Area 

(the Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal). 

The expanded Project Area would allow the use of redevelopment methods to 

eliminate blight and to encourage development of new buildings and businesses 

which conform to the land use goals stated in the proposed Community Plan. The 

merger would improve administration of the existing redevelopment projects as well 

as facilitate coordinated planning and infrastructure improvements between multiple 

jurisdictions for the benefit of the entire area, including the improvements on and 
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adjacent to property owned by the Unified Port District, the federal government, 

and the Metropolitan Transit Development Board. 

The purposes of the proposed Redevelopment Plan are ( l) the elimination of 

existing blighted conditions, including small and irregular lots, incompatible land 

uses, obsolete dilapidated buildings, substandard and deteriorated public 

improvements; (2) the rehabilitation of buildings and the preservation of 

architecturally significant historic sites and buildings; (3) the planning, redesign, 

and development of areas which are stagnant or underutilized; (4) the participation 

of owners and tenants in the revitalization of their properties; and (5) the provision 

of low and moderate income housing. 

~e proposed Redevelopment Plan would serve as a tool for implementation of the 

proposed Community Plan, allowing tax increment financing, selective eminent 

domain, and the application of Redevelopment Agency resources. It would be 

carried out in phases over a period of 35 years. Redevelopment Agency activities 

in the Project Area may include cooperation with owner participants, property 

rehabilitation, property acquisition, relocation of tenants and owners, demolition of 

structures, construction of public improvements, and land disposition (lease or sale) 

for private development, continuing land use controls, and assistance in the 

provision of financing for all of the above. 

The proposed Redevelopment Plan authorizes the Redevelopment Agency to 

participate in the provision of publicly owned facilities which may include: 

Public Utilities and Streets 

" Water system - selective rehabilitation and replacement of water distribution 

system throughout the Project Area, and the provision of water system 

where lacking. 

.. Sanitary sewer system - selective rehabilitation and replacement of sanitary 

sewer system throughout the Project Area, and the provision of sewer 

system where lacking. 
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.. Storm drain system - selective rehabilitation and replacement of storm drain 

system throughout the Project Area, and the provision of storm drain 

system where lacking. 

• Surface improvements - rehabilitation and replacement of the streets, 

medians, sidewalks, curbs and gutters, landscaping, street lights, and traffic 

signals within the Project Area 

Other Public Improvements 

• Freeway access - improvement of freeway ramps and couplets serving the 

Project Area which may include Grape and Hawthorne; First and Front; 

Fifth and Sixth; "A" and Ash; "E," "F" and "G"; and "K" and Imperial 

freeway ramps and couplets. 

• Transit stations - enhancement of light rail trolley stations within the Project 

Area which may include those at Laurel Street, Fifth A venue and "C" Street, 

Twelfth Avenue and "C" Street, and Twelfth Avenue and Market Street. 

• Transit right-of-way - development of the Gaslamp Trolley an~ 

enhancement of public right-of-way and provision of pedestrian amenities 

along the transit right-of-way in the Project Area 

" Traffic mitigation measures - reconfiguration, reconstruction and restriping 

of major streets to provide additional travel lanes, limit on-street parking, 

provide signage and similar measures. 

• Neighborhood parks - provision of approximately six (6) neighborhood 

parks. 

• Extension of King Promenade - improve extensions of the King Promenade 

with landscaping and pedestrian amenities along the railroad right-of-way. 



• Enhancement of Pacific Highway - improve Pacific Highway including 

surface improvements, sidewalks, landscape center medians and similar 

features. 

• Bay-Park Link/Streetscape improvements - enhance streets in the Project 

Area that link Balboa Park and San Diego Bay, which may include Laurel, 

Cedar, Ash, Broadway, Market, India, and Front Streets, and First, Fifth, 

Sixth, Tenth, Eleventh and Twelfth Avenues. 

.. Community parks - provision of community-based park and recreation 

facilities, which may include facilities at, or in the vicinity of, the County 

Administration Center, Broadway and San Diego Bay, Fifth Avenue and 

San Diego Bay, City College, the existing Civic Center site, and the 

proposed civic center site. 

Parkin~ Facilities 

• Parking facilities - Provision of public off-street parking facilities, and/or 

joint use public parking such as the San Diego courts and justice facilities, 

the proposed civic center, City College, and the proposed sports arena. 

Social Service Facilities 

.. Counseling, educational and training facilities - provision of publicly-owned 

counseling, educational and training facilities for, among others, 

misdemeanants and light felons. 

.. Day centers - provision of day centers to include personal services such as 

restrooms, showers, lockers, mailboxes and counseling for the homeless. 

" Mental health facilities - provision of inpatient and outpatient medical, 

therapy, counseling and day services for the mentally ill. 

" Alcohol and drug rehabilitation facilities - provision of facilities for medical, 

detoxification, therapy, rehabilitation and counseling services for substance 
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abusers, including dual diagnosis facilities for mentally ill substance 

abusers. 

" Children's service facilities - provision of facilities supporting children, 

such as rescued care, storefront services, health care and counseling. 

• Health and welfare facilities - provision of community-based social service 

facilities for a variety of populations (e.g., women, children, substance 

abusers, abused persons, homeless, etc.) in need of income and living 

support, counseling and rehabilitation, health care and other such social 

services. 

Community Facilities 

• City of San Diego civic center - development of a new civic center and/or 

redevelopment of the existing Community Concourse site for municipal 

offices and related facilities. 

• City of San Diego central library - development of a new central library 

facility within the Project Area. 

., San Diego City College - provision of capital improvements which may 

include a child development center, joint use public parking, library facilities 

and park and recreation facilities. 

.. Sports arena - provision of a new sports arena, or components such as off­

street parking. 

.. Public restrooms - provision of approximately three (3) public restrooms 

within the Project Area. 

• San Diego County courtroom and justice facilities - development of new 

courts and office space for courtroom and justice facilities. 
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• Washington Elementary School - rehabilitation and expansion of the 

Washington Elementary School site which may include the provision of 

playground and recreation facilities or day care facilities. 

Public involvement through the redevelopment process would stimulate private 

reinvestment in the area and aid the neighborhoods in effectively competing in the 

city-wide demand for needed public improvements and services. 

C. THE BASIS OF ANALYSIS 

For descriptive purposes, the proposed Redevelopment Project is divided into four 

redevelopment Sub Areas: the Columbia Sub Area, the Marina Sub Area, the 

Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area, and the Expansion Sub Area. The Expansion Sub Area 

is further divided into the Harborview, Cortez, Core, and Centre City East 

Redevelopment Districts. These Sub Areas and Redevelopment Districts are used 

in this EIR to organize analysis for all sections. The portions of the Planning Area 

which are outside of the Project Area are expected to maintain their existing 

development configurations and intensities during the planning period with the 

exception of the Horton Plaza Redevelopment Project where it is assumed that there 

are sufficient intensities of development provided for in .the proposed Comrnunhy 

Plan to provide for the completion of the Redevelopment Project. The Sub Areas 

and Redevelopment Districts are illustrated in Figure 3-5. 

The environmental impact report for the proposed Community Plan and 

Redevelopment Plan is based on an ultimate capacity buildout scenario over a 

35-year period. The development to ultimate capacity scenario, developed by 

CCDC staff and Keyser Marston & Associates, was considered to model potential 

impacts of the proposed Community Plan and Redevelopment Plan. The projected 

development was distributed by traffic analysis zone (TAZ) and Sub 

Area/Redevelopment District within Centre City. This distribution was based on 

existing development patterns, existing and planned infrastructure, development 

regulations of the plan and the amount of available land CCDC first estimated the 

amount of land available for redevelopment by identifying parcels that had a low 

probability of future redevelopment. These "retained uses" include single room 

occupancy hotels, structures designated as eligible for the National Register of 

Historic Places, recent redevelopment projects, and recent construction. It was 
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assumed that all other parcels could be redeveloped. The ultimate capacity scenario 

assumes the following production of land uses over 35 years: 

1. A total of 15,200,000 net square feet of office development is constructed over 

the 35-year period. An average annual rate of 400,000 net square feet of office 

is assumed to be developed during the first 15 years of the program, producing 

a subtotal of 6,000,000 net square feet. In the latter 20 years, an average of 

460,000 net square feet of office is assumed to be developed annually for a 

subtotal of 9,200,000 square feet. The office category includes both 

commercial and governmental office uses. 

2. A total of 1,474,480 net square feet of retail development is constructed over 

the 35-year period. Commercial retail and commercial services are included in 

the retail category. 

3. A total of 5,880 hotel rooms are constructed over the 35-year period. It is 

assumed that an average of 140 hotel rooms are constructed annually during the 

first 15 years of the program, producing a subtotal of 2,100 rooms. In the 

latter 20 years of the program, an average of 189 rooms are constructed 

annually, producing a subtotal of 3,780 rooms. 

4. A total of 26,550 residential dwelling units are constructed over the 35-year 

period. It is assumed that an average of 650 units are developed annually 

during the first 15 years of the program, producing a subtotal of 9,750 

dwelling units. In the latter 20 years of the program, it is assumed that an 

average of 840 dwelling units per year are developed annually, producing a 

subtotal of 16,800 dwelling units. The residential category includes multifamily 

housing, single room occupancy hotels, and senior housing. 

5. As the proposed Community Plan restricts future industrial and transportation 

related land uses, these categories are not anticipated to increase in the future. 

Cultural and institutional land use categories include projected convention 

facilities and emergency and transitional housing. 
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The projected new development was added to the existing uses and estimated 

demolition was factored in to obtain the projected 35-year buildout of the proposed 

Redevelopment Plan (Table 3-1 ). 

Certain major possible specific projects within the Planning Area are not defined or 

committed sufficiently at this time to consider their environmental impacts which may result 

from their specific location and/or design characteristics. These include such projects as the 

new proposed civic center, new library, Convention Center expansion, and sports arena. 

These would necessarily be included on properties which are considered to be developed in 

the environmental analysis with otherwise permitted uses under the Community Plan and 

would require supplemental environmental assessments if, and when, they are more 

particularly proposed to be undertaken. 

A review of the neighborhood areas surrounding the Planning Area reveals no significant 

foreseeable development projects which could add cumulatively to adverse environmental 

affects of the activities to be implemented. Under the proposed Community Plan and 

Redevelopment Plan, the Planning Area is bordered on two sides by San Diego Bay which 

would preclude any projects. The areas on the north and east of the Planning Area include 

urbanized residential neighborhoods, which are expected to remain in their current density 

patterns, and Balboa Park. 

Estimated existing and future population resulting from implementation of the proposed 

Community and Redevelopment Plans are analyzed in this EIR. Determining the existing 

population and number of housing units within the Planning Area is difficult 

A land use inventory completed by CCDC in 1990 counted 12,640 housing units in the 

Planning Area including Single Room Occupancy Hotels (SROs). SANDAG's 1990 

update suggests 8,038 housing units. SANDAG's housing numbers are updated yearly 

using Planning Department records with estimates based on 1986 data. The 1990 census 

reports 6,881 housing units. Inasmuch as there are approximately 5,000 SRO units in the 

Planning Area and CCDCs land use inventory counted 12,640 units, it is evident that SRO 

units were not counted as housing units in the 1990 census. 
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Land Use 
Category 

Office (sf) 

Retail (sf) 

Hotel (rooms) 

Residential (units) 

Industrial/fransport. (sf) 

Cultural/Institution (sf) 

Table 3-1 

CENTRE CITY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT* 
ESTIMATED DEMOLITION AND NET DEVELOPMENT 

Existing 
Land Use 

13,415,000 

3,528,520 

7,800 

12,140 

2,440,870 

806,320 

New 
Development 

15,200,000 

1,474,480 

5,880 

26,550 

0 

400,000 

Estimated 
Demolition 

1,433,710 

385,750 

790 

2,520 

987,770 

5,440 

Ultimate 
Capacity 

27,181,290 

4,617,250 

12,890 

36,170 

1,453,100 

1,200,880 

"'This table shows the amount of development for existing, new, demolished and ultimate within the Project Area, not the Planning Area. 

Source: CCDC, 1991. Revised "project description" for the Centre City Community Plan and Centre City Redevelopment Project. October 9. 

sf= square feet 

The distribution of intensities of development for each Sub Area, Redevelopment District or portion of the Planning Area outside the Project Area is the 
currently anticipated best projection and actual development within each of the designated pans of the Planning Area may vary somewhat, but is expected 
to remain within the overall ultimate capacity limits in any event. 



SANDAG 1990 data suggests an existing population of 13,664 within the Planning Area. 

The 1990 census reports a population of 15,502. The 1990 census made a special effort to 

count the homeless, but may have missed SRO populations inasmuch as it is evident that 

SRO units were not counted as residential units in the 1990 census. For the purposes of 

analysis in this EIR the most reasonable current estimate of the number of all types of 

housing units is considered to be 12,640 units, and the most reasonable current population 

estimate is considered to be 15,502 (including the homeless). 

D. INTENDED USES OF THIS EIR 

This EIR will be used by the Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diego, the 

City Planning Commission and the City Council in their consideration and 

decisions regarding the following actions: 

1. Adoption of Proposed Plans and Ordinances 

Approval of the following proposed plans and ordinances would be required to 

implement the proposed Centre City Community Plan and Centre City 

Redevelopment Plan: 

" Centre City Community Plan (applies to Community Plan area); 

.. Centre City Parking Ordinance (applies to Community Plan area); 

., Centre City Transit Ordinance (applies to Community Plan area); 

" Centre City Streetscape Manual (applies to the Centre City Community Plan 

area, formerly Urban Design Program, Streetscape Manual Technical 

Supplement); 

" Centre City Planned District Ordinance (applies to the Columbia Sub Area, 

the Horton Plaza Redevelopment Project area, and the entire Expansion Sub 

Area); 
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• Centre City Redevelopment Plan (consolidates and amends existing 

Columbia, Gaslamp Quarter, and Marina Redevelopment Plans and applies 

to Redevelopment Project area); and 

" Local Coastal Program Amendment (certification of area within Coastal 

Zone). 

2. Repeal of Existing Plans and Ordinances 

Approval of the proposed plans and ordinances would result in the repeal of the 

following existing planning documents: 

• Centre City Community Plan, 197 6; 

• Interim Centre City San Diego Development and Design Ordinance; 

• Urban Design Program Centre City San Diego; and 

• Horton Plaza Design Manual. 

3. Land Use Legislation that Remains Unchanged 

The following existing documents that affect the Centre City Planning Area 

would remain effective and unchanged by the proposed actions: 

" Progress Guide and General Plan; 

• Horton Plaza Redevelopment Plan; 

" Gaslamp Quarter Planned District Ordinance; 

• Gaslamp Quarter Urban Design and Development Manual; 

• Marina Planned District Ordinance; 

• Marina Urban Design Plan and Development Guidelines; and 
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• Airport Approach Overlay Zone. 

In addition to the above actions, this EIR will be used for project-specific approvals of 

future development activities within the Project Area and Planning Area. 



IV. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

A. LAND USE 

1. Existing Conditions 

General Ovemew 

The Planning Area encompasses approximately 1,538 acres of land of the 

metropolitan core. Land uses in Centre City are mixed (Table 4.A-1). Office and 

commercial uses occur in all Sub Areas with the largest concentration of high-rise 

office space occurring in the Columbia Sub Area. Many of the City of San Diego's 

administrative offices are located on the Community Concourse, which occupies 

four City blocks north of C Street between First and Third avenues. Overall, the 

Planning Area contains more than 17,000,000 square feet (sf) of existing office 

space, over 4,500,000 sf of existing retail commercial space and over 800,000 sf of 

existing cultural/institutional space (Table 4.A-1) (CCDC 1991b). 

Residential uses, including single-room occupancy (SRO) units occur in all Sub 

Areas as well. The Marina Sub Area and the Cortez and Centre City East 

Redevelopment Districts have the largest number of multifamily units. The 

Harborview and Centre City East Redevelopment Districts of the Expansion Sub 

Area have the most single-family residential structures. The Core and Centre City 

East Redevelopment Districts have the largest number of SRO units; the Gaslamp 

Quarter and Marina Sub Areas and the Cortez Redevelopment District also have a 

substantial number of SRO rooms. Social service beds are found in the Core and 

Centre City East Redevelopment Districts. Overall, the Planning Area contains 

approximately 12,640 existing dwelling units as well as 8,510 existing hotel rooms 

(Table 4.A-1) (CCDC 1991b). 

Industrial/transportation uses occur in all Sub Areas; the largest amount of industry 

is located at the Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal within the Planning Area (but 

outside of the Project Area) followed by the Centre City East and Harborview 

Redevelopment Districts of the Expansion Sub Area. (The Tenth Avenue Marine 

Terminal contains over half of all industrial or transportation-related space within 

the Planning Area.) Overall, including transportation-related industries, the 
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Table 4.A-1 

EXISTING LAND USE CONDITIONS IN THE CENTRE CITY PLANNING AREA 

Expansion Sub Area Excluded Areas 

Gaslarnp 10th 
Haroo-- Centre Columbia ~ Marina Horton 7 Blocks Avenue 

Land Use view Cortez Core City East Sub Area Sub Area Sub Area Plaza on B Street Pier Total 

Office (sf) 1,203,220 1,554,490 3,312,240 765,620 5,568,630 225,980 784,820 1,807,510 1,778,980 36,000 17,037,490 

Retail (sf) 476,790 160,940 683,320 1,189,990 179,010 505,540 332,930 960,000 0 21,190 4,509,710 

Hotel 
&;,. 

(rooms) 350 1,370 880 310 1,680 500 2,710 450 260 0 8,510 . 
> 
' N Residential 

(units) 580 1,970 1,410 3,140 570 700 3,770 500 0 0 12,640 

Industrial/ 
755,560 22,360 56,400 932,000 516,550 57,360 100,640 0 0 2,712,110 5,152,980 Transport 

(sf) 

Cultural/ 
7,220 42,530 17,350 115,730 1,060 1,200 621,230 1,920 0 0 808,240 

Institution 
(sf)* 

Source: CCDC, 1991b. Revised "project description" for the Centre City Community Plan and Centre City Redevelopment Project. October 9. 

sf= square feet 

• = Cultural/Institutional may be expressed in square feet, number of seats, number of beds or marina berths. 



Planning Area contains over 5,000,000 sf of existing industrial space 

(Table 4.A-1) (CCDC 1991b). 

Major transportation corridors in Centre City include Interstate 5, which forms the 

northern and eastern boundaries of the Planning Area. State Route (SR) 163 and 

SR 94 extend to the north and east of the Planning Area, respectively. Light rail 

transit (LRT) travels down C Street and Twelfth Avenue and south along Harbor 

Drive to the Mexican border. Another line runs east along Commercial Street to El 

Cajon. Additionally, the LRT follows existing railroad right-of-way along Harbor 

Drive to Market Street, where the alignment and railroad right-of-way runs north 

between Pacific Highway and Kettner Street (Figure 4.A-1). The San Diego 

International Airport (Lindbergh Field) is located northwest of downtown; air flight 

patterns cross over the Planning Area. 

The City of San Diego has planning jurisdiction over the majority of Centre City. 

Other government agencies with planning jurisdiction in the Planning Area include 

the San Diego Unified Port District (SDUPD), the County of San Diego, the U.S. 

Navy, the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) and the California 

Coastal Commission (Figure 4.A-2). The SDUPD has planning jurisdiction, 

regulatory duties and proprietary rights over tidelands within the Planning Area; the 

County of San Diego has planning jurisdiction over County-owned property in 

Centre City used for a County purpose; the U.S. Navy controls a large developed 

parcel adjacent to the waterfront (the Broadway Complex) and an adjacent pier, and 

SANDAG is the designated Airport Land Use Commission for Lindbergh Field. 

Lindbergh Field's Airport Influence Area extends across a portion of the Planning 

Area. The Centre City waterfront is also under the jurisdiction of the California 

Coastal Commission. However, the Coastal Commission has delegated its coastal 

zone authority to the City of San Diego and the SDUPD as a result of their 

certification of the Local Coastal Program and Port Master Plan, respectively. 

Government agencies which own land in the Planning Area include the United 

States, State of California, the County of San Diego, the San Diego Unified School 

District, the San Diego Community College District, and the Metropolitan Transit 

Development Board (MTDB). The County of San Diego owns the County 

Administration Building and associated property along the waterfront and several 

City blocks in the Harborview and Core Redevelopment Districts of the Expansion 
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Sub Area. The school districts own land in the Harborview and Centre City East 

Redevelopment District of the Expansion Sub Area where Washington Elementary 

School, San Diego High School and San Diego Community College are located. 

The MTDB owns large parcels in the southern portion of the Centre City East 

Redevelopment District where it is currently planning to expand its rail yards. 

The largest concentration of new housing development has occurred in the Marina 

Sub Area Much of the new office and commercial development has occurred in the 

Columbia Sub Area and Horton Plaza Redevelopment Project. 

Existing Land Use by Sub Area 

The following land use descriptions are summarized in Table 4.A-1 by Sub Area 

and/or Redevelopment District. The information provided in Table 4.A-1 is based 

on a detailed land use inventory developed by CCDC on a parcel-by-parcel basis 

between 1988 and 1991. Information sources included site visits, telephone 

interviews, aerial photographs, and records from previous projects. 

a. Columbia Sub Area 

The Columbia Sub Area is the existing Columbia Redevelopment Project and 

includes approximately 156 acres of land including public right-of-way, and 88 

net acres. Sixty-eight (68) acres exist as right-of-way associated with the street 

system and the Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe (AT &SF) railroad. Land uses 

in the Sub Area consist primarily of office space (approximately 5,568,630 sf). 

There is also substantial hotel development (1,680 rooms). The Sub Area 

contains approximately 516,550 sf of industrial or transportation-related space 

(including the San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E) Substation B and 

distribution facility, and the Santa Fe Depot, a restored historic railroad station), 

179,010 sf of retail space, and includes the Federal Metropolitan Correctional 

Center, and 570 residential units (Table 4.A-1) (CCDC 1991b). 

Major developments within the Columbia Sub Area include high-rise structures 

such as the residential Columbia Tower, the Best Western Hotel; the First 

National Bank; Koll Center, Emerald Shapery Center; Cabot, Cabot, and 

Forbes; and America Plaza office buildings. The Sub Area includes such varied 

4.A-6 



land uses as the Navy, Broadway and B Street piers, wholesale warehouses, 

restaurants, the Old Columbia Square office complex, and the Armed Forces 

YMCA. 

The Navy Broadway Complex, which serves as headquarters for the Naval 

Supply Center, is also located partially in the Columbia Sub Area. The 

Complex includes approximately 400,000 sf of administrative offices and 

600,000 sf of warehouses. 

b. Marina Sub Area 

The Marina Sub Area is also an existing Redevelopment Project of the City, and 

includes 215 acres of land including public right-of-way, and 120 net acres. 

Ninety-five (95) acres are made up of existing street and railroad right-of-way. 

Land uses in the Sub Area include approximately 784,820 sf of office space, 

621,230 sf1 of cultural/institutional space, 332,930 sf of retail space, and 

100,640 sf of industrial or transportation-related space. The Sub Area contains 

3,770 ~esidential units and 2,710 hotel rooms (Table 4.A-1) (CCDC 1991b). 

Specific land uses include Lions Manor and Horton House (two senior citizen 

projects), 600 Front Street Apartments, the Market Street Square Apartments, 

Columbia Place condominiums, Watermark condominiums, J Street Inn (SRO 

units), Cornerstone and Greystone Lofts, Park Row condominiums, and 

Marina Park condominiums. (Both Park Row and Marina Park condominiums 

are also located partially in the Columbia Sub Area). The Marina Sub Area also 

contains Pantoja Park, located on G Street between Columbia and India streets, 

part of the Navy Broadway Complex, and the G Street Pier, Seaport Village, 

the Marriott Hotel and the San Diego Convention Center located along the 

waterfront. 

c. Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area 

The Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area is a small linear area, 46 acres in size. Twenty 

(20) of the 46 acres are street right-of-way. The Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area is 

1 Cultural/Institutional may be expressed in square feet, number of seats, number of beds or marina berths. 
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characterized by tum-of-the-century (i.e., 1880 to 1910) structures that house 

land uses such as restaurants, theaters, hotels, antique stores and various retail 

uses on the ground floors with residential and office uses on the upper floors. 

The southern part of the Sub Area contains some one-story manufacturing and 

distribution establishments. 

The Gaslarnp Quarter Sub Area is an existing Redevelopment Project as well as 

a Nationally Registered Historic District. The Sub Area contains several 

buildings that are individually designated National Register sites as well as 90 

structures listed by the City of San Diego Historical Site Board (City of San 

Diego 1989). The Sub Area contains approximately 505,540 sf of retail space, 

225,980 sf1 of office space, 57,360 sf of industrial or transportation-related 

space, 1,200 sf of cultural/institutional space, 700 residential units and 500 

hotel rooms (Table 4.A-1) (CCDC 1991b). 

d. Expansion Sub Area 

Harborview Redevelopment District. The Harborview Redevelopment District 

consists of 205 acres of land including public right-of-way, and 115 net acres. 

Ninety (90) acres are street or railroad right-of-way. The district contain~ 

app~oximately 1,203,220 sf of office space, 755,560 sf of industrial or 

transportation-related space, 476,790 sf of retail space, and 7,220 sf of 

cultural/institutional space. The district also includes 350 hotel rooms, 580 

residential units, and one elementary school (Washington Elementary School) 

(Table 4.A-1) (CCDC 1991a). Most of the residential land uses in this district 

are located in older structures, including apartment units above storefronts and 

former houses that have been converted to duplexes, triplexes, and commercial 

uses. 

The Harborview Redevelopment District is mixed use nature with the 

residential land uses adjacent to, and in some cases, sharing buildings with, 

office and retail land uses. Industrial uses, such as auto shops and warehouses, 

are interspersed with the office, retail and residential uses as well as located 

along the railroad tracks. Other notable land uses in this district are the County 

1 Cw.tura]/lnstitutional may be expressed in square feet, number of seats, number of beds or mrina berths. 
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Administration Center, located between Harbor Drive, Pacific Highway, Grape 

Street and Ash Street, and Little Italy, an ethnic neighborhood known for its 

restaurants and small shops, located along India Street. 

Cortez Redevelopment District. The Cortez Redevelopment District contains 

111 acres of land including public right-of-way, and 62 net acres. Forty-nine 

acres consist of street right-of-way. This district is primarily a mix of office 

(approximately 1,554,490 sf) and residential (1,970 units) land uses. The 

district also includes 1,370 hotel rooms, 160,940 sf of retail space, 42,530 sf1 

of cultural/institutional space, and 22,360 sf of industrial or transportation­

related space (Table 4.A-1). 

Office space within the Cortez Redevelopment District is concentrated along 

Fourth, Fifth and Sixth avenues as well as Beech and Ash streets. Residential 

land uses are scattered throughout the district with an older established 

neighborhood located in the northeastern corner of the district. Buildings of 

note in the Cortez Redevelopment District include the vacant historic El Cortez 

Hotel located on the corner of Ash Street and Seventh A venue. 

Core Redevelopment District. The Core Redevelopment District contains 103 

acres; 57 net acres and 46 acres of street right-of-way. The district excludes 

seven blocks or partial blocks along B Street between Fourth and Eighth 

avenues. The Core Redevelopment District is currently developed with 

approximately 3,312,240 sf of office space, 683,320 sf of retail space, 880 

hotel rooms, 1,410 residential units, 56,400 sf of industrial or transportation­

related space, and 17,350 sf1 of cultural/institutional space (Table 4.A-1) 

(CCDC 1991b). 

The Core Redevelopment District is characterized by high-rise office buildings 

with some ground floor retail uses. Residential land uses occur primarily in the 

southeastern corner of the district, while institutional uses occur in the western 

portion. Uses include City government offices, part of the Charles C. Dail 

Community Concourse and the San Diego Courthouse. C Street is a pedestrian 

1 Cultural/Institutional may be expressed in square feet, number of seast, number of beds or marina berths. · 
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and trolley corridor with street-level cafes and pedestrian-oriented retail 

businesses. 

Centre City East Redevelopment District. The Centre City East Redevelopment 

District is the largest of the districts, existing or proposed, and consists of 562 

acres ofland (315 net acres and 247 acres of street and railroad right-of-way). 

The district includes approximately 1,189,990 sf of retail space, 932,000 sf of 

industrial or transportation-related space, 765,620 sf of office space, 

115,730 sf1 of culturaVinstitutional space, 3,140 residential units and 310 hotel 

rooms (Table 4.A-1) (CCDC 1991b). The district also includes educational 

facilities that accommodate approximately 23,200 students (CCDC 1991a), 

including San Diego Community College, San Diego High School, and the 

New School of Architecture. 

Major land uses in this district include SDG&E yards, MTDB storage yards, 

headquarters and a transfer terminal, social service facilities, low-rise 

warehouses used for storage and distribution functions, retail and light 

industrial uses, older single-family houses, live/work lofts, and shipyards. 

e. Excluded Areas 

Horton Plaza Redevelopment Project. This 15-block (45 acre) area includes 

approximately 1,807,510 sf of office space, 960,000 sf of retail space, 

1,920 sf1 of culturaVinstitutional space, 450 hotel rooms and 500 residential 

units (Table 4.A-1) (CCDC 1991b). Horton Plaza itself consists of 900,000 sf 

of retail, dining and entertainment land uses, including four department stores, 

160 specialty shops, a movie complex and a specialty food market. In addition 

to Horton Plaza, the excluded area includes the Federal Court and office 

building, the Wells Fargo Bank building, the Home Savings Tower, the Omni 

Hotel, Spreckels Theater and the Meridian condominiums. 

Seven Blocks on B Street. This excluded area, located between Fourth and 

Eighth avenues, is currently developed with approximately 1,778,980 sf of 

office space and 260 hotel rooms in several high-rise buildings (Table 4.A-1) 

l Cultural/Institutional may be expressed in square feet, number of seats, number of beds or marina berths. 
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(CCDC 1991b). Specific buildings include the Bank of America, the 550 B 

Street Building, Great American, Imperial Bank Tower, First Interstate Plaza 

and Union Bank building, and Symphony Tower. 

Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal. This 60-acre (49 acres net) excluded area 

contains the Tenth A venue Marine Terminal. Development consists of 

approximately 2,712,110 sf of industrial and transportation-related space, 

36,000 sf of,office space and 21,190 sf of retail space (Table 4.A-1) (CCDC 

1991b). The terminal serves nine berths (4,348 feet of lighted usable berthing 

space). Berths 1 and 2 are on the north side and are used for general trade 

items, fish, molasses and petroleum products; Berths 3, 4, 4A, 5 and 6 are on 

the west side and are used for general cargo; and Berths 7 and 8 are on the 

south side and are used for bulk export cargoes. The terminal includes cargo 

space in two transit sheds, one warehouse and ancillary sheds, and a chemical 

fertilizer storage and bagging plant. Vehicular access to the terminal is from 

Harbor Drive. Railroad tracks provide additional access to Berths 3 through 8, 

all transit sheds and the warehouses (SDUPD 1990). 

Land Use Plans, Policies, and Re[Ulations 

The Planning Area is subject to the goals, objectives, and planned uses identified in 

the City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan; the existing Centre City 

San Diego Community Plan; the Columbia, Marina, Gaslamp Quarter and Horton 

Plaza Redevelopment Plans; the Port Master Plan; and the Draft Comprehensive 

Land Use Plan for Lindbergh Field. The U.S. Navy also has approved a 

development plan for its Navy Broadway Complex project. A portion of the 

Planning Area falls within the jurisdiction of the California Coastal Commission 

and requires the certification of a Local Coastal Program. The plans listed above 

are discussed in the following subsections. 

Existing zoning regulations applicable to the area include the Marina and Gaslamp 

Quarter Planned District Ordinances (PDOs), the Interim Centre City San Diego 

Development and Design Ordinance (IDDO), and the Airport Approach Overlay 

Zone. These four sets of zoning regulations are also discussed in the following 

subsections. 
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a. pro~ss Guide and General Plan 

The City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan (updated in 1989) is a 

comprehensive long-term plan for the physical development of the City; it 

presents overall policies for the entire City. The General Plan views the central 

area of San Diego as a regional center. The objectives for the central area 

include attracting the most intensive and varied land use, including office, 

administrative, financial, residential and entertainment; and strengthening the 

viability of the central area through renewal, redevelopment and new 

construction (City of San Diego 1989a). 

The General Plan consists of a series of required and optional elements. The 

land use element is required by state law; it designates the proposed general 

distribution of land uses. The land use element of the Progress Guide and 

General Plan is represented by a land use map which designates the Centre City 

as "mixed land use" and a small portion of the southern waterfront as "resource 

based parks/park and recreation." 

In addition to required elements, local government may adopt optional elements, 

which have the same force as mandatory ones. The City of San Diego has a 

redevelopment element. The goal of the redevelopment element of the General 

Plan is to: 

Redevelop and rehabilitate deteriorated and underutilized areas of 
the City to a condition of social, economic and physical vitality 
insuring that redeveloped areas complement the urban fabric, the 
resources to be conserved and the community environment (City 
of San Diego 1989a). 

To accomplish this, the redevelopment element provides the following 

guidelines applicable to all development projects (City of San Diego 1989a): 

" Evaluate all potential redevelopment projects in terms of two 
distinct processes: renovation and new construction. 
Neighborhoods which vary in age but are in essentially sound 
condition should be maintained. 

" Recognize the special urban design problems posed in large 
redevelopment projects. 
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• Redevelopment projects should be designed to minimize 
displacement of existing residents, businesses and uses. This 
means not only the provision of adequate replacement housing, 
but the relocation and resettlement of those institutions and 
facilities that provide goods, services and job opportunities to 
the relocatees. 

• Discourage acquisition and redevelopment of large areas, unless 
such development is carefully designed with respect to its impact 
upon adjacent areas . 

.. Protect the livability and character of neighborhoods from the 
intrusion of incompatible new development 

" In the implementation of redevelopment projects, care should be 
taken to avoid creating an image of abandonment and economic 
depression through the clearance of existing structures. 

• Buildings that have been designated as historic sites or of 
significant architectural or cultural value should be incorporated 
into the redevelopment plan. 

• Emphasis should be placed on the rehabilitation and recycling of 
buildings where appropriate and the development of adaptive 
reuse programs. 

• In order to provide community input there should be a committee 
of property owners, residents and other interested citizens for 
each redevelopment project area. 

The Progress Guide and General Plan would not be changed by the proposed 

documents which are the subject of this EIR. 

b. The 1976 Centre City Community Plan 

The existing Centre City Community Plan (adopted in 1976) will be superseded 

by adoption of the proposed Community Plan. 

c. Existing: Redevelopment Plans 

The Planning Area currently has four adopted redevelopment plans (Columbia, 

Marina, Gaslamp Quarter and Horton Plaza). The redevelopment plans provide 

for orderly development of the redevelopment project areas in accordance with 

the Progress Guide and General Plan of the City of San Diego and the existing 

Centre City Community Plan. All of the adopted redevelopment plans include 
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general objectives for eliminating blighting influences and environmental 

deficiencies; preserving architecturally significant structures and sites; 

minimizing conflicts between pedestrian and vehicular circulation and 

encouragement of new concepts of transportation; implementing design 

standards; and providing for development of sufficient size to attract major 

investors and developers. 

Columbia Redevelopment Plan. The Columbia Redevelopment Plan was 

adopted and approved by the City Council of San Diego in 1976. The plan was 

amended in 1980, 1985, 1986, 1988 and 1989. The objectives of the plan 

include the "creation of a commercial/tourist area oriented to San Diego Bay and 

the existing business district" and to "encourage the expansion of the business 

district westerly and establish linkages to San Diego Bay and the development 

along the Embarcadero" (CCDC 1989a). The major land uses planned for the 

Columbia Redevelopment Project are office, mixed use and commercial. The 

current trend in office development in the Columbia Sub Area does not preclude 

residential use which is encouraged as a component of mixed use development. 

The Columbia Redevelopment Plan would be superseded by the Centre City 

Redevelopment Plan. 

Marina Redevelopment Plan. The Marina Redevelopment Plan for the Marina 

Redevelopment Project was adopted and approved by the City Council of San 

Diego in 1976. The Marina Redevelopment Plan was amended in 1980, 1985, 

1986, 1987 and 1988. The objectives of the plan include the creation of a "new 

residential community oriented to San Diego Bay and the Horton Plaza 

Redevelopment Project where a full range of activities and uses will take place" 

and the provision of an "environment where a socially balanced community can 

work and live by providing jobs and housing for persons of varying social, 

economic and ethnic groups" (City of San Diego 1988a). The Marina 

Redevelopment Plan would be superseded by the Centre City Redevelopment 

Plan. 

Gaslamp Quarter Redevelopment Plan. The Gaslamp Quarter was designated a 

redevelopment project and a redevelopment plan adopted by the City in 1982. 

The Gaslamp Quarter Redevelopment Plan was amended in 1985. Major goals 

of the Plan include "preservation of the richness of past development" and 

4.A-14 



"maximizing the Gaslamp Quarter's unique qualities by linking the Historic 

District to other developments in Centre City and making the Gaslamp Quarter 

an integral part of the San Diego visitor industry" (City of San Diego 1985). 

The Gaslamp Quarter Redevelopment Plan would be superseded by the Centre 

City Redevelopment Plan. 

Horton Plaza Redevelopment Plan. The Horton Plaza Redevelopment Plan for 

the Horton Plaza Redevelopment Project was adopted by the City Council in 

1972 and amended in 1986. The objectives of this redevelopment plan include 

the creation of a "modern urban center for the City of San Diego where a full 

range of activities and uses will take place" (City of San Diego 1986). The 

Horton Plaza Redevelopment Plan would not be changed by the proposed 

documents which are the subject of this EIR. The Horton Plaza Design Manual 

would be superseded by the proposed Community Plan, Centre City Planned 

District Ordinance, and the Centre City Streetscape Manual. 

d. Port Master Plan 

The State Lands Commission has jurisdiction and authority over waterfront 

property along the bay; however, it has transferred this land in trust to the 

SDUPD. The SDUPD Master Plan was adopted in 1980 and last revised in 

1990. Goals include administration of the tidelands to provide economic, 

social, and aesthetic benefits; to emphasize public, state-wide considerations 

over private considerations; to cooperate with adjacent communities; to enhance 

and maintain the biological and physical entity of bay and tidelands; to ensure 

access to the water; and to maintain water quality. 

It is Port District policy to evaluate potential land uses by assessing the potential 

user's need for a waterfront location. Water dependent uses (ship-building, 

marinas, biological conservation areas, swimming beaches) are given priority, 

followed by water linked uses (boat sales, fish markets) and waterfront 

enhancing uses (restaurants, hotels, public recreation areas). 

The Port District's plans for the Centre City Embarcadero include a pedestrian 

spine with commercial and recreational activities. Traffic is to be routed 

through Pacific Highway, allowing pedestrian-related improvements along 
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Harbor Drive. Commercial fishing and marine terminals are given a major 

focus, as are hotels and commercial and recreational activities. Bayfront 

industries south of Fifth Avenue are to remain; development controls are 

proposed to ensure compatibility with hotel and park uses (SDUPD 1990). 

A small portion of the Planning Area (the Tenth Avenue Marine Terminal) is 

located within Planning District 4 of the Port Master Plan. The Tenth A venue 

Marine Terminal Precise Plan calls for the continuance of existing 

marine-oriented industrial uses and supports the development of available 

vacant lands with similar uses (SDUPD 1990). The Port Master Plan would 

not be changed by the proposed documents which are the subject of this EIR. 

e. Draft Comprehensive Land Use Plan for Lindberi:b Field 

The Draft Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) for Lindbergh Field, adopted 

in February 1992 by SANDAG, describes the actions necessary to ensure 

compatible land use development on, and surrounding, Lindbergh Field. The 

CLUP describes the Airport Influence Area as determined by the aircraft­

generated noise, and within which all future land uses will be reviewed and 

required to meet the recommendations of the plan. The CLUP include.s 

explanations of runway protection zones; the Airport Approach Overlay Zone; 

and avigation easements and noise attenuation efforts that are intended to assist 

in the correction of currently incompatible land uses. The CLUP also includes 

recommendations for each of the agencies responsible for ensuring 

compatibility of land use with operation of the airport. Both the City of San 

Diego and the Port District are responsible, under Section 21675 of the Public 

Utilities Code, for assuring that future land use decisions are consistent with all 

CLUP recommendations. 

The Airport Influence Area is currently defined by the 60 CNEL contour (1986) 

(see Section 4.D, Noise). Relief from some of the noise impact of Lindbergh 

Field operations is one of the goals of the plan. The overall goal of the CLUP 

is to provide for the operation of the airport and the use of the areas surrounding 

the airport and to safeguard the general welfare of the inhabitants within the 

vicinity of the airport and the public in general. The Comprehensive Land Use 
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Plan would not be changed by the proposed documents which are the subject of 

this EIR. 

f. U.S. Navy Broadwa_y Complex Development Plan 

The Navy owns approximately 15 acres of land between Broadway and Market 

Street and Pacific Highway and Harbor Drive. The Broadway Complex is the 

headquarters for Naval Supply and other activities in San Diego; the complex 

consists of administrative offices and warehouses. The Navy is proposing to 

redevelop the site to expand its role as an administrative facility. The proposed 

redevelopment would include 1 million square feet of Navy offices, up to 2.5 

million square feet of mixed commercial, office, hotel uses, and a plaza at 

Broadway and Harbor Drive. The Navy is proposing to enter into a long-term 

ground lease with a private developer, who would develop the property and 

then operate the mixed use portion of the redevelopment, thus reducing the 

costs of the new Naval offices (Western Division Naval Facility Engineering 

Command Detachment 1990). An environmental impact statement and an 

environmental impact report were prepared for the proposed complex. In June 

1987, the Navy and the City of San Diego signed a Memorandum of 

Understanding (MOU) stating that the Navy and City would enter into .a 

development agreement for the future redevelopment of the Broadway Complex 

site. The MOU specifies that the development agreement would include a 

development plan, urban design guidelines, and phasing of the project. A 

development agreement with the City and an Owner Participation Agreement 

with the Redevelopment Agency is currently under negotiation. The U.S. Navy 

Broadway Complex Development Plan would not be changed by the proposed 

documents which are the subject of this EIR. 

g. California Coastal Act 

A portion of the Planning Area is within the coastal zone. The California 

Coastal Commission (CCC), established in 1972, has the authority to regulate 

development and land use within the coastal zone. The California Coastal Act 

of 1976 established basic goals for the coastal area. These goals include (CCC 

1976): 
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" Protect, maintain, and, where feasible, enhance and restore the 
overall quality of the coastal zone environment and its natural 
and manmade resources. 

" Assure orderly, balanced utilization and conservation of coastal 
zone resources taking into account the social and economic 
needs of the people of the state. 

'" Maximize public access to and along the coast and maximize 
public recreational opportunities in the coastal zone consistent 
with sound resources conservation principles and 
constitutionally protected rights of private property owners. 

• Assure priority for coastal-dependent development over other 
development on the coast 

.. Encourage state and local initiatives and cooperation in preparing 
procedures to implement coordinated planning and development 
for mutually beneficial uses, including educational uses, in the 
coastal zone. 

The California Coastal Act requires that each non-federal jurisdiction located 

along the coastline prepare a Local Coastal Program (LCP) that provides 

guidelines, policies, and ordinances for development of properties within the 

coastal zone. The LCP serves as the master plan for development within the 

coastal zone, and includes land use maps depicting allowable land uses. An 

LCP and its implementation program must be reviewed and certified by the 

CCC prior to delegating coastal permit authority to the local government 

In the Centre City area, the coastal zone is under the jurisdiction of the SDUPD 

and the City of San Diego. The Port District has coastal jurisdiction along the 

San Diego bayfront. The City of San Diego has coastal jurisdiction over the 

portion of the coastal zone outside of Port District lands (Figure 4.A-2). 

The LCP for the Port District's jurisdiction is contained within the Port Master 

Plan that was certified in January 1981 by the CCC. Projects within the area 

covered by the plan are subject to review by the CCC only if development 

extends into the bay itself or if the development is not consistent with the LCP. 

Permit authority within the City's jurisdiction was granted to the City of San 

Diego by the CCC on January 13, 1988. It defers land use designations in the 

project vicinity to City planning documents that address land uses within the 

coastal zone. On October 24, 1990, the City of San Diego submitted the· 
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proposed Community Plan and Interim Development and Design Ordinance to 

the CCC as an amendment to the LCP for Centre City (the LCP was previously 

certified by the CCC on October 17, 1988). On November 12, 1991, the CCC 

certified the proposed Community Plan and Interim Development and Design 

Ordinance as being consistent with the Coastal Act 

The proposed documents which are the subject of this EIR, once approved by 

the City Council, would be submitted to the CCC for certification and 

subsequent incorporation into the LCP. 

h. Marina Planned District Ordinance and Urban Design Plan and Development 
Quidelines 

The Marina Planned District Ordinance (PDQ) and Urban Design Plan and 

Development Guidelines provide for continued residential development in the 

Marina Sub Area. The ordinance allocates land uses and allowable densities by 

block and sets forth property development regulations that address such 

development details as height limits, allowable mass and scale of buildings, and 

floor area ratios (FARs), signs, streetwalls, building setbacks, and open space 

requirements, etc. The Marina PDO and Urban Design Plan and Development 

Guidelines would not be changed by the proposed documents which are the 

subject of this EIR. 

i. Qaslamp Quarter Planned District Ordinance and Urban Desi1:n and 
Development Manual 

Development and restoration in the 46-acre Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area is guided 

by the Gaslamp Quarter Planned District Ordinance, which was adopted in 1976 

and amended in 1985 and 1990. The PDO also incorporates an Urban Design 

and Development Manual to further preservation of the "richness of past 

development." In addition to regulations that address permitted land uses and 

design details such as those listed above under discussion of the Marina PDO, 

the Gaslamp Quarter PDO contains regulations for historic and architecturally 

significant structures and for removal of damaged historic structures. The 

Gaslamp Quarter PDO and Urban Design and Development Manual would not 

be changed by the proposed documents which are the subject of this EIR. 
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J. Interim Centre City San Die~ Develcwment and Desiw Ordinance 

The Interim Centre City San Diego Development and Design Ordinance (IDOO) 

was adopted by the City Council on September 24, 1990. It rewnes portions 

of Centre City to ensure that current development proposals will comply with 

the proposed Community Plan update. It delineates the permitted and 

conditional uses allowed in the land use districts, the floor area ratios (FARs) 

and other development controls as described in Section Ill, Project Description. 

The IDDO supersedes the Centre City Overlay Zone, the Centre City East 

Planned District Ordinance, and other zoning in place at the time of its adoption, 

except for the ordinances governing the Gaslamp Quarter and Marina 

Redevelopment Areas. The IDDO would be superseded by the Centre City 

Planned District Ordinance, the Centre City Parking Ordinance and the Centre 

City Transit Ordinance. 

k. Au:port AI!proach Overlay Zone 

Portions of Centre City are within the Airport Influence Area of Lindbergh 

Field. Guidelines that require consideration of structure height to prevent 

hazards to navigable airspace of Lindbergh Field have been defined in the City 

of San Diego's Airport Approach Overlay Zone. This ordinance was updated 

and adopted by Ordinance No. 0-16556 by the City of San Diego in 1986, and 

recently amended to establish a 50-foot safety buffer between the height of new 

structures and the height of the airport approach contours established by the 

Federal Aviation Administration for Lindbergh Field. The ordinance establishes 

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 ordinance is consistent with the procedures for determining 

potential hazards specified in Federal Aviation Regulations Part 77 and is 

designed to ensure construction compliance with the Federal Aviation Act of 

1958 and the California Public Utilities Code Section 21659. 

All property within the overlay zone is subject to the regulatory scheme of the 

ordinance and building permits will not be issued until all the steps of the 
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ordinance are completed. The contour lines on Figure 4.A-3 indicate the 

maximum height a building could be constructed within that contour without 

penetrating the imaginary slope surfaces as defined by FAA regulations, which 

identify obstructions and/or hazards to the safe and efficient use of airspace. 

Proposed structures which would exceed the heights designated in the contour 

lines, as amended to include the 50-foot safety buffer, would require FAA 

approval to comply with the ordinance. The Airport Approach Overlay Zone 

would not be changed by the proposed documents which are the subject of this 

EIR. 

Social and Economic Characteristics 

The following section of the land use analysis is summarized from the Preliminary 

Report for the Centre City Redevelopment Project. An analysis of the social and 

economic effects of the proposed Community Plan update and merger and 

expansion of the proposed Redevelopment Project is provided. The stated 

objectives and goals of the expansion effort, as they relate to land use and 

socioeconomics in particular, are to substantially increase the population living 

downtown to provide a range of housing to meet the needs of an economically and 

socially diverse or balanced population. 

Census tracts were used to prepare demographic data for Centre City as they 

generally correspond to the proposed Redevelopment Project's Sub Areas and 

Redevelopment Districts (Figure 4.A-4). The proposed Redevelopment Project's 

Sub Areas and Redevelopment Districts correspond to the following Census Tracts: 

south Centre City East Redevelopment District - Census Tract 51; north Centre City 

East Redevelopment District - Census Tract 52; the Columbia, Marina, and 

Gaslamp Quarter (south) Sub Areas - Census Tract 54. The Cortez Redevelopment 

District is in Census Tract 56, and Harborview Redevelopment District is in Census 

Tract 58. 

The Core Redevelopment District is within Census Tract 53, which has been 

removed from the Project Areas' statistics because the numbers from 1980 to 1990 

are distorted by the Horton Plaza Redevelopment Project. These gains in 

population and growth are due to construction of two senior towers and a luxury 

high rise built from 1980 to 1990. 
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The social and economic comparisons are made with the County and City of San 

Diego figures during a 30-year period, from 1960 to 1990. 

a. Population Characteristics 

During the last 30 years, the population in Centre City has increased only 14% 

from 13,576 persons in 1960 to 15,502 persons in 1990 (CCDC 1991a). 

Within Centre City, from 1960 to 1990, Census Tracts 52 and 58 (north Centre 

City East Redevelopment District and Harborview Redevelopment District), 

experienced the greatest decreases in population, 22% and 53% respectively, 

reflecting in part the significant displacement caused by the development of 

Interstate-5. From 1960 to 1980, all downtown census tracts with the 

exception of Census Tract 53 (Core Redevelopment District) experienced 

declining populations. Census Tract 53 gained a mere 175 residents over that 

twenty-year period. From 1980 to 1990, all downtown census tracts have 

increased in population although the Harborview Redevelopment District grew 

by only five persons in 10 years. Lack of reinvestment in the Harborview 

Redevelopment District has reduced the quality of life in the neighborhood and 

has resulted in stagnation. 

According to the 1960 Census, 86% of the City of San Diego's population was 

White, 7% was Hispanic, 6% was Black, and 2% Other. Statistics for 

Asian/Pacific Islanders and Native Americans were not available in 1960. By 

contrast, the 1990 Census reports that 59% of the City's residents are White, 

21 % Hispanic, 11 % Asian/Pacific Islanders, 9% Black, and neither the Native 

American category nor the Other were statistically significant (Table 4.A-2). 

In 1960, Centre City's ethnic composition was 77% white, 14% Hispanic, 6% 

Black, and 3% Other. In 1990, Centre City's ethnic composition is 53% 

White, 29% Hispanic, 3% Asian/Pacific Islander, 14% Black, 1 % Native 

American. The figures show increasing ethnic diversity; Centre City's Hispanic 

and Black residents together comprise 43% of the population base. Comparable 

shares for the City of San Diego are 30%. 
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Table 4.A-2 

1990 POPULATION BY ETHNICITY 

Ethnic Group Share 

Asian 
Area Hispanic White Black and Other 

City of San Diego 21% 59% 9% 
Centre City* 29% 53% 14% 

* Census tracts 51, 52, 53, 54, 56, 58. 
Source: Preliminary Report for Centre City Redevelopment Project, pg. III-F-9, 

November 1991. 

11% 
4% 

San Diego County median income for a family of two was $6,545 per year in 

1960; $17,106 in 1980; and $33,050 in 1990. The income distribution for the 

City of San Diego is nearly identical to that of the County over the same period. 

Of the 253,867 families living in San Diego County in 1960, 15% were in the 

very low income range, 17% were in the low income range, 33% were in th~ 

moderate income range, and 35% were in the above moderate range. In 1980, 

of the 670,634 families in the County, 19% were in the very low income range, 

25% were in the low income range, 26% were in the moderate income, and 

30% were in the above moderate range. In 1990, of the 903,075 families in 

San Diego County, 17% are in the very low income range, 18% are in the low 

income range, 17% are in the moderate income range, and 48% are in the above 

moderate range. 

The income distribution. over the same period for Centre City is vastly different 

from that of the City and County. In 1960, 36% of the families in Centre City 

were in the very low income range, 26%, were in the low income range, 26% 

were in the moderate income range, and 12% were in the above moderate range. 

In 1980, 63% were in the very low income range, 24% were in the low income 

· range, 10% in the moderate income range, and only 3% in the above moderate 

range. By 1990, the number of families in the very low income range (those 

earning less than 50% of area median income) rose to 70%, with. 18% in the 
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low income range, 7% in the moderate income range, and only 5% in the above 

moderate range within Centre City. In 1990, the highest median household 

incomes were found in Census Tract 58 (Harborview Redevelopment District) 

and (south Centre City East Redevelopment District). Census Tract 58 had 82 

families in the above median category, and Census Tract 51 had 59 families. 

The lowest annual household median incomes were found in Census Tracts 53 

(Core Redevelopment District) and 56 (Cortez Redevelopment District). 

Nearly 70% of Centre City residents are considered very low income, that is, 

making less than 50% of San Diego County area median income. The average 

income among Centre City residents is $12,460 per year which averages to 

roughly $1,000 per month (taxes are more than $460). 

Age and gender statistics for both the City and County of San Diego from 1960 

to 1990 show a majority of persons in the under 18, and 18 to 34 age groups, 

are male while, over age 34, women achieve a majority. This generally reflects 

normal patterns. By contrast, statistics for Centre City show a much higher 

represemation of males in all age categories, but most dramatically in the 18 to 

34, and the 35 to 64 ranges, where nearly three quarters of the population is 

male. In all cases, the largest segment of the population is between the ages of 

18 and 34. It should be noted that the largest segment of the homeless 

population is also in this age group. 

b. Housing Characteristics. Centre City has approximately 12,640 existing 

housing units (CCDC 1991a). From 1960 to 1990, only the areas within 

Census Tract 54 (Marina, Columbia, and a portion of the Gaslamp Quarter Sub 

Areas) experienced growth in the housing stock. All of that growth has 

occurred since 1980 and is a result of an active program of redevelopment. All 

other census tracts in Centre City have experienced a decline in housing units, 

the most dramatic being in Census Tracts 53 (Core Redevelopment District) and 

52 (north Centre City East Redevelopment District) which experienced 

decreases in housing units of 2,288 units and 848 units, respectively. 

However, from 1980 to 1990, Census Tract 52 did experience an increase in 

the housing stock with the addition of 200 units. As a result of the 

redevelopment effort within Census Tract 54, an additional 1,073 housing units 

were constructed. 
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Preserving the supply of affordable housing in the Planning Area is not only a 

stated goal of the proposed Community Plan, but also part of a redevelopment 

agency's charter which mandates that 20% of tax increment revenues must go 

toward increasing affordable housing opportunities. Increasing the affordable 

housing supply also fits in with the Redevelopment Agency's goal of housing 

more of its workers downtown. 

Since the mid 1970s when revitalization was initiated, all types of housing have 

been developed, from low to moderate income and senior rental units to luxury 

high-rise condominiums. Approximately 150 units in single room occupancy 

(SRO) hotels have been constructed annually throughout the 1980s. 

Concern for maintaining a balance in the number of affordable housing units in 

the Planning Area is related to revitalization's effect on increased land values, 

which ultimately constrain affordability. 

c. Employment Characteristics. Employment in the Project Area has been stagnant 

since 1980, while the City and region have exhibited significant gains. The 

Transportation/Communications/Utilities, Manufacturing, Wholesale Trade, and 

Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate sectors showed large job losses in the 

Project Area during 1980-1988. Employment in all of these sectors grew 

rapidly at the City and regional levels. Within the Project Area, Harborview 

Redevelopment District and a portion of Centre City East Redevelopment 

District experienced positive employment growth, but at rates equal to only one­

half of the City rate. 

Total employment m the Planning Area (as approximated by census 

tracts 51-54, 56 and 58) increased from 67,227 jobs in 1980 to 71,661 jobs in 

1988 and to 72,950 jobs in 1990 representing an overall increase of 8.5%. It 

is important to note that Census Tract 53 includes Horton Plaza and the 

substantial job creation it generated in the Retail Trade sector at its 1985 

opening. At the same time, Citywide employment grew from 498,215 to 

641,158, or a change of 28.7%. Employment growth in the region as a whole 

was even greater at 38.4%. As a result, the Project Area's share of Citywide 

employment declined from 11.21 % in 1980 to 8.7% in 1988. 
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One of the primary goals of the proposed Community Plan is to enhance job 

opportunities for workers of all skill and education levels, recognizing that 

opportunities for the jobless and underemployed are of particular concern. 

Outside of the Columbia and Marina Sub Areas and the Core Redevelopment 

District, small neighborhood businesses predominate. An emphasis on 

residential development in the Harborview and Centre City East Redevelopment 

Districts of the Expansion Sub Area, and the resulting alteration of land uses in 

those areas will involve some displacement or relocation of businesses, but will 

enhance opportunities for neighborhood serving businesses. The number of 

businesses which will be relocated is unknown. 

d. Job/Housin~ Balance. The goals of the Redevelopment Agency include 

developing a resident workforce downtown. According to SANDAG, the 

Planning Area currently has one of the highest trip end densities in the county. 

In 1980, of all workers in the Central SRA (Downtown, Balboa Park, 

Hillcrest/Uptown), only 15.4% resided in the Central SRA. Downtown 

businesses can draw from a much wider residential base than more suburban 

locations. By significantly expanding the residential base downtown and 

locating workers close to their place of work and by expanding their use of 

mass transit, work trip distances and commute times will be reduced. 

The typical strategy for achieving a greater jobs/housing balance includes 

placing higher density housing close to employment centers, promoting in-fill 

development, and providing an affordable housing supply within the 

community. The current jobs/housing ratio in Centre City in 1990 was 10.6:1, 

with 72,950 workers (CCDC 1991a) and 6,880 non-SRO housing units. 

2. Impacts 

Based on Redevelopment Agency CEQA Guidelines, consequences applicable to 

land use which may be deemed to have a significant effect on the environment are 

based on the following criteria: 
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• The Plan is in conflict with environmental plans and goals that have been 

adopted by the City; 

• The Project will conflict with established recreational, educational, religious, or 

scientific uses of the area. 

Additional significant land use impacts may occur if potentially incompatible land 

uses are proposed in proximity to, or adjacent to, each other. Such 

incompatibilities typically occur when residential development or public uses such 

as a park or school, which are considered sensitive to such things as noise, safety, 

and lighting, are proposed in proximity to land uses such as railroads, freeways, 

parking structures or industrial land uses that are noisy, hazardous or well-lit at 

night. 

General Impacts 

The proposed Community and Redevelopment Plan is intended to guide 

development and does not propose specific development projects. However, the 

proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans would allow future development 

of mixed land uses with a dense financial/ commercial core. Existing permitted land 

uses that do not conform to the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans 

would be allowed to remain and may expand as long as the land use does not 

change. 

Table 4.A-3 provides a summary of the potential increases in various types of land 

use within the Planning Area if the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans 

are fully built out. As shown, it is expected that the net number of residential units 

in the downtown area would almost triple, with an additional 24,030 net new units 

(including SRO rooms) constructed by full buildout of the proposed Community 

and Redevelopment Plans. An estimated additional 1,088,730 sf (net) of retail 

space, 13,766,290 sf (net) of office space, and 5,090 hotel rooms (net) would also 

be constructed by full buildout of the proposed Community and Redevelopment 

Plans. Industrial space is expected to decrease by approximately 987,770 sf in the 

full buildout scenario. Cultural/institutional space is estimated to increase by 

approximately 394,560 sf (net) due to full buildout of the proposed Community and 

Redevelopment Plans. 
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Land Use 
Category 

Office (sf) 

Retail (sf) 

Hotel (rooms) 

Residential (units)l 

Industrial/fransport.(sf) 

Cultura1/Institution (sf)2 

Table 4.A-3 

CENTRE CITY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT* 
ESTIMATED DEMOLITION AND NET DEVELOPMENT 

Existing New Estimated 
Land Use Development Demolition 

13,415,000 15,200,000 1,433,710 

3,528,520 1,474,490 385,750 

7,800 5,880 790 

12,140 26,550 2,520 

2,440,870 0 987,770 

806,320 400,000 5,440 

Ultimate 
Capacity 

27,181,290 

4,617,260 

12,890 

36,170 

1,453,100 

1,200,880 

"'This table shows the amount of development for existing, new, demolished and ultimate within the Project Area, not the Planning Area. 

Source: CCDC, 1991. Revised "project description" for the Centre City Community Plan and Centre City Redevelopment Project. October 9. 

sf= square feet 

1 Residential land use includes single room occupancy units as well as traditional residential units. 

2 Cultural/Institutional may be expressed in square feet, number of seats, number of beds or marina berths. 



As is also indicated in Table 4.A-3, implementation of the proposed Community 

and Redevelopment Plans would displace some existing uses, especially office, 

retail and industrial uses. However, state (and where applicable, federal) laws 

govern.ing relocation activities would be followed. Therefore, no significant 

impacts due to the displacement of land us_es would occur. Implementation would, 

however, significantly increase the density of the downtown area overall. 

Increased density would result in increased traffic and increased competition for 

parking, although it is a goal of the proposed Community Plan to develop a multi­

modal transportation system to support the planned intensities. Impacts to the 

circulation system and planned transit improvements are discussed in Section IV.B, 

Transportation and Circulation. 

Other potential impacts of the proposed increase in land use intensity would include 

impacts to public facilities/services, potential loss of culturally important existing 

land uses, and increases in noise and air quality impacts. All of these issues are 

discussed in detail in the respective sections of this report 

Land Use Impacts by Sub Area 

The following analysis is focused primarily on potential land use incompatibilities 

that could be created by the proposed land use districts and ultimate buildout of the 

proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans. However, an overview of the 

major land use changes proposed, by Sub Area, is shown in Table 4.A-4. As can 

be seen in this table, at full buildout of the proposed Community and 

Redevelopment Plans, 40 percent of the gross new office space would be 

constructed in the Core Redevelopment District of the Expansion Sub Area with 

another 39 percent constructed in the Columbia Sub Area. The remaining new 

office space would be constructed in the Harborview (7 percent), Centre City East 

(7 percent) and Cortez (5 percent) Redevelopment Districts and the Gaslamp 

Quarter Sub Area (2 percent). Office space would decrease in the Marina Sub Area 

with redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex as full buildout of the 

proposed Community Plan and implementation of the proposed Redevelopment 

Plan occurs. 
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Table 4.A-4 

CENTRE CITY COMMUNITY PLAN AND CENTRE CITY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 
(Ultimate Capacity)l 

Centre City Community Plan 

Horton2 10th Avenue 
Redevelopment Plaza "B" Street Marine 

Land Use Project Redevelopment Corridor Terminal 
Category Total Project Total Total 

Office (sf) 21,181,290 1,807,510 1,778,980 36,000 
Retail (sf) 4,617,250 960,000 0 21,190 
Hotel (rooms) 12,890 450 260 0 
Residential (units) 36,170 500 0 0 
Industrial/fransport. (sf) 1,453,100 0 0 2,712,110 
Cultural/Institution (sf) 1,200,880 1,920 0 0 

Centre City Redevelopment Project 

Expansion Sub Area 
Gaslamp 

Harbor- Centre City Columbia Marina Quarter 
Land Use view Cortez Core East Sub Area Sub Area Sub Area 

Office (sf) 2,157,160 1,976,130 9,390,440 1,651,210 11,343,400 73,610 589,340 
Retail (sf) 886,700 347,130 780,020 956,010 486,280 481,140 679,980 
Hotel (rooms) 1,460 1,290 960 1,650 2,680 4,620 230 
Residential (units) 4,140 5,820 2,240 17,890 930 3,980 1,170 
Industrial/fransport. (sf) 573,650 8,960 10,400 346,640 497,350 0 16,100 

Cultural/Institution (sf)3 7,220 42,530 17,350 510,290 1,060 621,230 1,200 

Community 
Plan 
Total 

30,803,780 
5,598,440 

13,600 
36,670 

4,165,210 
1,202,800 

Redevelopment 
Project 
Total 

27,181,290 
4,617,250 

12,890 
36,170 

1,453,100 
1,200,880 

1 The distribution of intensities of development for each Sub Area, Redevelopment District or portion of the Planning Area outside the Project Area is the 
currently anticipated best projection and actual development within each of the designated parts of the Planning Area may vary somewhat, but is expected to 
remain within the overall ultimate capacity limits in any event. 

2 It is assumed that there are sufficient intensities of development provided for in the Community Plan to allow for completion of the Horton Plaza 

Redevelopment Project. 
3 Cultural/Institutional may be expressed in square feet, number of seats, number of beds or marina berths. 
Source: CCOC, 1991b. Revised "project description" for the Centre City Community Plan and Centre City Redevelopment Project, October 9. 

sf= square feet 
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The most gross new retail space would be constructed in the Harborview 

Redevelopment District (28 percent) followed by the Columbia Sub Area 

(21 percent). Additional new retail space would be constructed in the proposed 

Cortez and Core Redevelopment Districts (13 and 7 percent, respectively), the 

Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area (12 percent) and the Marina Sub Area (10 percent). 

Retail space would increase by 9 percent in the proposed Centre City East 

Redevelopment District. 

The new hotel rooms would be located in the Marina Sub Area (32 percent), the 

Centre City East and Harborview Redevelopment Districts (23 and 21 percent, 

respectively), the Columbia Sub Area (17 percent), and the Core Redevelopment 

District (3 percent). The total number of hotel rooms in the Gas lamp Quarter Sub 

Area and the Cortez Redevelopment District would decrease. Additional residential 

units would be located in all of the Sub Areas at the following percentages: the 

Centre City East Redevelopment District (58 percent), the Cortez Redevelopment 

District (15 percent), the Harborview Redevelopment District (13 percent), the 

Core Redevelopment District (4 percent), the Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area 

(2 percent), and the Columbia and Marina Sub Areas (2 percent, and 8 percent, 

respectively). 

The largest decrease in industrial space over the lifetime of the project would occur 

in the Centre City East and Harborview Redevelopment Districts (59 and 18 

percent, respectively). Other decreases would occur in the other Sub Areas and 

districts at the following percentages: the Marina Sub Area (10 percent); the Core 

Redevelopment District (5 percent); the Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area ( 4 percent); the 

Columbia Sub Area (2 percent); and the Cortez Redevelopment District (2 percent). 

The only Sub Area expected to have a net increase in the amount of 

cultural/institutional land use as a result of the project is the Expansion Sub Area 

(i.e., the Centre City East Redevelopment District). 

a. Columbia Sub Area 

The Columbia Sub Area would be comprised of two of the proposed land use 

districts: the RecreationNisitor/Marine District along the waterfront and the 

Commercial/Office District generally east of Pacific Highway. As discussed 



above, the major land use changes in the Columbia Sub Area would be the 

addition of approximately 6,082,040 sf of office or retail space, 1,000 hotel 

rooms and 360 new residences (CCDC 1991b). Approximately 19,200 sf of 

industrial space would be displaced (CCDC 1991b). Based on the existing land 

uses in the Sub Area (refer to Table 4.A-1), this would more than double the 

amount of office or retail space that currently exists in the Sub Area while 

increasing the number of hotel rooms and residential units by 59 and 

63 percent, respectively. Industrial space would be decreased by 

approximately 4 percent. 

Although residential and non-residential land uses can sometimes create 

interface problems when developed in proximity to each other, the residential 

land uses that would be created in this Sub Area would be urban, high-density, 

developments designed to take advantage of the urban environment rather than 

be impacted by it. There may be potential land use conflicts between residential 

portions of the project and the existing railroad right-of-way in terms of 

potential noise and safety problems, as well as a reduction in the amount of 

interaction that could take place between the waterfront and the rest of the Sub 

Area due to the barrier presented by the railroad. The potential for the continued 

inhibition of interaction between the residential community and the recreational 

opportunities would constitute an adverse impact since the two land uses are 

intended to complement and enhance one another. Although little new 

residential development is anticipated in the Columbia Sub Area with 

implementation of the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans, to the 

extent that residential development does occur, these potential impacts would 

continue. 

Additional land use interface impacts could occur if development of residential 

uses occurs adjacent to the Navy Broadway Complex located between Harbor 

Drive and Pacific Highway south of Broadway in terms of noise, heavy truck 

traffic and aesthetic concerns such as lighting. Residential land uses would not 

be constructed in close proximity to the Navy Broadway Complex to the north, 

west or south as those areas lie within the RecreationNisitor/Marine District. 

Land uses to the east of the Navy Broadway Complex would be buffered from 

the Complex by Pacific Highway. Therefore, potential interface impacts 
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between the Navy Broadway Complex and future residential land uses are less 

than significant 

Potential land use impacts in terms of lighting impacts could occur if residential 

development is located near the SDG&E Substation B. 

b. Marina Sub Area 

The Marina Sub Area would be comprised of the following proposed land use 

districts: RecreationNisitor/Marine District along the waterfront; Commercial/ 

Office District on the portion of the Navy Broadway Complex located within the 

Marina Sub Area; and Marina Planned District generally east of the Navy 

Broadway Complex and northeast of the railroad right-of-way. It is estimated 

that the major land use changes in the Marina Sub Area would be the loss of 

711,210 sf of office space and 100,640 sf of industrial space while adding 

148,210 sf of retail development, and 1,910 new hotel rooms. The total 

number of housing units in the Marina Sub Area would be 3,980 at ultimate 

capacity. The combined effect of these land use changes would be to reduce the 

amount of office space in the Sub Area by 90 percent and to displace all of the 

industrial space while increasing the amount of retail space by 45 percent, and 

the amount of hotel development by 70 percent. (It should be noted that most 

of the existing office space within this Sub Area is associated with the Navy 

Broadway Complex. Most of the projected loss of office space reflects U.S. 

Navy plans for the Complex.) 

The influx of new hotel development within this Sub Area is not expected to 

create significant land use conflicts with other land uses in the Sub Area. The 

other major land uses in the Marina Sub Area would be retail and residential 

land uses. Retail land uses typically complement hotel development since 

restaurants, shops and service businesses are used by hotel guests. New hotel 

development would also complement the waterfront land uses that are planned 

or already exist in this Sub Area. No impacts to existing residential 

development would occur since these residential land uses are already exposed 

to a highly urbanized environment 
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The land use impacts associated with implementation of the proposed 

Community and Redevelopment Plans are not anticipated to be adverse. 

Implementation of the Plans is expected to be beneficial to the land use in the 

Redevelopment Project and enhance redevelopment in adjacent areas. 

However, land use conflicts between existing land uses expected to remain in 

the Planning Area and proposed land uses may occur with respect to the railroad 

right-of-way which traverses the Marina and Columbia and Expansion Sub 

Areas. The tracks may act as a barrier to interaction between the proposed 

activities along the bayfront and those in the adjacent Planning Area. Also, 

noise generated by passing or idling trains may not be compatible with 

proposed residential land uses adjacent to the right-of-way. 

Other potential significant traffic-related impacts on the planned residential uses 

include the potential conflict between traffic improvements and pedestrian 

improvements in the First and Front Street corridor. Major land use 

compatibility considerations include the specific alignment of the Bayside LRT 

extension through the Marina Sub Area and the ultimate land use and 

development plans for the Navy Broadway Complex and SDG&E's 

Substation B. 

The Redevelopment Agency is in the process of implementing a linear park 

(King Promenade) along significant portion of the railroad right-of-way to 

provide an amenity to counter balance the disruptive impacts of the railroad. 

As discussed in Section 4.A-2a under impacts in the Columbia Sub Area, 

significant land use impacts between the Navy Broadway Complex and 

residential land uses are not anticipated since land to the west and south would 

be in the RecreationNisitor/Marine District and land to the east would be 

buffered from the Complex by Pacific Highway. 

c. Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area 

Within the Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area, the Gaslamp Quarter Planned District, 

which is recognized by the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans 

would remain in effect. Therefore, no land use changes or impacts would result 

from implementation of the proposed project. Some minor changes are 
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expected in land use over the ex1stmg conditions as a result of future 

implementation of the proposed Redevelopment Plan. No significant land use 

conflicts would occur as a result of these minor changes in land use. 

d. Expansion Sub Area 

Harborview Redevelopment District. The Harborview Redevelopment District 

would be designated as: RecreationNisitor/Marine District along the waterfront; 

Mixed Use District north of Grape Street and east of the railroad right-of-way; 

Mixed Use/Residential Emphasis District north of Beech Street and east of 

Kettner Boulevard; and CommerciaVOffice District north of Ash. Land in 

proximity to the existing County Administration Center would also be subject to 

the proposed County Administration Design Overlay. Substantial 

redevelopment is proposed for the Harborview Redevelopment District 

including the addition of 1,363,850 sf of office or retail space, 1,110 new hotel 

rooms and 3,560 new residential dwelling units (CCDC 1991b). This 

represents an increase in office and retail space of approximately 81 percent and 

more than a tripling of the number of hotel rooms (refer to Table 4.A-1 for 

existing land use conditions). The number of residential units would be 

increased more than six times. Approximately 181,910 sf of industrial space 

(24 percent) would be displaced by the project (CCDC 1991b). 

Similar to the other Sub Areas, residential development constructed in the 

Harborview Redevelopment District would be urban, high-density, 

development designed to take advantage of the urban environment rather than be 

impacted by it Potential land use conflicts could occur in terms of noise, safety 

and lighting impacts where residential land uses are constructed near the railroad 

right-of-way, Interstate 5, Air Traffic, or existing industrial land uses, including 

auto shops and warehouses. Noise impacts could also occur where noise­

sensitive land uses are constructed near parking structures. 

Cortez Redevelopment District. The Cortez Redevelopment District would be 

designated as: Hotel/Residential District north of Beech Street and west of Sixth 

Avenue; Mixed Use/Residential Emphasis north of Beech Street and east of 

Sixth Avenue; and Hotel/Residential District south of Beech Street and generally 

east of Sixth Avenue. A 14-block area south of Beech Street and west of Sixth 
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A venue would be designated as CommerciaVOffice District. A 17-block area 

west of Sixth A venue would be designated as a Supplemental Parking Area. 

Major land use changes in this Redevelopment District are anticipated to include 

approximately f/J7 ,830 sf of office or retail space (an increase of approximately 

35 percent over the existing amount of space) and 3,850 new residential units 

(an approximate doubling of the existing housing stock) (CCDC 1991b). The 

number of hotel rooms in the district would decrease slightly while the amount 

of industrial space, already relatively little, would be decreased by more than 

half (CCDC 1991b). 

Most of the development that could occur within the Cortez Redevelopment 

District would not result in significant land use incompatibilities since the 

existing neighborhood is a mix of office, hotel and residential land uses and the 

redevelopment of the district would result in more of the same. Localized land 

use conflicts could occur, however, primarily in terms of noise and lighting 

impacts, where residential land uses occur near Interstate 5, SR 163, or near 

areas designated as Supplemental Parking Areas. 

Core Redevelopment District. The entire Core Redevelopment District, except 

1/2 block, would be designated as CommerciaVOffice District. Four blocks in 

the southeastern corner of the district would also be designated as Supplemental 

Parking Areas. Anticipated development includes 6,174,900 sf of office or 

retail space, 80 hotel rooms and 830 new residential units (CCDC 1991b). This 

would more than double the existing amount of office and retail space in the 

district and increase the number of hotel rooms and residential units by 9 and 59 

percent, respectively. The amount of industrial space within the Core 

Redevelopment District, although not currently substantial, would be reduced 

even further (an approximate 81 percent decrease). 

Redevelopment within this district could result in the construction of residential 

land uses adjacent to parking structures. However, no significant land use 

incompatibilities are anticipated to occur in this district, even if residential land 

uses are constructed adjacent to existing or future parking structures. 

Development in this district is expected to be housed in mid or high-rise 

buildings in keeping with the existing character of the area and according to the 

high FARs allowed by the proposed Community Plan. Residential units 
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housed in such an urban atmosphere would not be highly sensitive to noise or 

lighting from parking structures due to the ambient noise and lighting levels 

already present in the environment. Additional lighting may, in fact, be viewed 

as a positive benefit for security reasons. 

Centre City East Redevelopment District. This Redevelopment District would 

be designated as: Institutional District north of C Street in the vicinity of the San 

Diego Community College and San Diego High School; and 4 blocks of 

commercial office. Mixed Use/Residential Emphasis from C Street south to K 

Street; Hotel/Residential District from K Street south to Commercial Street and 

from Sixth A venue east to 13th Street; Commercial Services District from K 

Street south to Commercial Street and from 13th Street east to Interstate 5; and 

RecreationNisitor/Marine District along the waterfront. Supplemental Parking 

Areas would be designated for three blocks between 14th and 16th streets and F 

and G streets and for an area just northwest of where Commercial Street crosses 

under Interstate 5. 

The Centre City East Redevelopment District would undergo substantial 

redevelopment under the proposed project with an anticipated 885,590 sf of 

new office space, 1,340 new hotel rooms,14,750 new residential units, and an 

increase of 394,560 sf of cultural/institutional space (CCDC 1991b). This 

would more than double the amount of existing office space, increase the 

number of hotel rooms and residential units by over four times each, and more 

than triple the amount of cultural/institutional space. Existing low density retail 

and industrial space would be displaced by the proposed project (approximately 

20 and 63 percent of the existing space, respectively). 

The potential for significant land use incompatibilities are greater in this district 

than in any other part of the Planning Area due to the nature of the existing 

industrial land uses, including SDG&E and MTDB service yards, warehouses 

and auto yards, as well as the presence of the railroad and LRT tracks and 

Interstate 5. Although new construction would replace some of these existing 

land uses as redevelopment occurs, it is still likely that some residential 

development would be located in proximity to the above land uses resulting in 

potentially significant land use impacts in terms of noise, safety and/or lighting 

impacts. 
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e. Excluded Areas 

Development as a result of the proposed project in the areas excluded from the 

proposed Redevelopment Plan is expected to be relatively insignificant. The 

proposed Community Plan would apply land use districts to the excluded areas. 

The Horton Plaza Redevelopment Project and the seven blocks on B Street 

would be part of the CommerciaVOffice District. The Tenth A venue Marine 

Terminal would be part of the RecreationNisitor/Marine District. However, the 

inclusion of these areas within proposed land use districts would have little 

effect on the land uses within these areas since the areas are substantially built 

out. Some development may occur in the Horton Plaza Redevelopment District 

according to the existing Horton Plaza Redevelopment Plan and at the Tenth 

A venue Marine Terminal according to the Port Master Plan. No significant land 

use impacts would occur in the excluded areas as a result of the proposed 

project. 

Confonnance with Plans. Policies and Re~ularions 

The prop~sed Community Plan for Centre City contains a variety of visions, goals 

and objectives specifically designed to carry out the goals of the City's Progress 

Guide and General Plan and the mandates of the California Coastal Act, specific to 

Centre City. The stated land use goal of the proposed Community Plan is to 

"Develop Centre City with a strong financiaVcommercial core surrounded by 

distinct, but well integrated, mixed-use and residential neighborhoods along with 

the amenities, commerce, and services necessary to support a vibrant urban 

downtown." The purpose of the proposed Redevelopment Plan is to provide a 

mechanism for redevelopment of the Planning Area so as to eliminate blight and to 

meet the proposed Community Plan's land use and other goals. 

a. The Progress Guide and General Plan 

The proposed Community Plan is in conformance with the land use element of 

the City's Progress Guide and General Plan, which designates the majority of 

Centre City as mixed use and a small portion of the southern waterfront as 

resource-based parks/park and recreation. The proposed Community Plan 
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designates the Centre City for a variety of land uses, would further increase the 

mix of uses in the downtown area by promoting additional residential uses, and 

states the furtherance of mixed land uses as its foremost land use goal. 

The stated purposes of the proposed Redevelopment Plan, as discussed in 

Section III-B, Project Description, would provide guidance for redevelopment 

projects in addition to what is listed in the City's General Plan redevelopment 

element. All redevelopment efforts would be in conformance with the 

guidelines provided in the redevelopment element of the Progress Guide and 

General Plan as well as with the stated purposes of the proposed 

Redevelopment Plan. No inconsistencies between the two sets of guidelines 

would occur. 

b. Horton Plaza RedevelQ,Pment Plan 

The Horton Plaza Redevelopment Plan is not proposed to be changed. The 

proposed Community Plan, which includes the area covered by the Horton 

Plaza Redevelopment Plan and the Centre City Redevelopment Project (which 

surrounds the Horton Plaza Redevelopment Plan) takes into consideration and 

is compatible with the developments already implemented in the Horton Plaza 

Redevelopment Project area, as well as with activities which may occur in the 

future under the Horton Plaza Redevelopment Plan. No inconsistencies would 

occur between the proposed project and the Horton Plaza Redevelopment Plan. 

c. Marina and Gas lamp Quarter POOs 

The requirements of the proposed Community Plan would be implemented by 

the Gaslamp Quarter Planned District Ordinance (and the related Urban Design 

and Development Manual), and the Marina Planned District Ordinance (and the 

related Urban Design Plan and Development Guidelines), all of which are 

proposed to remain in effect unchanged. Therefore, similar to the project's 

relationship with the Marina and Gaslamp Quarter Redevelopment Plans, no 

inconsistencies would occur between the proposed Community Plan and the 

adopted Marina and Gaslamp Quarter POOs. 
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d. Airport Approach Overlay Zone 

Development under the proposed Community Plan would be subject to review 

under the Airport Approach Overlay Zone. The height restrictions of the zone 

may limit the height of future development, and/or require markings and 

lighting according to FAA standards. Since the proposed Community Plan 

identifies the Airport Approach Overlay Zone as regulating building heights and 

appearance in applicable parts of the Planning Area, no conflicts with the 

Overlay Zone would occur. 

e. Port Master Plan 

The Port District's Port Master Plan contains a vision for the waterfront which 

is compatible with the portion of the Planning Area adjacent to it. The Port 

Master Plan proposes the narrowing of Harbor Drive and provision of a 

continuous pedestrian pathway with commercial and recreational uses and 

pedestrian access to the bayfront. The Port District participated in the 

development of the Central Bayfront Design Principles, which discuss the scale 

and intensity of future waterfront land uses. No inconsistencies would occur 

between the proposed project and the Port Master Plan. 

f. U.S. Navy Broadway Complex Development Plan 

The Navy Broadway Complex, which would involve additional office, open 

space, and mixed commerciaVoffice/hotel land uses, is compatible with the 

development contemplated in adjacent parts of the Planning Area under the 

proposed Community Plan. No inconsistencies would occur between the 

proposed project and the Navy Broadway Complex Development Plan. 

g. Draft Comprehensive Land Use Plan for Lindbergh Field 

The draft CLUP would allow the construction of new residential and other 

noise-sensitive development within the Airport Influence Area, even though 

such land uses would be exposed to significant noise levels, as long as interior 

building noise levels are mitigated to meet the State of California Noise 

Standards requirements. Remodeled structures would also be subject to the 
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same mitigation requirements if the work to be done exceeds $50,000 

(SANDAG 1991, Appendix F). Since noise-sensitive land uses are not 

precluded under the draft CLUP, and since development in applicable parts of 

the Planning Area would be governed by the CLUP, no inconsistencies 

between the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans and the draft 

CLUP would occur. 

h. California Coastal Act 

The proposed Community Plan and the Interim Development and Design 

Ordinance was certified with modifications by the CCC on November 12, 

1991. The CCC certified the Community Plan and Ordinance with the deletion 

of any and all references to Centre City waterfront areas that are not under the 

land use jurisdiction of the City of San Diego. The City does not have land use 

jurisdiction for parcels controlled by the San Diego Unified Port District or 

U.S. Navy (Broadway Complex). No inconsistencies between the proposed 

project and the California Coastal Act would occur. 

Social and ;economic Impacts 

The anticipated changes in land use due to the implementation of the proposed Plans 

are both directly and indirectly linked to social and economic changes in the 

environment such as; displacement of existing residential and business uses and 

changes in the jobs/housing balance within the Planning Area. These social and 

economic changes are discussed below. 

a. Displacement of Existing Uses 

Residential Displacement. The displacement of residents will result in some 

degree of economic and social disruption of the community. The identity of 

specific properties (and hence, individuals) which may be affected by relocation 

or dislocation is unknown at this time. 

The project's relocation effects may disrupt individuals in the community by 

altering a sense of neighborhood, altering established social ties and affecting 

daily commuting and shopping patterns. The Planning Area's demographic 
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base has special implications with respect to the relocation issue. Minority, 

poor and elderly groups tend to be more greatly impacted by displacement 

because they often have strong social or community ties, and depend upon 

support networks that can be altered by displacement. Impacts to low-income 

residents are significant because of a general shortage of affordable housing 

which makes relocation more problematic. 

Displacement of Affordable Housing. A loss of affordable housing through 

conversion of properties to their highest and best economic use could have 

disproportionate effects on minorities, the poor and the elderly. There is a 

potential resulting burden to other communities which may be absorbing 

displaced residents. According to SAND AG, the City of San Diego produced a 

projected total of 6,532 units of low-income housing between 1985-1990, 

which represents 85.9 percent of its goal. Because the Planning Area contains a 

large supply of low-income housing, any displacement of such units would 

have a potentially significant effect on the supply of affordable housing 

citywide. 

Business Displacement. Business displacement can result in permanent 

business and jobs loss, particularly for small neighborhood businesses serving 

a small market area. Small businesses with limited trade areas depend upon a 

localized, established customer base. The same dynamic of community 

cohesion among minority and elderly groups (discussed in the residential 

relocation section) influences the local business community. Businesses 

serving minorities or the elderly depend upon established commuting and 

shopping patterns. 

b. Effect on the Jobs/Housin~ Balance 

The cumulative effect of residential construction downtown is a positive effect 

on the jobs/housing balance. Currently, there are approximately 

72,950 persons employed in the Planning Area, and 6,880 housing units, for a 

jobs/housing ratio of 10.6:1. The implementation of the proposed Plans would 

decrease the jobs/housing ratio in the Planning Area, improving the ratio of 

workers living close to their place of work. (Refer to Section IV.B, 
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Transportation and Circulation for further discussion of increased downtown 

trips). 

3. Significance of Impacts 

The potential increase in density in Centre City may result in increased traffic and 

competition for parking, increased demand for public facilities/services, the 

potential loss of culturally important existing land uses, and increased noise and air 

quality impacts. 

Potential land use incompatibilities would occur whenever sensitive land uses such 

as residences, parks or schools are proposed in proximity to land uses such as 

railroads, freeways, parking structures or industrial land uses that are noisy, 

hazardous or well-lit at night. Although this could occur in any of the Sub Areas 

within the Planning Area, based on the proposed Community Plan, potential land 

use incompatibilities are considered significant primarily in the Columbia Sub Area 

near the railroad tracks and the SDG&E Substation B; in the Marina Sub Area near 

the railroad; in the Harborview Redevelopment District near the railroad, Interstate 

5, existing industrial land uses or parking structures; in the Cortez Redevelopment 

District near Interstate 5, SR 163 or near areas designated as Supplemental Parking 

Areas; and in the Centre City East Redevelopment District near the railroad and LR T 

tracks, Interstate 5 or existing industrial land uses. 

The cumulative effects of the proposed Plans would be the conversion of older, 

blighted areas into economically more productive uses, so that residential 

displacement, as an inherent part of that process, would result in significant impacts 

to area residents. The relocation impacts to residents are adverse and potentially 

significant because of disproportionate economic and social effects on minorities, 

low income persons, and the elderly. 

There could be potentially significant impacts to minorities and disadvantaged 

population groups if land use conversion erodes the supply of low-moderate priced 

rental housing. 

The relocation impacts to businesses are adverse and potentially significant impacts 

because of potential jobs and business loss. 
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Improvements in the jobs/housing balance would reduce commute distance by 

locating workers closer to their jobs, and is considered a positive effect of the 

project. 

4. Mitigation 

Specific mitigation measures for effects that would result from an overall increase in 

development density (for example, traffic, impacts to cultural resources, noise and 

air quality impacts) are discussed in other respective sections of this report. 

Mitigation for potential land use incompatibilities between residential land uses and 

land uses such as railroad and LRT tracks, freeways, parking structures and 

industrial land uses can be implemented on a project-specific basis as part of the 

project design. Measures to reduce noise impacts include the construction of noise 

attenuation walls and/or landscaped berms, the positioning of buildings so that 

outdoor open space areas are buffered from excessive noise sources as much as 

possible, physical setbacks from the noise sources and/or the noise-sensitive land 

uses, and building design measures to reduce interior noise levels. Compliance 

with existing noise ordinances would also be required. 

Mitigation for potential safety impacts can be carried out on a project-specific basis 

and would be the responsibility of the development creating the hazardous situation. 

Mitigation measures vary depending on the situation. Examples of potential 

mitigation include the implementation of a landscaped or fenced barrier along the 

railroad corridor to prevent pedestrians from crossing the tracks at unsafe places, 

the posting of signs at the exits of parking structures, conformance to existing 

health and safety regulations regarding the operation of industry, or the restriction 

of access to industrial areas. 

Land use incompatibilities due to the presence of night lighting can also be mitigated 

on a project-specific basis as part of the project design. New projects that would 

require night lighting shall submit a lighting plan as part of their plan submittal. All 

lighting sources shall be directed downwards or otherwise shielded so as to keep all 

lighting spillage within the confines of their own project boundary, unless the City · 

determines that additional lighting in the vicinity of the project would have benefits 
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to the general public in terms of added security. New residential projects that are 

constructed adjacent to existing sources of night lighting (for example, SDG&E 

Substation B or existing parking garages) can incorporate landscaping and design 

features to reduce the intrusion of lighting into the residential units. 

The Redevel(?pment Agency has adopted the rules and regulations for 

implementation of the California Relocation Assistance Law. Consistent with these 

regulations, the Redevelopment Agency shall adopt a relocation plan for 

displacement of residents and businesses. The relocation plan will mitigate the 

adverse impacts of relocation through moving cost reimbursement, and assistance 

with relocation to a suitable dwelling or business site. The Redevelopment Agency 

will administer the relocation plan and will provide advisory and informational 

assistance, analysis of relocation needs and coordination of its work with the 

activities of other affected agencies. These measures will mitigate residential and 

business relocation impacts to below a level of significance. 

The use of funds set aside by the Redevelopment Agency and the requirement for 

the Redevelopment Agency to replace low and moderate income housing it removes 

from the market will mitigate the impact to affordable housing. The Redevelopment 

Agency shall serve as the lead agency in coordinating with other implementing 

agencies such as the Housing Commission, and State and Federal agencies, to 

expand incentives for low and moderate housing programs downtown. Expanded 

use of Housing Commission programs for low and moderate income housing in 

Centre City, establishment of revolving housing credit fund for housing 

construction assistance, and expanded eligibility for tax benefits for low and 

moderate income housing are already proposed as part of the proposed Community 

Plan. Incorporation of these measures will mitigate identified impacts to below a 

level of significance. 

Improvements in the jobs/housing balance within the Planning Area is considered a 

positive effect, therefore, no mitigation is required. 
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B. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

This EIR Section is summarized from a traffic technical report prepared by Korve 

Engineering, Inc., which analyzes the transportation elements of the proposed 

Community Plan. The specific transportation components considered include the 

street system in the Planning Area, the system of freeways and ramps providing 

access to and from the Planning Area, the vehicle parking element of the proposed 

Community Plan, the public transportation system, and the pedestrian and bicycle 

systems in the proposed Community Plan. The traffic analysis contained in this 

section is based in the first instance on the projected ultimate capacity of 

development expected to be accommodated within the Planning Area pursuant to the 

Community Plan and Redevelopment Plan. The ultimate capacity is expected to be 

reached in year 2025. This analysis is based on a projected mode split (ratio of 

public transit ridership to all other modes) of 40%. The current mode split is 15%. 

Because the traffic impacts caused by the ultimate capacity buildout remain adverse 

in the year 2025 at a 40% mode split, this EIR also analyzes the potential of 

mitigating those adverse impacts by significantly increasing the use of public 

transit. This possible mitigation analysis is based on a mode split of 60% public 

transit ridership. If it is determined that the 60% mode split is infeasible, this EIR 

also considers the possibility of reducing the number of significant adverse impacts 

by analyzing an alternative of reduced density within the Planning Area at ultimate 

build-out. The reduced density alternative provides information on the traffic 

impacts at an interim point in the ultimate capacity scenario since the lower density 

considered for that alternative would be expected to occur at ultimate buildout in the 

year 2025. The projected transit mode split in the reduced density alternative 

analysis is 40%. This reduced density alternative is described in Section VI.B. 

The method used to establish the traffic volumes projected to arise for the ultimate 

capacity analysis and reduced density alternative is described and the results are 

presented. 

Specific problems arising in the street system and the freeway/ramps system are 

identified and potential mitigation strategies are suggested. The interaction of the 

parking supply and demand is considered, and the pedestrian and bicycle systems 

are evaluated. 
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Pertinent portions of the technical report which supplement this EIR discussion are 

included in Appendix E to this EIR. The traffic technical report in its entirety is 

available for review and/or purchase at the offices of CCDC and the Redevelopment 

Agency. 

1. Existing Conditions 

The following is a description of the transportation characteristics of the downtown 

area Roadway characteristics, public transit, pedestrian and bicycle circulation are 

all addressed. 

Street Segments 

The following section presents the existing roadway characteristics of the street 

system in the Planning Area The streets serving the downtown San Diego area 

form a grid oriented north/south and east/west. Harbor Drive, Pacific Highway, 

Kettner Boulevard, Front Street, Fifth Avenue, and Twelfth Avenue are the main 

north-south streets. Market Street, Broadway and Ash Street are the main east-west 

streets in the downtown area. Regional access to downtown is provided by I-5, 

SR-163 and SR-94. 

Roadway classification, direction, and number of travel lanes are shown in 

Appendix E (Figures 3.1-A, 3.1-B, and 3.1-C, respectively). Existing traffic 

volumes for daily AM and PM peak hours are also displayed in Appendix E. 

While the peak hour varies by specific location, it generally falls between 7:00 and 

9:00 AM in the morning and between 4:00 and 6:00 PM in the evening. 

The existing levels of service (LOS) on the streets in the Planning Area are shown 

in Figure 4.B-1. An acceptable LOS in the Planning Area is considered to be 

LOS D by the City San Diego. As can be seen from the figure, all street segments 

currently operate at LOS D or better in both the AM and PM peak hours, except 

North Harbor Drive from Hawthorn Street to Laurel Street, which is currently 

operating at LOS F. Information on peak hour traffic volumes and levels of service 

on the Planning Area street system is included in Appendix E. 
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Freeways and Ramps 

The Planning Area is accessible by three freeway systems (Appendix E, 

Figure 3.2-A). A total of twenty-five on and off ramps connect the freeway to the 

Planning Area street system. The most heavily travelled, Interstate-5 (I-5), runs 

northwest to southeast along the northern and eastern borders of the downtown 

area. I-5 provides access south to National City, Chula Vista, and the international 

border. To the north, I-5 provides a link to Route 8, and continues north providing 

access to the coastal communities in San Diego County. 

State Route 163 provides access to the Planning Area from the north. SR-163 runs 

through Balboa Park, and ends at the I-5 Freeway on the northeast corner of 

downtown, near Tenth and Eleventh A venues. Five on and off ramps connect SR-

163 with the Planning Area street system. 

State Route 94 provides access to the Planning Area from the east. SR-94 runs 

through the eastern San Diego communities such as Lemon Grove, La Mesa, and El 

Cajon and provides a link to Interstate 15 (I-15) and I-805. SR-94 ends at the I-5 

freeway on the easterly edge of downtown, with two on and off ramps extending to 

F Street and G Street. 

The existing freeway peak hour capacities for each of the above-mentioned freeway 

systems are between 18,000 and 20,000 on I-5 between Laurel and J Streets, 7,200 

on SR-163 between I-5 and Quince Street, and 14,400 on SR-94 between freeway 

origin and 25th Street. The existing peak hour and daily freeway volumes in the 

vicinity of the downtown area show the heaviest traffic on I-5 between Pershing 

Drive and SR-163 both daily and at peak hour. 

The existing roadway capacities are such that AM peak hour traffic can be 

accommodated by the existing freeway system at an LOS of D or better on five of 

the nine freeway segments serving the area. As shown on Table 4.B-1, the 

heaviest flow is on SR-163 between I-5 and Quince Street, which has a peak hour 

traffic flow of 9,200 and a capacity of only 7,200. This results in a peak hour 

volume to capacity ratio (V/C) of 1.28. Traffic flow breaks down at a V/C of 1.0. 
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TABLE 4.8-1 
EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS ON FREEWAY SEGMENTS AND RAMPS 

IN THE VICINITY OF CENTRE CITY PLANNING AREA 

FREEWAY SEGMENT AM PEAK PK HOUR PK HOUR LOS 
HOUR CAPACITY V/C 

Interstate 5 Freeway: 
J ST. TO RTE 94 14,900 18,000 0.83 D 
RTE 94 TO PERSHING DR. 16,200 18,000 0.90 · D 
PERSHING DR. TO RTE 163 19,000 19,800 0.96 E 
RTE 163 TO SIXTH AVE. 17,300 18,000 0.96 E 
SIXTH AVE. TO FIRST AVE. 18,000 19,800 0.91 E 
FIRST AVE TO HAWTHORN ST. 15,700 18,000 0.87 D 
HAWTHORN ST. TO LAUREL ST. 16,200 18,000 0.90 D 

Route 163: 
1-5 TO QUINCE ST. 9,200 7,200 1.28 F 

Route 94: 
FREEWAY BEGIN TO 25TH ST. 9,800 14,400 0.68 B 

SOURCE; 1985 CCTAP FINAL REPORT 
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TABLE 4.8-1 (Cont.) 
EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS ON FREEWAY SEGMENTS AND RAMPS 

IN THE VICINITY OF CENTRE CITY PLANNING AREA 

RAMP LOCATION: EXISTING CONDmONS SCENERIO 
PK HOUR AM PEAK 

Interstate 5: YEAR ADT CAPACITY VOL V/C 

NB OFF TO J ST. AND 19TH ST. 1990 8900 1500 630 0.42 
NB ON FROM IMPERIAL AVE. AND 19TH ST. 1990 6400 1500 590 0.39 
SB OFF TO IMPERIAL AVE. AND 17TH ST. 1990 5300 1500 450 0.30 
SB ON FROM J ST. AND 17TH ST. 1990 4800 1500 310 0.21 
SB ON FROM E ST. 1990 4800 1500 690 0.46 
NB OFF TO PERSHING DR. 1990 5500 2800 470 0.17 
NB OFF TO B ST. 1990 5500 1500 970 0.65 
SB ON FROM PERSHING DR. AND C ST. 1990 7600 1500 510 0.34 
NB ON FROM PERSHING DR. AND B ST; B ON 1990 4800 1500 430 0.29 
NB ON FROM PERSHING DR. 1990 7900 1500 830 0.55 
SB OFF TO PERSHING DR. AND B ST; B ST. OFF 1990 4000 1500 340 0.23 
SB OFF TO PERSHING DR. 1990 13900 1500 820 0.55 
NB ON FROM PARK BL 1990 1400 1500 90 0.06 
SB ON FROM PARK BL AND SR-163 1990 17100 2800 1660 0.59 
NB ON FROM 11TH AVE. 1989 7400 2800 480 0.17 
SB OFF TO 10TH AVE. 1990 6900 1500 870 0.58 
NB OFF TO 6TH AVE. 1990 17000 2800 2150 o.n 
SB ON FROM 5TH AVE. 1990 9000 1500 570 0.38 
NB ON FROM 1ST AVE. 1990 32400 1500 2250 1.50 
SB ON FROM 1ST AVE. 1990 10800 1500 630 0.42 
SB OFF TO FRONT ST. 1990 13900 2800 2070 0.74 
SB OFF TO 2ND AVE. 1990 6800 2800 1030 0.37 
SB ON FROM GRAPE ST. 1990 21000 1500 920 0.61 
NB OFF TO HAWTHORN ST. 1990 25200 2800 2390 0.85 
NB ON FROM HAWTHORN ST. 1990 9000 1500 370 0.25 

EXISTING CONDmONS SCENERIO 
PK HOUR AM PEAK 

State Route 94: YEAR ACT CAPACITY VOL VIC 

WB OFF TO F ST. 1989 23400 4300 3230 0.75 
EB ON FROM G ST. 1989 18200 4300 980 0.23 

State Route 163: 

NB ON FROM 11TH AVE. 1991 28000 1800 1860 1.03 
NB ON FROM PARK BL 1989 3200 1500 210 0.14 
SB OFF TO 10TH AVE. ·1991 29000 2800 3400 1.21 
SB OFF TO 4TH AVE. 1990 6500 1500 800 0.53 
SB OFF TO PARK BL 1989 1noo 1500 1670 1.11 

Note: ADT = Average Daily Traffic 
Source: Volumes from Ca/trans, District 11. 

Capacities from 1985 Final Report 
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A summary of existing freeway ramp peak hour capacities for all ramps servicing 

the Planning Area, and daily/peak hour counts for each of the freeway ramps is 

provided in Appendix E (Table 3.2-D and 3.2-E). Table 4.B-1 is a summary of the 

existing ramp volumes to capacity ratios for the AM peak hour. Upon review of 

these data, all ramps serving the Planning Area currently operate at acceptable levels 

of service except the northbound on-ramp from First Avenue (connecting to I-5), 

the northbound on-ramp from 11th Avenue (connecting to SR-163), the 

southbound off-ramp to 10th A venue and the southbound off ramp to Park 

Boulevard (connecting to SR-163). All of the above currently operate at LOS Fin 

the AM peak hour. 

Parking 

Within the Planning Area, which covers about 400 blocks, there was a total of 

50,234 useable parking spaces in 1988. The majority of spaces (81 percent) are 

located off-street. Of these, about 24,000 (58 percent) are located in surface lots. 

The remaining spaces are located in parking structures. There are approximately 

9,500 on-street spaces in the Planning Area. Approximately two-thirds of these are 

unmetered, and are basically unlimited as to the length of time one can park there. 

Table 4.B-2 presents a breakdown of the types of parking spaces available. 

Figures 4.B-2 and 4.B-3 present the locations of off-street and on-street spaces, 

respectively. 

Public Transportation 

Public transportation in the Planning Area area is controlled by the Metropolitan 

Transit Development Board (MTDB). This includes the Light Rail Transit (LRT) 

and the bus system operated by the San Diego Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) 

(see Appendix E, Figure 3-4-A). Table 4.B-3 describes the various transit 

routes, along with the length and type of service available. Amtrak provides rail 

service to the Santa Fe station. Greyhound also provides bus service to the terminal 

at Broadway and First A venue. 
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TABLE 4.B-2 
PARKING SPACES AND VACANT PARKING SPACES BY TYPE 

CENTRE CITY PLANNING AREA 1988 

NUMBER 
NUMBER PERCENT OF 

OF OF •VACANT 
SPACES TOTAL SPACES 

ON-STREET 

Metered 3,498 7.0 974 

Unmetered 5,695 11.3 573 

Motorcycle 165 0.3 59 

Other 173 0.3 54 

Total On-Street 9,531 19.0 1,660 

STRUCTURES 

Non-Public Structures 4,423 8.8 1,214 

Public Structures 11,372 22.6 2,793 

Customer-Only Structures 1,169 2.3 364 

TOTAL STRUCTURES 16,964 33.8 4,371 

SURFACE LOTS 

Non-Public Surface Lots 9,855 19.6 2,791 

Public Surface Lots 4,743 11.4 1,114 

Public Lots w/ Attendant 3,854 7.7 624 

Customer-Only Lots 4,287 8.5 1,603 

TOTAL SURFACE LOTS 23,739 47.3 6,132 

TOTAL OFF-STREET 40,703 SUI 10,503 

TOTAL 50,234 100.00 12,163 

PERCENT 
VACANT 

27.8 

10.1 

35.8 

31.2 

17.4 

28.3 

19.4 

16.2 

37.4 

28.3 

19.4 

16.2 

37.4 

25.8 

25.8 

24.2 

CCDC:\REPORTS\Table-3.3A/Zhm 

NOTE: From SANDAG 1988 Survey of peak parking demand between 
hours of 1 O:OO a.m. and 3:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. 

SOURCE: Korve Engineering, 1991. 
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Table 4.B-3 

EXISTING TRANSIT SERVICE TO CENTRE CITY, 1991 

2 
3 
4 

5/105 
6A 

7/78 
9 
11 
15 
16 
19 

FOUTE 
DESCRIPTION 

DOWNTOWN SAN DIEG073RD AND EL CIUON BLVD. 
30TH ST. & ADAMS/SAN DIEGO INT'L AIRPORT 
MISSK)N HILLS/EUCLID TROLLEY STATION 
CLAIREMONT/LOMITA VILLAGE 
UNIVERSITY CITY/EAST SAN DIEGO 
POINT LOMA/00'1,NTOWN SAN DIEGO 
DOWNTOWN SAN DIEG01.A MESA 
PACIFIC BEACH,OOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO 
SDSU/SOUTH SPRING V AllEY 
DOWNTOWN SAN DIEG0£L CAJON 
MARKETPLACE AT THE GROVEiMISSON VILLAGE 
SUBURBAN COMMUNITY/CENTRE CITY EJNAS (CORONADO) 

20 DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGONORTH COUNTY FAIR AND 1-15 CORRIDOR 
25 CLAIREMONT/KEARNEY MESMX)WNTOWN SAN DIEGO 
29 NTC AND SUB PIER/NATIONAL CITY/CHULA VISTA/OTAY MESA 
30 DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO'PACIFC BEACH/LA JOLLA/SCRIPPS BEACH 
34 DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO/PACIFIC BEACH/LA JOLLA/UNIVERSITY CITY 
35 DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGOOCEAN BEACH 
40 FLETCHER HILLS/SAN CARLOS/ALLIED GARDENS/ 

DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO 
43 ALLIED GARDENS/MISSON VALLEY/HILLCREST/DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO 
50 DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO'CLAIREMONT/UNIVERSITY CITY 
70 EAST SAN DIEGQl[)()WNTOWN SAN DIEGO 
115 DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO'SDSU'EL CIUON 
210 DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGOMIRA MESA EXPRESS 
220 OOWNTONN SAN DIEOO'RANCHO PENASOUrTOS EXPRESS 
230 OOWNTONN SAN DEGQIRANCHO BERNARDO EXPRESS 
800 OCEANSIDE/SAN DIEGO EXPRESS 
810 ESCON)IDO'SAN DIEGO EXPRESS 
820 POWAY/SAN DIEGO EXPRESS 
901 IMPERIAL BEACH,OOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO VIA CORONADO 
902 CORONAOO'OOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO VIA ORANGE A VE. 
903 N. ISLAND NAS/DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO VIA 3RD & 4TH ST. 
932 DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO/NATIONAL CITY/CHULA VISTA/ 

SAN YSIDRO INT'L BORDER 
945 GAS LAMP TROLLEY 

EASnlNE EL CAJON!l_A MESA/LEMON GROVE/CENTRE CITY - BAYSIDE 
SOUfHLJNE SAN YSIDRO/CHULA VISTA/NATIONAL CITY/CENTRE CITY 

• T = TERMINATES IN CENTRE CITY, 
THRU = SERVICE THROUGH CENTRE CITY, 
E = EXPRESS SERVICE. 

••• PEAK HOUR SERVICE ONLY. 

SOURCE: METROPOlrT AN TRANSrT SYSTEM TIMETABLES 
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FOUTE 
TYPE' 

T 
lHFU 
lHFU 
lHFU 
lHFU 

E 
T 
T 

lHFU 
T 

lHFU 
E 
T 
T 

lHFU 
T 
T 
T 

E 
T 
T 
E 
T 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
E 
T 
T 
T 
T 

TROLLEY 
TFOU.EY 
TFOU.EY 

WcEKDAY 
SPAN OF SERVICE 

4:34 AM - 1:13 AM 
4:36 AM - 12:29 AM 
5:30 AM - 10:48 PM 
5:02 AM - 11:24 PM 
4:45 AM - 11:41 PM 
6:44 AM - 5:25 PM "' 
4:40 AM - 1 :52 AM 
5:32 AM - 8:49 PM 
4:18 AM - 11:29 PM 
4:34 AM - 1 :26 AM 
5:27 AM - 11 :44 PM 
5:26 AM • 4:53 PM ••• 
4:56 AM - 11:08 PM 
5:48 AM - 11:33 PM 
4:30 AM - 2:13 AM 
5:10 AM - 7:52 PM 
5:12 AM - 1:04 AM 
5:10 AM - 12:54 PM 

6:10 AM - 6:23 PM ... 

5:34 AM - 11 :24 PM 
5:46 AM - 6:34 PM 
6:05 AM - 6:23 PM ••• 

5:25 AM - 10:54 PM 
5:40 AM - 6:19 PM ••• 
6:05 AM - 6:09 PM ••• 
5:38 AM - 6:39 PM ... 
5:40 AM - 6:55 PM ... 
5:49 AM - 6:29 PM ••• 
6:23 AM - 6:02 PM ••• 

4:58 AM - 1 :40 PM 
5:45 AM - 6:08 PM ••• 
5:10 AM - 5:35 PM ••• 
5:15 AM - 11:18 PM 

11:00AM - 10:54 PM••• 

4:04 AM - 2:11 AM 
4:26 AM - 1 :43 AM 

PM PEAK HOI..R 
AVERAGE FREQUENCY" 

30 MIN. 
10 MIN. 
15 MIN. 
15 MIN. 
30 MIN. 

NIA 
6 MIN. 

30 MIN. 
15 MIN. 
30 MIN. 
60 MIN. 
12 MIN. 
15MIN. 
30 MIN. 
30 MIN. 
30 MIN. 
15 MIN. 
30 MIN. 

30 MIN. 
60 MIN. 
15MIN. 
30 MIN. 
30MIN. 
15 MIN. 
15 MIN. 

,15MIN. 
12 MIN. 
18 MIN. 
30 MIN. 
30 MIN. 
30 MIN. 
30 MIN. 
30 MIN. 

30MIN. 
15 MIN. 
7.5 MIN. 
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Transit service into the Planning Area uses several major approach corridors. 

These are mainly Harbor Drive/Pacific Highway, Front Street/First Avenue, 

Fourth/Fifth/Sixth Avenue, Tenth/Eleventh Avenue, and Broadway, F/G Streets, 

Market Street, and Logan/National Avenue. Broadway carries the heaviest bus 

volumes of all those mentioned. 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Systems 

Pedestrian Circulation. Currently, the key area of pedestrian activity in the 

Planning Area is the Core Redevelopment District, including pedestrian circulation 

north from the core to parking areas and south to the Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area. 

The principal area of pedestrian activity is along Broadway, due largely to the 

concentration of bus service along this street, and also to the interaction among the 

business and retaiVcommercial activities in the vicinity. 

Bicycle Circulation. Figure 4.B-4 shows the existing bicycle routes in the Planning 

Area. Currently, there are three types of bicycle routes in the city: Class I, Class 

II, and Class III. They are described as follows: 

.. Class I <Bike Path} 

This class provides a completely separated right-of-way for use only by 

bicycles (with use by pedestrians permitted). In the Planning Area, the 

existing bike paths are the Embarcadero bike path located in the 

Embarcadero area and the North Harbor Drive bike path from the Laurel 

Street to Hawthorn Street 

• Class II <Bike Lane) 

this case, a lane is painted for one-way travel on the pavement for 

exclusive use by bicycles, with crossings by pedestrians and motorists 

permitted. An example of this type of facility is the Harbor Drive bike lane 

from Kettner Boulevard east to the study area limits. 
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• Class III {Bike Route} 

This type of bikeway is designated solely by signs or other such markings 

and is shared with motorists and pedestrians. Some examples of this class 

located within the study area boundaries are the bike routes along Ash Street 

from North Harbor Drive to 3rd Avenue, 5th Avenue from B Street to I-5, 

and Laurel Street from North Harbor Drive to I-5. 

2. Impacts 

This section describes the procedures followed to establish the future transportation 

supply and demand conditions arising from the proposed Community Plan. It also 

outlines the evaluation criteria used to establish the Level of Service (LOS) on the 

roadway system under different scenarios. 

Methodolo~ 

Land Use Scenarios. As described previously in this EIR, the development under 

the proposed Community Plan has been analyzed based upon projections to ultimate 

capacity in year 2025. The work done concerning the transportation and circulation 

element of the environmental analysis of the proposed Community Plan is also 

based on that ultimate capacity scenario. 

To use the ultimate capacity projections, the amount of land use in each of 28 

categories was specified for each of the approximately 400 city blocks in the 

Planning Area. The definitions of the 28 categories used are indicated in 

Appendix E (Table 4.1-A). New development is distinguished from retained uses. 

The blocks are aggregated spatially into a hierarchy of two zoning systems. At the 

low level of the hierarchy, groups of adjacent blocks go together into specific zones 

in the Centre City Transportation Analysis Program (CCT AP) zoning system. 

There are 95 of these CCT AP zones in the Planning Area. At the higher level, 

groups of CCT AP zones go together into specific zones in the SAND AG (1985) 

traffic zoning system. There are 16 of these SANDAG zones that together cover 

the Planning Area. These two zoning systems are depicted in Appendix E (Figure 

4.1-A and Figure 4.1-B). Summaries of the volume of land use in each category 

by SAND AG zone for each scenario are also provided in Appendix E (Table 4.1-B 

and 4.1-C). 
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a. Supply 

Street Segments. The proposed Community Plan presents the general 

configuration of the streets making up the street network in the Planning Area. 

A complete network description showing the specific number of through traffic 

lanes in each direction and the LOS-related classification at each point along 

each street consistent with this network was developed. This proposed street 

network is called the "Future Base Network" in this section and is described 

below. 

Freeways and Ramps. The proposed configuration of freeways and ramps 

under this traffic analysis was assumed to be the same as what exists at present 

as outlined in the existing conditions section above. 

Parking. The supply of parking at ultimate capacity was determined by adding 

the retained parking to the permitted number of onsite stalls for each new 

development according to the rates shown in Table 4.B-4. It is projected that 

approximately 70,133 additional parking spaces would result through 

implementation of the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans, of 

which 64,883 would be permitted onsite stalls for new developments, and 

5,250 would be in remote parking supply (as summarized in Appendix E, 

Table 4.4-A). 

Public Transportation. Current SANDAG Regional Model forecasts indicate 

the need for a capacity of at least 120 buses and 65 trolley cars in the AM peak 

hour for routes serving the Planning Area in the year 2010 to achieve a 

26 percent transit mode split . Also forecast for the same time is a need for a 

minimum of 17 commuter rail cars. The existing route structure is assumed to 

remain into the future, with some restructuring to connect bus services to trolley 

routes. The objective transit mode split of 40 percent contained in the proposed 

Community Plan represents a 14 percent increase over that used in the existing 

SANDAG Regional model. 
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9 
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TABLE 4.B-4 
PARKING RATES: DEMAND AND MAXIMUM PERMITTED ON-SITE 

PARKING PARKING 
DEMAND SOURCE ON-SITE SOURCE 

LAND USE CATEGORY UNITS PER UNIT CODE PER U~IT CODE 

RESIDENTIAL 
Mufti-family du 1.1 1 1.1 1 

Slngle-famlly du 1.1 1 1.1 1 

Retirement/Senior/SRO rooms u 4 1.1 3 

COMMERCIAL 
Regional Shopping Center sq.ft. 0.0025 1 0.0025 1 

RetaJVresteurants/chlld care sq.ft. 0.0025 1 0.0025 1 

OFFICES 
CommercleVMllltary Office sq.ft. 0.0014 2 0.00120 • 0,00125* 1 

Government Office (not llbrary/P.O) sq.ft. 0.0014 2 0.00120 • 0,00125* 1 

Library sq.ft. 0.001 1 0.001 1 

Post Office sq.ft. 0.001 1 0.001 1 

VISITOR SERVING COMMERCIAL 
Hotel/Motel room 1 1 0.7 1 

Meeting Hall/Conventional Center sq.ft. 0.0005 1 0.0005 1 

TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES 
Gasoline Service Station each 5 2 5 3 

Auto Repair sq.ft. 0.0005 1 0.0005 1 

Car Dealer sq.ft. 0.0005 1 0.0005 1 

Auto Rental/Airport Shuttle sq.ft. 0.0005 1 0.0005 1 

Transit Depot/Hub n/8 

INDUSTRIAL 
Industrial (Include SDG&E substation) sq.ft. 0.00032 2 0.00032 3 
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TABLE 4.8-4 (continued) 
PARKING RATES: DEMAND AND MAXIMUM PERMITTED ON-SITE 

LAND PARKING PARKING 
USE DEMAND SOURCE ON-SITE SOURCE 

CODE LAND USE CATEGORY UNITS PER UNIT CODE PER UNIT CODE 

INSTITUTIONAL 
1B House of Worship each 10 2 10 3 

19 Social Services/Transitional Housing bed 1 1 0.7 1 

EDUCATIONAL 
20 College students 0.400 2 0.18B 3 

21 High School (secondary schooQ students 0.110 2 0.11 3 

22 Elementary School students 0.01B 2 0.01B 3 

RECREATIONAL 
23 Park (undeveloped) n/a 

24 Marina berth 0.26 5 0.26 4 

25 Theaters/Concert Halls sq.ft. 0.001 1 0.001 1 

OTHER 
26 Fire Station n/a 

27 Police Station n/a 

2B Right-of-Way n/a 

290081 xO:\ 12-23-91.RPT\T able-4.8-6/zhm 

Source Code Key: = Rate taken from Centre City and Balboa Park Parking Management Plan by WIiber Smith Associates, January 1990 
2 = Rate based on calculatlons by Korve Engineering 
3 = Rate determined In discussion with CCDC staff 
4 = Rate based on analogy 
5 = Rate taken from ITE Parking Generation, Second Edition 

~ Rate for permitted maximum parking on-site for categories 6 and 7 drops from 0.00125 stalls per square feet In 2010 to 0.00120 stalls 
per square feet In 2025. 



Pedestrian and Bicycle Systems. The future base configurations of the 

pedestrian and bicycle systems were taken directly from the proposed 

Community Plan. 

b. Demand 

Traffic. Forecasts of the traffic demand volumes for the streets in the Planning 

Area and the freeways and ramps providing access into and out of the Planning 

Area were developed using a traffic demand modelling process that employed 

both the SANDAG Tranplan-based Regional Model and an update of the 

Micro-TRIPS-based CCT AP model. 

The City's CCTAP model was used to forecast 2020 and 2025 traffic volumes. 

As the model had already been previously calibrated, no methodological 

changes were made to the modeling process. The land use inputs and 

transportation networks were however updated to represent 2010 and 2025 land 

use conditions of the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans. 

The SANDAG Regional Model currently uses 2010 as its horizon year. Its trip 

generation calculations use zonal input values expressed in terms of households 

and employees. SANDAG trip generation equations were applied in order to 

get AM period and all day person trip tables. Consistent with the Plans, a mode 

split with 40 percent of the work trips coming into the Planning Area during the 

AM using transit and 30 percent using non-drive alone modes is assumed. 

Both transit and auto driver trip tables are produced for the following trip 

purposes: 

'" home to work 

" home to shop 

• home to other 

• work to other 

• othertoother 

A Fratar-style procedure is used to factor the 2010 trip projections into an auto 

driver trip table for the projected ultimate capacity in year 2025. 
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Eight screenlines are defined for the Planning Area. A screenline is a cordon 

line across a number of streets, usually north/southbound or east/westbound to 

capture volume of traffic over a large area. These screenlines are shown in 

Figure 4.B-5. The traffic analysis considers the volumes on the links crossing 

each screenline. At a given screenline, the AM peak hour volumes coming from 

the model were adjusted to account for traffic seeking alternative routes to avoid 

congestion. 

These adjusted AM peak hour volumes are compared with LOS criteria 

provided by the City of San Diego Transportation Planning Division in order to 

establish the resulting LOS at each point along the screenline. 

Parking. The demand for parking at ultimate capacity in year 2025 is 

determined using the rates shown in Table 4.B-4. The rates shown in 

Table 4.B-4 are for a 40 percent transit mode split. 

Street Se1m1ent Impacts 

The following section describes the forecasted volumes and the levels of service for 

the streets within the Planning Area at ultimate capacity in year 2025. 

Ultimate Capacity Traffic Circulation. Detailed information on the projected 

ultimate capacity street network for the year 2025 is summarized in Appendix E 

(Table 4.2-A). This table shows the street classification and the number of lanes 

for each of the street segments as was recommended by the proposed Community 

Plan. The changes required in going from existing (1990) to ultimate capacity 

network are depicted in Appendix E. The roadways are classified into three 

categories: major street, collector street and local street. An impact analysis was 

provided which looked at the adequacy of these proposed improvements as 

discussed below. 

Demand Forecasts. Based upon the circulation system in the Community Plan, AM 

peak hour volumes and daily volumes were calculated for the ultimate capacity 

conditions in year 2025 with a 40 percent transit mode split. These volumes are 

included in Appendix E (Tables 4.2-E and 4.2-F. Figures 4.2-D and 4.2-E). 
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Ultimate Capacity Level of Service. The projected screenline AM peak volumes 

along with the LOS at ultimate capacity year 2025 conditions are summarized in 

Table 4.B-5. The corresponding AM peak LOS for 2025 for all the streets with 

LOS worse than Dare depicted in Figure 4.B-6. At ultimate capacity year 2025, an 

AM peak hour LOS of F would occur on Broadway westbound, Harbor Drive 

northbound, North Harbor Drive between Laurel and Beech Street, Beech Street 

westbound at Front/Union, Pacific Highway north and southbound, Laurel Street 

westbound at Pacific Highway and Second A venue southbound near Beech Street, 

Fifth Avenue northbound at E/F Streets. An AM peak hour LOS of E would occur 

on Ash Street and Broadway eastbound west of Kettner, Imperial Avenue 

westbound at 14th/15th Streets, and North Harbor Drive between Cedar Street and 

Market Street, and Third Avenue southbound near C Street, Columbia Street 

southbound at Beech Street, State Street northbound between E and F Streets, 

Market Street westbound between Fourth and Fifth A venues. 

Freeway and Ramp Impacts 

Ultimate Capacity. In the ultimate capacity year 2025 analysis, no improvements to 

freeway and ramp configurations were assumed. The freeway and ramp capacities 

were the same as those assumed in the 1985 CCT AP. These numbers were 

obtained from Caltrans, District 11. The ultimate capacity freeway ramp traffic 

volumes are shown in Appendix E (Table 4.3-B). 

Demand Forecasts. The ultimate capacity freeway counts from the model output for 

the daily and AM peak are shown in Appendix E (Table 4.3-C). Daily and AM 

peak traffic volumes are highest on I-5 between Route 94/Pershing Drive and 

Pershing Drive/SR-163. 

The ultimate capacity freeway volume to capacity ratios indicate that several freeway 

segments will degrade in LOS by the year 2025. A freeway LOS of F would be 

expected on I-5 between Route 94 and Route 163, on Route 163 between I-5 and 

Quince Street and on Route 94 between the beginning of the freeway and 25th 

Street, in the peak hour. The section of I-5 between Hawthorn Street and Laurel 

A venue will operate at LOS E in the peak hour by Year 2025 (see Table 4.B-6). 
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TABLE 4.8-5 
SCREENLINE AM PEAK VOLUMES AND LOS: 2025 ULTIMATE CAPACITY 

( 40 PERCENT MODE SPLIT) 

Screenline A Northbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

N.Harbor Dr 700 700 E 
Pac.Hwy 2750 2780 E 
India St 600 700 D 
State St 1750 2190 D 
Union St 250 700 
First Ave 2500 4000 
Second Ave 75 700 
Third Ave 400 2190 
Fifth Ave 1700 4000 
Seventh Ave 50 700 
Eighth Ave 50 700 
Ninth Ave 50 700 
Park Blvd 700 1830 
Overall 11575 21890 

Screenline A Southbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

N.Harbor Dr 800 700 F 
Pac.Hwy 2900 2780 F 
Kettner Blvd 2300 2990 D 
India St 600 700 D 
Columbia St 650 700 E 
Union St 200 700 
Front Ave 2800 4000 
Second Ave 1550 1430 F 
Fourth Ave 3100 4000 D 
Sixth Ave. 3050 4000 D 
Seventh Ave 400 700 
Eighth Ave 300 725 
Ninth Ave 100 700 
Park Blvd 800 1830 
Overall 19550 25955 
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TABLE 4.8-Sa 
SCREENLINE AM PEAK VOLUMES AND LOS: 2025 ULTIMATE CAPACITY 

Screenline B Northbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

N.Harbor Dr 600 700 D 
Pac.Hwy 2800 2780 F 
Kettner Blvd 600 1830 
India St 1000 2990 
State St 1200 2990 
Union St 350 700 
First Ave 2200 2990 
Third Ave 600 1430 
Frfth Ave 1600 2990 
Seventh Ave 450 1430 
Eighth Ave 200 1430 
Ninth Ave 600 700 D 
Eleventh Ave 1950 4000 
Fourteenth St 100 725 
Sixteenth St 300 1830 
Overall 14550 29515 

Screenline B Southbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

N.Harbor Dr 700 700 E 
Pac.Hwy 3100 2780 F 
Kettner Blvd 1000 1830 
Columbia St 1600 2990 
Union St 300 700 
Front St 1300 4000 
Third Ave 650 700 E 
Fourth Ave 2700 4000 
Sixth Ave 2000 2990 
Seventh Ave 550 1430 
Eighth Ave 1300 2990 
Ninth Ave 200 700 
Tenth Ave 1450 4000 
Sixteenth St 700 1830 
Overall 17550 31640 
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TABLE 4.8-Sb 
SCREENUNE AM PEAK VOLUMES AND LOS: 2025 ULTIMATE CAPACITY 

Screenline C Northbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

N.Harbor Dr 700 700 E 
Pac.Hwy 2700 2780 E 
Kettner Blvd 1400 1830 D 
State St 700 725 E 
Union St 650 725 D 
First Ave 2000 4000 
Fifth Ave 1500 1450 F 
Seventh Ave 900 1430 D 
Eighth Ave 500 1430 
Ninth Ave 600 700 D 
Seventh Ave 1900 2990 
Thirteenth St 50 700 
Fourteenth St 100 2190 
Sixteenth St 700 1830 
Overall 14400 23480 

Screenline C Southbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM I AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

N.Harbor Dr 600 700 D 
Pac.Hwy 2150 2780 D 
Kettner Blvd 1000 1830 
State St 400 725 
Union St 50 725 
Front St 1100 4000 
Fourth Ave 700 4000 
Sixth Ave 1100 1430 D 
Seventh Ave 400 1430 
Eighth Ave 400 2990 
Ninth Ave 200 700 
Tenth Ave 700 2990 
Thirteenth St 200 725 
Sixteenth St 700 1430 
Overall 9700 26455 
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TABLE 4.B-Sc 
SCREENLINE AM PEAK VOLUMES AND LOS: 2025 ULTIMATE CAPACITY 

Screenline D Northbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Harbor Dr 3500 1830 F 
First Ave 2800 2990 D 
Fifth Ave 600 700 D 
Eighth Ave 850 1830 
Overall 7750 7350 

Screenline D Southbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Harbor Dr 750 1830 
Front St 500 2990 
Fifth Ave 600 700 D 
Eighth Ave 1550 1830 D 
Overall 3400 7350 
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TABLE 4.8-Sd 
SCREENUNE AM PEAK VOLUMES AND LOS: 2025 ULTIMATE CAPACITY 

Screenline E Eastbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Grape St 1600 4000 
Fir St 50 700 
Cedar St 100 700 
Beech St 500 700 0 
Ash St 2100 2780 D 
Broadway 1600 1830 E 
GSt 1150 1980 
Harbor Dr 950 2780 
Overall 8050 15470 

Screenline E Westbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Hawthorn St 3300 4000 D 
Fir St 50 700 
Cedar St 100 700 
Beech St 250 700 
Ash St 1650 2780 
Broadway 1450 1830 0 
G St 600 1830 
Harbor Dr 3800 2780 F 
Overall 11200 15320 
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TABLE 4.B-Se 
SCREENLINE AM PEAK VOLUMES AND LOS: 2025 ULTIMATE CAPACITY 

Screenline F Eastbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Cedar St 50 725 
Beech St 350 700 
Ast 1650 4000 
Broadway 1250 1830 
E St 100 700 
F St 200 1430 
G St 350 4000 
Market St 900 1830 
Island Ave 100 840 
Harbor Dr 950 1830 
Overall 5900 17885 

Screenline F Westbound -
ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 

VOLUME (if worse than C) 
Beech St 900 700 F 
Ash St 3750 4000 D 
B St 3750 4000 D 
Broadway 2650 1830 F 
E St 450 725 
F St 750 1430 
Market St 2450 2780 - D 
Island Ave 800 840 E 
Harbor Dr 3400 1830 F 
Overall 18900 18135 
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TABLE 4.B-5f 
SCREENUNE AM PEAK VOLUMES AND LOS: 2025 ULTIMATE CAPACITY 

Screenline G Eastbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Cedar St 850 1450 
Beech St 200 700 
Ast 1550 4000 
Broadway 1550 1830 D 
E St 400 2190 
G St 250 4000 
Market St 700 1830 
Island Ave 50 700 
J St 350 700 
K St 50 700 
Harbor Dr 950 1830 
Overall 6900 19930 

Screenline G Westbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Beech St 600 700 D 
Ash St 3800 4000 D 
B St 3800 4000 D 
Broadway 2550 1830 F 
F St 2700 4000 
Market St 2700 2780 E 
Island Ave 600 700 D 
J St 600 700 D 
K St 600 700 D 
Harbor Dr 2850 1830 F 
Overall 20800 21240 
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TABLE 4.8-Sg 
SCREENLINE AM PEAK VOLUMES AND LOS: 2025 ULTIMATE CAPACITY 

Screenline H Eastbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

C St 800 2190 
Broadway 450 1830 
E St 350 1430 
G St 1250 4000 
Market St 600 1830 
Island Ave 50 700 
J St 250 700 
K St 50 700 
Imperial Ave 300 1830 
Overall 4100 15210 

Screenline H Westbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

B St 2600 2990 D 
Broadway 1900 1830 F 
E St 1300 1430 D 
F St 3100 4000 D 
Market St 2200 2780 D 
Island Ave 550 700 D 
J St 600 700 D 
KSt 350 700 
Imperial Ave 1700 1830 E 
Overall 14300 16960 
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TABLE 4.B-Sh 
SCREENUNE AM PEAK VOLUMES AND LOS: 2025 ULTIMATE CAPACITY 

Screenline I Eastbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Laurel St 1100 2780 
Grape St 1600 4000 
Overall 2700 6780 

Screenline I Westbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Laurel St 3750 2780 F 
Hawthorn St 3300 4000 D 
Overall 7050 6780 
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TABLE4.B-51 
SCREENUNE AM PEAK VOLUMES AND LOS: 2025 ULTIMATE CAPACITY 

Screenline J Northbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACl1Y-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (rf worse than C) 

N.Harbor Dr 4200 2780 F 
Pac.Hwy 2800 2780 F 
India St 800 2990 
Overall 7800 8550 

Screenline J Southbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACl1Y-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

N.Harbor Dr 2400 2780 D 
Pac.Hwy 4000 2780 F 
Kettner Bl. 2500 2990 D 
Overall 8900 8550 
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TABLE4.B-6 

ULTIMATE CAPACITY FREEWAY V/C RATIO 
IN THE VICINITY OF CENTRE CITY SAN DIEGO 

FREEWAY: 2025 ULTIMATE CAPACITY 

Interstate 5 Freeway: AMPK V/C LOS 

J ST. TO RTE 94 14,460 0.80 C 
RTE 94 TO PERSHING DR. 23,340 1.30 F 
PERSHING DR. TO RTE 163 25,010 1.26 F 
RTE 163 TO SIXTH AVE. 14,910 0.83 D 
SIXTH AVE. TO FIRST AVE. 15,805 0.80 C 
FIRST AVE TO HAWTHORN ST. 11,535 0.64 B 
HAWTHORN ST. TO LAUREL ST. 17,625 0.98 E 

, 
Route 163: 

i-5 TO QUINCE ST. 16,040 2.23 F 

Route 94: 

FREEWAY BEGIN TO 25TH ST. 14,880 1.03 F 
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Unmitigated LOS. The future base ramp capacities were used in conjunction with 

the future base ramp volumes to generate a volume-to-capacity ratio (V /C) for each 

ramp. The V/C ratios, along with the level of service associated with them, are 

shown in Table 4.B-7. In the morning peak hour, there were nine ramps with an 

LOS of E or worse. In the evening peak hour, there were eight ramps with an LOS 

of E or worse. 

These ramps generally carried the same LOS for AM and PM peak, and included 

I-5 ramps 1) northbound off to J street and 19th Street, 2) northbound on from 

Pershing Drive and B Street on, 3) northbound off to 6th Avenue, 4) northbound 

on from 1st Avenue, and easterly SR-163 northbound ramp on from 11th Avenue. 

All of the above would operate at LOS F in both AM and PM peak conditions. On 

I-5, the southbound off ramp to Front Street would operate at LOS E in the AM 

peak, and the southbound off ramp to 2nd A venue as well as the northbound off 

ramp to Hawthorn Street would operate at LOS F in the AM peak. In the PM peak, 

the southbound on ramp from Grape Street would operate at LOS F and the 

northbound off ramp to Hawthorn Street would operate at LOS E. Finally, the 

eastbound SR 94 on ramp from G Street would operate at LOS Fin the PM peak 

hour. 

Parking Impacts 

Ultimate Capacity Parking Demand and Supply. The parking demand was 

calculated based on the proposed land-use changes to ultimate capacity at 2025. As 

shown in Table 4.B-8, there would be an increase in the parking demand at ultimate 

capacity year 2025. This increase is mainly due to the increase in developments that 

are proposed for the year 2025. A total of 128,182 spaces will be required to 

accommodate demand in 2025. Parking demand will exceed parking supply by 

9,618 spaces (in the best case) and 18,810 spaces (in the worst case). This 

parking shortage is considered a significant adverse impact. Figure 4.B-7 

illustrates the parking demand and supply by T AZ for the the Planning Area at 

ultimate capacity year 2025. The mode-split assumed for this scenario was 

40 percent transit usage. 
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TABLE 4.B-7 

FUTURE BASE FREEWAY RAMP V/C's 

IN THE VICINITY OF CENTRE CITY SAN DIEGO 

RAMP LOCATION: EXISTING CONDITIONS SCENERIO 2025 UNMITIGATED SCENERIO 
Peak Hour Peak Hour % Peak Hour Peak Hour 

Interstate 5: Vear ADT AM PM CAPACITY ADT CHANGE AM V/C LOS PM V/C LOS 

NB OFF TO J ST. AND :9TH ST. 1990 8900 630 1110 1500 26742 3.0 1893 1.26 F 3335 2.22 F 
NB ON FROM IMPERIA:_ AVE. AND 19TH ST. 1990 6400 590 650 1500 8190 1.3 755 0.50 A 832 0.55 A 
SB OFF TO IMPERIAL AVE. AND 17TH ST. 1990 5300 450 480 1500 9352 1.8 794 0.53 A 647 0.56 A 
SB ON FROM J ST. AND 17TH ST. 1990 4800 310 480 1500 9708 2.0 627 0.42 A 971 0.65 B 
SB ON FROM E ST. 1990 4800 690 400 1500 3896 0.8 560 0.37 A 325 , 0.22 A 
NB OFF TO PERSHING DR. 1990 5500 470 550 2800 4470 0.8 382 0.14 A 447 0.16 A 
NB OFF TO B ST. 1990 5500 970 410 1500 5551 1.0 979 0.65 B 414 0.28 A 

.&;. 
SB ON FROM PERSHING OR. AND CST. 1990 7600 510 720 1500 7317 1.0 491 0.33 A 693 0.46 A = NB ON FROM PERSHING DR. AND B ST; B 1990 4800 430 350 1500 26032 5.4 2332 1.55 F 1898 1.27 F • 

t,,..) 

NB ON FROM PERSHING OR. 830 670 0.9 1.11 1990 7900 1500 6996 735 0.49 A 593 0.40 A 
SB OFF TO PERSHING DR. AND B ST; B ST. 1990 4000 340 30 1500 5871 1.5 499 0.33 A 44 0.03 A 
SB OFF TO PERSHING DR. 1990 13900 820 1300 1500 3390 0.2 200 0.13 A 317 0.21 A 
NB ON FROM PARK BL 1990 1400 90 130 1500 700 0.5 45 0.03 A 65 0.04 A 
SBONFROMPARKBLANDS~1m 1990 17100 1660 1730 2800 14731 0.9 1430 0.51 A 1490 0.53 A 

NB ON FROM 11TH AVE. 1989 7400 480 900 2800 2128 0.3 138 0.05 A 259 0.09 A 
SB OFF TO 10TH AVE. 1990 6900 870 480 1500 5964 0.9 752 0.50 A 415 0.28 A 
NB OFF TO 6TH AVE. 1990 17000 2150 1190 2800 60710 3.6 7678 2.74 F 4250 1.52 F 

SB ON FROM 5TH AVE. 1990 9000 570 1180 1500 8300 0.9 515 0.34 A 1095 0.73 C 

NB ON FROM 1ST AVE. 1990 32400 2250 4530 1500 22795 0.7 1583 1.06 F 3187 2.12 F 

SB ON FROM 1 ST AVE. 1990 10800 mo 1480 1500 7646 0.7 446 0.30 A 1048 0.70 B 

SB OFF TO FRONT ST. 1990 13900 2070 1000 2800 17566 1.3 2616 0.93 E 1264 0.45 A 

SB OFF TO 2ND AVE. 1990 6800 1030 480 2800 19931 2.9 3019 1.08 F 1407 0.50 B 

SB ON FROM GRAPE ST. 1990 21000 920 2200 1500 22689 1.1 994 0.66 B 2377 1.58 F 

NB OFF TO HAWTHORN ST. 1990 25200 2390 1470 2800 46499 1.8 4410 1.58 F 2712 0.97 E 

NB ON FROM HAWTHORN ST. 1990 9000 370 1050 1500 11043 1.2 454 0.30 A 1288 0.86 D 



TABLE 4.B-7 (continued) 

EXISTING CONDITIONS SCENERIO 2025 UNMITIGATED SCENERIO 
Peak Hour Peak Hour % Peak Hour Peak Hour 

State Route 94: Year ADT AM PM CAPACITY ADT CHANGE AM V/C LOS PM V/C LOS 

WB OFF TO F ST. 1989 23400 3230 1260 4300 13837 0.6 2315 0.54 A 745 0.17 A 
EB ON FROM G ST. 1989 18200 980 2240 4300 46150 2.5 2485 0.58 A 5680 1.32 F 

State Route 163: 

NB ON FROM 11TH AVE. 1991 28000 1860 3080 1800 35226 1.3 2340 1.30 F 3875 2.15 F ~- NB ON FROM PARK BL 1989 3200 210 380 1500 3352 1.0 220 0.15 A 398 0.27 A 
= SB OFF TO 10TH AVE. 1991 29000 3400 2030 2800 17016 0.6 1995 0.71 C 1191 0.43 A • 
!...i 

800 510 1500 18103 2.8 2228 1.49 F 1420 0.95 E 0'\ SB OFF TO 4TH AVE. 1990 6500 

SB OFF TO PARK BL 1989 17700 1670 1610 1500 12379 0.7 1168 0.78 C 1126 0.75 C 



TABLE4.B-8 
PARKING DEMAND AND SUPPLY BY TAZ FOR 2025 

PRESENT PRESENT 
PARKING STALLS STALLS STALLS STALLS STALLS STALLS 

DEMAND ON--SITE ON--SITE ON-STREET ON-STREET OFF-SITE OFF-SITE 
SANDAG RETAINED NEW(*) RESTR'D UN-RESTR'D MAX MIN 
TAZ 

180 1303 1236 640 157 154 --573 -884 
181 9086 1476 6831 315 903 780 --438 
182 8953 750 9083 344 878 -881 -2103 
183 153 550 0 0 0 -397 -397 
185 10000 5061 3020 512 75 1919 1332 
186 10015 3959 4840 200 3 1216 1013 

,&:I,. 187 13045 4037 5659 331 20 3349 2998 
= 188 12369 1332 3924 218 388 7113 6507 . 
t...J 189 12823 6388 4674 154 211 1762 1397 '-I 

190 9693 5774 852 239 24 3068 2805 
191 5903 1306 3171 468 16 1426 942 
192 8828 566 8269 364 460 -7 --831 
193 3336 2086 1149 186 79 102 -164 
194 1607 2000 908 186 79 --1302 -1567 
195 10105 1439 7066 247 696 1600 657 
196 10963 1279 10047 108 1177 -363 -1648 

TOTAL 128182 39239 70133 4029 5163 18810 9618 
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Public Transportation Impacts 

The proposed Community Plan calls for a mode split of 40% transit for work trips 

into the downtown area in the year 2010. Analysis by MTDB to address this plan 

policy, using output from the SANDAG model has indicated this would require a 

total capacity of at least 150 buses, 107 trolley cars and 19 commuter rail cars 

during the AM peak hour. The transit capacity required to implement a 40 percent 

mode split represents an additional minimum of 32 buses, 42 trolley cars, and 

2 commuter rail cars during the AM peak hour relative to the current SANDAG 

forecast that assumed a 26% transit split. 

At ultimate capacity year 2025, a 40% transit split for work trips into the downtown 

area is assumed in the proposed Community Plan. A growth factor indicating the 

growth in forecast trips ends over the Planning Area was applied to project from the 

year 2010 to the year 2025. It is estimated that a total of at least 290 buses and 205 

trolley cars would be required for the routes serving the Planning Area during the 

AM peak hour, along with at least 35-40 commuter rail cars, in order to provide 

capacity for the demand consistent with the Plan's assumption of a 40% transit 

split. This represents an additional minimum of 60 buses, 80 trolley cars and 20 

commuter rail cars compared to the total that would be required for a 26% transit 

split in the year 2010. 

Given the long-range nature of the above forecasts, a contingency of ±25% should 

also be considered in the estimates for additional transit vehicles. 

It should be noted that the 40% transit mode split in the proposed Community Plan 

is an aggressive policy goal. While the analysis above indicates the general need 

for additional transit vehicles, MTDB will need to undertake further detailed 

planning and operations studies in future years to translate this goal in to specific 

service requirements. This should include detailed studies of bus routes and service 

frequencies in the downtown area, and coordination with parking strategies and 

roadway improvement strategies. 
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Pedestrian and Bicycle System Impacts 

Pedestrian System. Associated with an increase in development in the Planning 

Area is an increase in the number of people walking to and from and particularly 

within the downtown. Increased travel by vehicular modes will also bring about an 

increased number of people walking to and from parking locations and bus and 

trolley stops. 

The proposed Community Plan recommends a minimum width of 15 to 18 feet for 

sidewalks, except for Type 3 District Streets, where the minimum width is 20 feet, 

and for Transit Streets, where the minimum width is 27 feet. These various widths 

are indicated in Appendix E (Table 4.6-A). Those streets designated District 

Streets are primarily for the less intensively developed areas and for the residential 

areas outside the Core Redevelopment District. The only Transit Streets are 

C Street from Kettner Boulevard to Twelfth A venue and Twelfth A venue from 

C Street to south of Imperial Avenue. 

The proposed system of pedestrian linkages and the locations of the high activity 

centers are identified in Figure 4.B-8. All of these high activity centers are 

connected directly to the system of pedestrian linkages. The area bounded by 

A Street, C Street, First Avenue and Third Avenue could be connected to the 

system using both (a) C Street, which is designated a Transit Street and therefore 

has generous provisions for pedestrian traffic and (b) Second Avenue to the south, 

in order to cater to the relatively higher volumes of pedestrian traffic that can be 

expected to flow between this area and the Horton Plaza Redevelopment Project 

Sub Area ,immediately to the south; however, this is not considered to be a 

significant impact 

It should be noted that in the proposed Community Plan, apart from those streets 

designated Transit Streets, the widest sidewalk widths are recommended for the 

District Streets, which are primarily for the less intensively developed areas, where 

the extra capacity associated with the extra width is not required. 

Bicycle System. The proposed network of bicycle-related links for the Planning 

Area is shown in Figure 4.B-9. This network provides good coverage of the entire 

Planning Area and provides for travel by bicycle into and out of the downtown area 
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from all directions. A comparison of the proposed network with the locations of 

the high activity centers identified in the figure indicates that the bicycle system 

connects all of these centers. 

Many of the streets designated to be bikeways are also to be key traffic arteries, 

such as Ash Street, Broadway, Market Street, Pacific Highway, Kettner 

Boulevard, Front Street, First A venue, Tenth A venue and Eleventh A venue. In 

general, bicycle routes are best located away from such key traffic arteries. The 

mixing of bicycles and auto traffic increases the number of conflicts and thus 

reduces the capacity available for autos. More importantly, it represents a safety 

hazard. 

Along with the designation of bicycle links discussed in the proposed Community 

Plan, the provision of bicycle parking lockers at the major activity centers and at 

office locations provide a more convenient and secure environment for existing 

users and encourage further bicycle use as a travel mcxle. In terms of overall travel 

demand into and out of the Planning Area, the provision of bicycle facilities alone 

would not be expected to have a significant impact on traffic volumes. They 

would, however, be compatible with and supportive of other Transportation 

System Management (TSM) measures. 

3. Significance of Impact 

Street Segments. At ultimate capacity year 2025, an AM peak hour LOS of F 

would occur on Broadway westbound, Harbor Drive northbound, Beech Street 

westbound at Front/Union, Pacific Highway north and southbound, Laurel Street 

westbound at Pacific Highway, Second Avenue southbound near Beech Street, and 

Fifth A venue northbound at E/F Streets. An AM peak hour LOS of E would occur 

on Broadway eastbound west of Kettner, Imperial Avenue westbound at 14th/15th 

Streets, N. Harbor Drive between Cedar and Market Streets, Third Avenue 

southbound near C Street, Columbia Street southbound at Beech Street, State Street 

northbound between E and F Streets, and Market Street westbound between Fourth 

and Fifth A venues. 

These levels of service would create significant adverse traffic circulation impacts 

on these roadway segments. The City of San Diego Transportation Planning 
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Division has indicated that mitigations were to be developed for the locations on the 

future ultimate capacity network under the proposed Community Plan where 

conditions are projected to be worse than LOS D. 

Freeway and Ramps. A freeway LOS of F would be expected on I-5 between 

Route 94 and Route 163, on Route 163 between 1-5 and Quince Street and on 

Route 94 between the beginning of the freeway and 25th Street, in the peak hour. 

The section ofl-5 between Hawthorn Street and Laurel Avenue will operate at LOS 

E in the peak hour by year 2025. 

In the morning peak hour, there were nine ramps with an LOS of E or worse. In 

the evening peak hour, there were eight ramps with an LOS of E or worse. These 

ramps generally carried the same LOS for AM and PM peak, and included: 

1. 1-5 Northbound off to J Street and 19th Street, 

2. 1-5 Northbound on from Pershing Drive and B Street on, 

3. 1-5 Northbound off the 6th Avenue, 

4. 1-5 Northbound on from 1st Avenue and 

5. SR 163 northbound ramp on from 11th Avenue. 

All of the above would operate at LOS F in both AM and PM peak conditions. On 

I-5, the southbound off ramp to Front Street would operate at LOSE in the AM 

peak, and the southbound off ramp to 2nd A venue as well as the northbound off 

ramp to Hawthorn Street would operate at LOS F in the AM peak. In the PM peak, 

the southbound on ramp from Grape Street would operate at LOS F and the 

northbound off ramp to Hawthorn Street would operate at LOS E. Finally, the last 

bound SR 94 on ramp from G Street would operate at LOS F in the PM peak hour. 

Parking. In 2025, 128,182 parking spaces will be required to accommodate all 

future demand (refer back to Table 4.B-8). If all on-street parking can be retained, 

parking supply will be 9,618 spaces short. If on-street parking is eliminated, the 

parking supply will be 18,810 spaces short in the worst case. This is considered a 

significant adverse impact. 

Public Transportation. The proposed Community Plan requires a total of 

approximately 150 buses and 107 trolley cars during the AM peak hour for routes 



serving the Planning Area in the year 2010, along with 19 commuter rail cars. In 

the year 2025 the 40 percent transit split scenario requires a total of 290 buses, 

205 trolley cars and 36 commuter rail cars during the AM peak hour for routes 

serving the Planning Area. More detailed studies will need to be conducted in 

future years to evaluate necessary route and service modifications and restructuring 

to accommodate these increases in transit use of both bus and rail systems. 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Systems. Pedestrian linkages are adequate as proposed, 

with the exception of the area bounded by A Street, C Street, First A venue and 

Third A venue. This is considered a significant adverse impact A direct connection 

to the high activity centers via C Street, which is designated a Transit Street and 

therefore has generous provisions for pedestrian traffic (27 feet), and Second 

A venue to the south, would eliminate this impact. 

The potential for significant adverse impacts due to safety concerns exists on streets 

designated to be bikeways but which are also to be key traffic arteries, such as Ash 

Street, Broadway, Market Street, Pacific Highway, Kettner Boulevard, Front 

Street, First Avenue, Tenth Avenue and Eleventh Avenue. In general, bicycle 

routes are best located away from such key traffic arteries. 

4. Mitigation 

The proposed mitigation for the impacts identified for ultimate capacity year 2025 at 

40% transit mode split is to increase peak period transit ridership to 60% and to 

implement the improvements described below. 

One of the principal mitigation strategies proposed for ultimate capacity at year 2025 

is to increase transit ridership to a 60% peak hour mode split. This will have the 

effect of accommodating much of the increased trip making on the transit system. 

The details of this strategy will need to be closely coordinated with, and developed 

by MTDB, as it will involve the provision of additional transit service to meet 

increased passenger demand. 

Additional service will need to be provided by reducing service headways which 

will require additional transit vehicles. A preliminary analysis conducted in 
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conjunction with MTDB staff to determine additional transit vehicle needs is 

discussed under Public Transportation, below. 

Increased transit service would mitigate congestion on southbound North Harbor 

Drive, State Street northbound, Third Avenue southbound, Fifth Avenue 

northbound and Imperial Avenue westbound, Columbia Street southbound, Pacific 

Highway, Broadway eastbound, Second Avenue southbound and Island Avenue 

southbound. It would also significantly reduce traffic impacts on other key streets 

such as Broadway and Harbor Drive. 

Street Segments 

In addition to increasing transit service, certain additional roadway and parking 

mitigation measures will also be necessary to mitigate impacts on specific 

downtown street segments. Roadway mitigation options are outlined below. 

··~ To mitigate the AM peak hour LOS F southbound on Harbor Drive, the following 

measure is proposed. 

a. Alter the planned configuration of N. Harbor Drive. 

Grape St - Broadway 
Planned: Collector; 1 NB, 1 SB 
Mitigation: Collector, 2 NB, 2 SB 
Changes: restripe 

Comments: 

.. AM LOS goes from F SB and E NB to D or better along Harbor Drive 
at Screenlines A, B, and C. 

'" this mitigation proposes leaving the configuration of Harbor Drive from 
Grape St to Broadway as it is now 

" in combination with the planned configuration of North Harbor Drive 
(above), AM LOS goes from F to Dor better all along Pacific Highway 
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·~ To mitigate an LOS F on northbound and westbound Harbor Drive, three potential 

mitigation scenarios were considered as outlined below: 

a. Alter the planned configuration and operation of Harbor Drive to implement 

peak period reversible lanes: 

Pacific Highway - Market Street 
Planned: Major, 3 EB, 3 WB 
Mitigation: Major, 2 EB, 4 WB (reverse in PM peak) 
Changes: reconstruct 

Market Street - Fourth A venue 
Planned: Major, 2 EB, 2 WB 
Mitigation: Major, 2 EB, 4 WB (reverse in PM peak) 
Changes: reconstruct 

Fourth Street - Eighth Avenue 
Planned: Major, 2 EB, 2 WB 
Mitigation: Major, 3 EB, 3 WB 
Changes: reconstruct 

Comments: 

• reversible lanes allow for mitigation of both NB/WB volumes in AM 
and SB/EB volumes in PM 

• requires approximately 78 feet c/c 

b. Reduce amount of permitted development in area bounded by N. Harbor 
Drive, State Street, Ash Street, and Harbor Drive. 

Comments: 

" diverts traffic off of Harbor Drive 
" volume to remove from Harbor Drive during AM peak in order to 

provide LOS D or better is approximately 1,450 vehicles per hour WB, 
which is consistent with a reduction of approximately 2.9 million 
square feet of office development, determined as follows: 

1,450 vehicles per hour x 2 hours = 2,900 vehicles 

2,900 vehicles x 1000 square feet per stall = 2,900,000 square feet 
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c. Develop facilities for remote parking in southeast corner of Planning Area 

along with improved transit connections to employment destinations. 

Comments: 

• diverts traffic off of Harbor Drive 
• volume to remove from Harbor Drive during AM peak in order to 

provide LOS D or better is approximately 1,450 vehicles per hour WB, 
which is consistent with the provision of approximately 2,900 stalls in 
the southeast corner of the Planning Area, assuming a 2 hour period for 
which these vehicles need to be kept from Harbor Drive 

• include improved connection between parking facilities and both I-5 and 
Harbor Drive east of Eighth A venue 

" include program to ensure that those parking in these remote stalls are 
those who would have otherwise driven along Harbor Dr 

• will probably require additional transit (shuttle) connections to central 
areas. 

Note: 60 percent mitigation measure creates a "surplus" of parking. 

Scenarios a., b., and c. to improve Harbor Drive or reduce amount of 

permitted development are not considered feasible. 

,~ To mitigate an LOS F on westbound Broadway and an LOS E on eastbound 

Broadway, the following measures are proposed. 

a. Develop facilities for remote parking within short walking distance of LRT 

station near Twelfth A venue and C Street, along with enhanced central 

transit connections. 

Results: divert traffic from Broadway 

Comments: 

• include improved connection between parking facilities and 1-5 
" problems along Broadway cannot be mitigated with "modest" traffic 

engineering treatments and there is not enough capacity for the traffic 
demand east-west in the vicinity of Broadway; intention here is to 
encourage use of LRT or other transit rather than private vehicles along 
the Broadway corridor 

" volume to remove from Broadway during AM peak in order to provide 
LOS D or better is approximately 700, which is consistent with the 
provision of approximately 1,400 stalls in the southeast corner of the 
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Planning Area, assuming a 2 hour period for which these vehicles need 
to be kept from Broadway 

• include program to ensure that those parking in these remote stalls are 
those who would have otherwise driven along Broadway. 

b. Reduce amount of permitted development in area bounded by N. Harbor 

Drive, State Street, G Street, Eighth Avenue, B Street, State Street, and 

A Street. 

Comments: 

• diverts traffic off of Broadway 
• volume to remove from Broadway during AM peak in order to provide 

LOS D or better is approximately 700 vehicles per hour WB, which is 
consistent with a reduction of approximately 1.4 million square feet of 
office development, determined as follows: 

700 vehicles per hour x 2 hours= 1,400 vehicles 

1,400 vehicles x 1000 square feet per stall= 1,400,000 square feet 

To mitigate an LOS F on westbound Beech Street, the following measure is 

proposed. 

a. Alter the planned configuration of Beech St: 

Ketmer Boulevard - Sixth A venue 
Planned: Collector; l EB, 1 WB 
Mitigation: Collector; 1 + 1 EB, 1 + 1 WB 
Changes: restripe, ban parking during peaks 

Comments: 

"' with just this, AM WB LOS goes from F to better than D at Screenline F 
.. fits within the existing c/c 
.. improves PM conditions along with AM conditions 

To mitigate the LOS F projected for westbound Laurel Street, the following 

measure is proposed: 

Alter the planned configuration and operation of Laurel Street to implement peak 

period reversible lanes: 

4.B-49 



I-5 to N. Harbor Drive 
Planned: Major; 3 WB, 3 EB 
Mitigation: Major; 4 WB, 2 EB (reverse in PM peak) 
Changes: reconstruct 

Comments: 

• Provides for LOS D 

~ To mitigate the LOS F projected for northbound N. Harbor Drive between Grape 

Street and Laurel Street, the following mitigation is proposed. After the planned 

configuration of N. Harbor Drive: 

Grape Street to Laurel Street 
Planned: Major; 3 WB, 3 EB 
Changes: reconstruct (narrow) median and reshape 

Comments: 

• Provides for LOS D 

Both Laurel Street between I-5 and N. Harbor Drive between Laurel and Grape 

carry significant amounts of traffic that is unrelated to Centre City, and is confined 

to the airport area and Point Loma. As such, future traffic improvement measures 

may be most appropriately linked to those areas rather than be required as mitigation 

measures for the Centre City Community Plan. 

Based on the changes made to the planned street network under the proposed 

Community Plan, and the increase in transit mode split to 60 percent in the peak 

hour, the mitigated level of service will improve to at least LOS D in all cases. 

Table 4.B-9 summarizes the screenline AM peak volumes and LOS at ultimate 

capacity year 2025 mitigated conditions. 
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TABLE4.B-9 
CENTRE CITY 

SCREENLINE AM PEAK VOLUMES AND LOS: 2025 MITIGATED 

Screenline A Northbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACl1Y-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

N.Harbor Dr 575 1430 
Pac.Hwy 2275 2780 D 
India St 500 700 D 
State St 1450 2190 
Union St 200 700 
First Ave 2050 4000 
Second Ave 50 700 
Third Ave 325 2190 
Fifth Ave 1400 4000 
Seventh Ave 50 700 
Eighth Ave 50 700 
Ninth Ave 50 700 
Park Blvd 575 1830 
Overall 9550 22620 

Screenline A Southbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACl1Y-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

N.Harbor Dr 675 1430 
Pac.Hwy 2450 2780 D 
Kettner Blvd 2000 2990 
India St 500 700 D 
Columbia St 550 700 D 
Union St 175 700 
Front Ave 2525 4000 
Second Ave 1200 1430 D 
Fourth Ave 2650 4000 
Sixth Ave. 2600 4000 
Seventh Ave 350 700 
Eighth Ave 250 725 
Ninth Ave 100 700 
Park Blvd 700 1830 
Overall 16725 26685 
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TABLE4.B-9b 
CENTRE CITY 

SCREENLINE AM PEAK VOLUMES AND LOS: 2025 MITIGATED 

Screenline B Northbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

N.Harbor Dr 550 1430 
Pac.Hwy 2400 2780 D 
Kettner Blvd 400 1830 
India St 800 2990 
State St 900 2990 
Union St 300 700 
First Ave 1750 2990 
Third Ave 500 1430 
Fifth Ave 1500 2990 
Seventh Ave 375 1430 
Eighth Ave 175 1430 
Ninth Ave 500 700 D 
Eleventh Ave 1650 4000 
Fourteenth St 100 725 
Sixteenth St 250 1830 
Overall 12150 30245 

Screenline B Southbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

N.Harbor Or 675 1430 
Pac.Hwy 2350 2780 D 
Kettner Blvd 900 1830 
Columbia St 1300 2990 
Union St 250 700 
Front St 1075 4000 
Third Ave 550 700 D 
Fourth Ave 2225 4000 
Sixth Ave 1650 2990 
Seventh Ave 450 1430 
Eighth Ave 1050 2990 
Ninth Ave 175 700 
Tenth Ave 1200 4000 
Sixteenth St 575 1830 
Overall 14425 32370 



TABLE4.B-9c 
CENTRE CITY 

SCREENLINE AM PEAK VOLUMES AND LOS: 2025 MITIGATED 

Screenline C Northbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

N.Harbor Dr 600 700 D 
Pac.Hwy. 2250 2780 D 
Kettner Blvd 1150 1830 
State St 600 725 D 
Union St 550 725 D 
First Ave 1700 4000 
Fifth Ave 1250 1450 D 
Seventh Ave 750 1430 
Eighth Ave 425 1430 
Ninth Ave 500 700 D 
Eleventh Ave 1600 2990 
Toirteenth St 50 700 
Fourteenth St 100 2190 
Sixteenth St 600 1830 
Overall 12125 23480 

Screenline C Southbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

N.Harbor Dr 525 700 D 
Pac.Hwy 1900 2780 D 
Kettner Blvd 875 1830 
State St 350 725 
Union St 50 725 
Front St 950 4000 
Fourth Ave 600 4000 
Sixth Ave 950 1430 D 
Seventh Ave 350 1430 
Eighth Ave 350 2990 
Ninth Ave 175 700 
Tenth Ave 600 2990 
Toirteenth St 175 725 
Sixteenth St 600 1430 
Overall 8450 26455 
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TABLE 4.B-9d 
CENTRE CITY 

SCREENUNE AM PEAK VOLUMES AND LOS: 2025 MITIGATED 

Screenline D Northbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Harbor Dr 1550 1830 D 
First Ave 2350 2990 D 
Fifth Ave 500 700 D 
Eighth Ave 700 1830 
Overall 5100 7350 

Screenline D Southbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Harbor Dr 600 1830 
Front St 400 2990 
Fifth Ave 500 700 D 
Eiahth Ave 1275 1830 D 
Overall 2775 7350 
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TABLE4.8-9e 
CENTRE CITY 

SCREENUNE AM PEAK VOLUMES AND LOS: 2025 MITIGATED 

Screenline E Eastbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Grape St 1250 4000 
Fir St 50 700 
Cedar St 100 700 
Beech St 400 700 
Ash St 1650 2780 
Broadway 1250 1830 
G St 900 1980 
Harbor Dr 750 2780 
Overall 6350 15470 

Screen!ine E Westbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Hawthorn St 2750 4000 
Fir St 100 700 
Cedar St 100 700 
Beech St 200 700 
Ash St 1350 2780 
Broadway 1200 1830 
G St 500 1830 
Harbor Dr 2450 2780 D 
Overall 8650 15320 
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TABLE 4.B-9f 
CENTRE CITY 

SCREENLINE AM PEAK VOLUMES AND LOS: 2025 MITIGATED 

Screenline F Eastbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse tnan C) 

Cedar St 50 725 
Beech St 300 1430 
Ast 1400 4000 
Broadway 1050 1830 
E St 100 700 
F St 175 1430 
G St 300 4000 
Market St 750 1830 
Island Ave 100 840 
Harbor Dr 800 1830 
Overall 5025 18615 

Screenline F Westbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Beech St 775 1430 
Ash St 3200 4000 D 
B St 3200 4000 D 
Broadway 1550 1830 D 
E St 400 725 
F St 650 1430 
Market St 2100 2780 D 
Island Ave 700 840 D 
Harbor Dr 1550 1830 D 
Overall 14125 18865 
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TABLE4.B-9g 
CENTRE CITY 

SCREENUNE AM PEAK VOLUMES AND LOS: 2025 MITIGATED 

Screenline G Eastbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Cedar St 700 1450 
Beech St 175 1430 
Ast 1300 4000 
Broadway 1300 1830 D 
E St 350 2190 
G St 200 4000 
Market St 600 1830 
Island Ave 50 700 
J St 300 700 
KSt 50 700 
Harbor Dr 800 1830 
Overall 5825 20660 

Screenline G Westbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Beech St 500 1430 
Ash St 3100 4000 D 
B St 3100 4000 D 
Broadway 1550 1830 D 
F St 2200 4000 
Market St 2200 2780 D 
Island Ave 500 700 D 
J St 500 700 D 
KSt 500 700 D 
Harbor Dr 1550 1830 D 
Overall 15700 21970 
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TABLE 4.B-9h 
CENTRE CITY 

SCREENUNE AM PEAK VOLUMES AND LOS: 2025 MITIGATED 

Screenline H Eastbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

C St 600 2190 
Broadway 350 1830 
E St 275 1430 
G St 950 4000 
Market St 450 1830 
Island Ave 50 700 
J St 200 700 
KSt 50 700 
Imperial Ave 225 1830 
Overall 3150 15210 

Screenline H Westbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

B St 2200 2990 
Broadway 1550 1830 D 
E St 1100 1430 D 
F St 2700 4000 
Market St 1850 2780 
Island Ave 475 700 D 
J St 500 700 D 
KSt 300 700 
Imperial Ave 1550 1830 D 
Overall 12225 16960 
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TABLE 4.8-91 
CENTREaTV 

SCREENLINE AM PEAK VOLUMES AND LOS: 2025 MITIGATED 

Screenline I Eastbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Laurel St 700 1830 
Grape St 1250 4000 
Overall 1950 5830 

Screenline I Westbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Laurel St 3200 3700 D 
Hawthorn St 2750 4000 
Overall 5950 noo 
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TABLE4.B-9j 
CENTRE CITY 

SCREENLINE AM PEAK VOLUMES AND LOS: 2025 MITIGATED 

Screenline J Northbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

N.Harbor Dr 3200 3700 D 
Pac.Hwy 2400 2780 D 
India St 600 2990 
Overall 6200 9470 

Screenline J Southbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

N.Harbor Dr 2150 3700 
Pac.Hwy 2350 2780 D 
Kettner Bl. 2650 2990 D 
Overall 7150 9470 
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Freeways and Ramps 

Increasing the peak hour transit mode split to 60% would significantly reduce traffic 

congestion at key freeway segments and ramps shown in Tables 4.B-10 and 

4.B-11, respectively), for the ultimate capacity in year 2025. Freeway segments 

would operate at LOSE or better, except Route 163 between I-5 and Quince Street 

which would operate at LOS F and significantly over capacity. The 60% transit 

mode split would improve traffic conditions at most ramps to LOS E or better. 

Four ramps would however operate at LOS F, as shown in Table 4.B-11, the 

worst being the northbound off to 6th A venue which would operate significantly 

above capacity. 

Potential additional mitigation strategies include ramp metering, ramp widening, 

and providing additional lanes for both freeways and ramps. In order to fully 

mitigate freeway impacts, certain significant mitigation measures would be 

required. These would include the addition of one to two lanes in each direction on 

SR-163 between I-5 and Quince Street, the addition of one to two lanes on the 

northbound off-ramp from I-5 to 6th Avenue, and the addition of one lane to the 

northbound on ramp to I-5 from Pershing Drive/B Street, one lane to the 

northbound off-ramp from I-5 to Hawthorn Street, and one lane to the southbou.o.d 

off-ramp to 4th Avenue. Clearly, these levels of improvements may not be feasible 

due to right-of-way limitations or other reasons, particularly the widening of 

SR-163. In the long term, other mitigation strategies should be explored such as 

transportation demand management to reduce peak hour trips, telecommuting, 

increased transit service, or reduced land use development densities. 

Parking 

It is anticipated that there will be a shortfall of parking supply in 2025, which 

suggests that additional offsite remote parking is required beyond what is indicated 

in the proposed Community Plan. At ultimate capacity 2025, with a 60 percent 

transit split, the proposed Community Plan provides for an over-supply of stalls. 

This would allow for a significant reduction in the volume of on-street supply in 

2025 and other parking related measures consistent with the treatments proposed to 

mitigate the anticipated problems on the street system. 
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TABLE 4.8-10 

FUTURE FREEWAY SEGMENTS WITH 
LEVELS OF SERVICE E OR WORSE 

2025 
UNMmGATED 2025 

WITTi 40% TRANSIT WITH 60% TRANSIT 
FREEWAY: AM PK HOUR AM PK HOUR 

Interstate 5 Freeway: V/C LOS V/C LOS 

RTE 94 TO PERSHING DR. 1.30 F 0.94 E 
PERSHING DR. TO RTE 163 1.26 F 0.93 E 
HAWTHORN ST. TO LAUREL ST. 0.98 E 0.75 C 

Route 163: 

1-5 TO QUINCE ST. 2.23 F 1.77 F 

Route 94: 

FREEWAY BEGIN TO 25TH ST. 1.03 F 0.79 C 
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2025 FREEWAY RAMPS WITH 
LEVELS OF SERVICE E OR WORSE 

RAMP LOCATION: 

Interstate 5: 

NB OFF TO J ST. AND 19TH ST. 

TABLE 4.8-11 

NB ON FROM PERSHING DR. AND B ST; B ON 
NB OFF TO 6TH AVE. 
NB ON FROM 1ST AVE. 
SB OFF TO FRONT ST. 
SB OFF TO 2ND AVE. 
NB OFF TO HAWTHORN ST. 

State Route 163: 

NB ON FROM 11TH AVE. 
SB OFF TO 4TH AVE. 
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2025 
UNMITIGATED 

WITH 40% TRANSIT 
AM PEAK HOUR 

V/C LOS 

1.26 
1.55 
2.74 
1.06 
0.93 
1.08 
1.58 

1.30 
1.49 

F 
F 
F 
F 
E 
F 
F 

F 
F 

2025 
wrrn 60% TRANSIT 

AM PEAK HOUR 
V/C LOS 

0.98 
1.33 
2.10 
0.91 
0.80 
0.92 
1.24 

0.99 
1.53 

E 
F 
F 
E 
C 
E 
F 

E 
F 



The parking demand generated and the required parking supply with a mode-split of 

60 percent transit usage are calculated and are summarized in Table 4.B-12. 

Parking demand and supply rates would change in going from 40 percent to 

60 percent transit as shown in Table 4.B-13. The 60 percent mode split mitigation 

will reduce the parking demand by about 30,000 spaces. This will result in a 

surplus of parking supply in 2025 of about 11,500 spaces. This surplus could be 

eliminated by reducing the (onsite) parking requirements for office and other land 

uses. 

The maximum allowable onsite parking supply for new office development could 

be reduced substantially without causing an overall deficit in parking supply. A 

range of maximum onsite rates could result in an adequate range of required stalls 

offsite overall. 

With the mode-split of 60 percent transit usage being adopted, the on-street parking 

restrictions could be introduced for most streets, without concern about a deficit in 

parking supply overall. 

Public Transportation 

The suggested mitigation strategy of going to a 60 percent transit split for work 

trips into the downtown area in the year 2025 would increase transit demand by 

50 percent overall. This would require further transit capacity in order to avoid 

severe overcrowding on the transit system. A total of at least 440 buses, 

305 trolley cars and 55 commuter rail cars would be required for the routes serving 

the Planning Area during the AM peak hour, which represents an additional 

minimum of 150 buses, 100 trolley cars and 18 commuter rail cars relative to the 

year 2025 with a 40% transit split. 

Clearly this would be a significant increase in the number of transit vehicles 

accessing the downtown. Further detailed operations planning will be required in 

the future by MTDB to evaluate route and service modifications and restructuring to 

achieve the 60% transit mode split. The relative use of rail versus bus modes will 

need to be explored, along with potential use of articulated buses, more frequent 

bus and rail service, the use of dedicated bus lanes and/or transit streets in the 

downtown to facilitate bus movements, and the provision of transit centers and/or 

4.B-64 



TABLE 4.B-12 
PARKING DEMAND AND SUPPLY BY T AZ FOR 2025 - 60% TRANSIT SPLIT 

PRESENT PRESENT STALLS STALLS 
PARKING STALLS STALLS STALLS STALLS OFF-SITE OFF-SITE 

SANDAG DEMAND ON-SITE ON-SITE ON-STREET ON-STREET MAX MIN 
TAZ RETAINED NEW(*) RESTR'D UN-RESTR'D 

180 622 1236 640 157 154 -1254 -1565 
181 8028 1476 6831 315 903 --279 --1497 
182 7982 750 9083 344 878 -1851 --3073 
183 59 550 0 0 0 -491 --491 
185 6038 5061 3020 512 75 -2043 -2630 
186 5889 3959 4840 200 3 -2910 -3113 
187 7562 4037 5657 331 20 -2132 -2483 

,I:>. 188 7122 1332 3924 218 388 1866 1260 
= 189 8360 6388 4623 154 211 -2651 -3016 ' 190 7840 5774 24 1214 951 <:I'\ 852 239 ~ 

191 4956 1306 3171 468 16 479 --5 
192 8478 566 8269 364 460 --357 -1181 
193 3336 2086 1149 186 79 101 --164 
194 1607 2000 908 186 79 -1301 -1566 
195 9681 1439 7045 247 696 1197 254 
196 10252 1279 10047 108 1177 -1074 -2359 

TOTAL 97812 39239 70059 4029 5163 --11486 -20678 



TABLE 4.8-13 
CHANGES IN PARKING SUPPLY AND DEMAND RATES 

With 40% With 60% 
Land Transit Transit 
Use Land Use Category Unit (Spaces (Spaces 
Code per Unit) per Unit) 

6 Commercial/military 1000 square 1.4 0.6 
office feet 

7 Government office 1000 square 1.4 0.6 
feet 

17 Industrial 1000 square 0.32 0.14 
feet 

20 College Students 0.400 0.130 

21 High School Students 0.110 0.0360 

22 Elementary School Students 0.0180 0.0060 

290081 )({);\ 12-23-91.RPT\Teble4B.• 18/zhm 
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transfer stations in the downtown area. The possibility of additional rail routes into 

the Planning Area will also need to be studied in future years as transit ridership 

increases towards these goals. Future studies by MTDB and/or SANDAG will 

need to focus on these implementation issues of achieving the 60% transit mode 

split. 

Bicycle Systems 

Bicycle System. Bicycle routes should be oriented toward minor streets and 

transit/pedestrian oriented streets. For example, the bicycle treatment proposed for 

the length of Broadway could be moved to C Street. Redesignating bikeways from 

key traffic arteries would reduce potentially significant auto/bicycle conflicts to a 

level below significance. 
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C. AIR QUALITY 

1. Existing Conditions 

Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Policies 

Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) represent the maximum levels of 

background pollution considered safe, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect 

the public health and welfare. The five primary pollutants of concern for which 

standards have been established are ozone (03), sulfur dioxide (SO2), carbon 

monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NOi), and particulate matter smaller than 10 

microns in diameter (PM10). National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 

were set by the Federal Clean Air Act of 1970 ( which was amended in 1977 and 

1990), with states retaining the option to develop different (i.e., more stringent) 

standards. Because of unique air quality problems in California, the California Air 

Resources Board (CARB) has developed additional AAQS. Table 4.C-1 lists the 

applicable state and federal standards. The federal standards are not to be exceeded 

more than once per year. The CARB policy for determining violations of a state 

standard is a "not to be exceeded" policy for 03, CO, SO2 (I-hour), NO2, and 

PM10. The remaining standards are not to be equalled or exceeded. 

In 1979, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) required each state to 

prepare a State Implementation Plan (SIP). A SIP is a compilation of goals, 

strategies, schedules, and enforcement actions designed to lead the state (including 

the San Diego Air Basin) into compliance with all federal air quality standards. 

Every change in a compliance schedule or plan must be incorporated into the SIP. 

The SIP outlines the measures by which the state will attain the NAAQS for 03, 

CO, NO2, SO2, and PM10- The NAAQS originally were targeted to be achieved 

each air basin by 1982; however, extensions to 1987 were granted to many air 

basins (including the San Diego Air Basin) that had incorporated available emission 

control strategies but nevertheless could not attain some standards by 1982. 

In order to meet federal air quality standards in California, the CARB required each 

air basin to develop its own strategy for achieving the NAAQS. The original 

Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) for San Diego County was developed for · 

inclusion in the SIP in the early 1970s and was updated in 1979 and 1982. 
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Table 4.C-1 

CALIFORNIA AND FEDERAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY ST AND ARDS 

AVERAGJNG 
POLLUTANT DME 

Owne 1 Hour 

Carbon 8 Hour 
Monoxide 

1 Hour 

Nitrogen Annual Average 
Dioxide 

1 Hour 

Sulfur Annual Average 
Dioxide 

24 Hour 

3 Hour 
1 Hour 

Suspended Annual Geometric 
Particulate Mean 
Matter 

24 Hour 

siill'ates 24 Hour 

Lead 30 Day Average 

Calendar Quarter 

Hydrogen 1 Hour 
Sulfide 

Vinyl 24 Hour 
Chloride 
(chloro-
ethene) 

Visibility 1 Observation 
Reducing 
Particles 

ppm - parts per million 
ug/m3 - micrograms per cubic meter 
mg/m3 - milligrams per cubic meter 

CALIFORNIA STANDARDS (1) NATIONAL STANDARDS (2) 

CQDQ~DtratiQD Mfil.hilii Erimao:: S~QDdilO:: Method 
0.09 ppm Ultraviolet 0.12 ppm Sarne as Ethylene 
(180 ug/m3) Photometry (235 ug/m3) Primary Chemilurnin-

Standards escence 

9.0ppm Nondispersive 9.0 ppm Sarne as N ondispersive 
(10mg/m3) Infrared (10 mg/m3) Primary Infrared 

Spectroscopy Standards Spectroscopy 
20ppm 35ppm 
(23 mg/m3) (45 mg/m3) 

Gas Phase 0.05j ppm Sarne as Gas Phase 
Chemilurni- (100 ug/m3) Primary Chemilurnin-
nescence Standards escence 

0.25 ppm 
(470 ug/m3) 

Ultraviolet 0.03 ppm Pararosaniline 
fluorescence (80 ug/m3) 

0.05 ppm 0.14 ppm 
(131 ug/m3) 

0.5 ppm 
0.25 ppm (1300ug/m3) 

(655 ug/m3) 

PM10 Size Select.lve PM10 (3) Sarne as Inertial 
30ug/m3 High Volume 50 ug/m3 Primary Separation and 

Sampler and Standards Gravimetric 
Gravimetric Analysis 
Analysis 

PM10 PM10 (3) 
50 ug/m3 150 ug/m3 

25 ug?rii3 Turbidimetric 
Barium Sulfate 

1.5 ug/m3 Atomic Atomic 
Absorption Absorption 

15 ug/m3 Sarne as 
Primary 
Standards 

0.03 ppm Cadmium - - -
(42 ug/m3) Hydroxide 

Stractan 

0.010 ppm Tedlar Bag 
(26 ug/m3) Collection, Gas 

Chroma-
tography 

Insufficient amount to reduce the 
prevailing visibility to less than 
10 miles when the relative 
humidity is less than 70% 

(1) CO, S(h (l Hour), N(h, ~. and PM10 Standards are not to be exceeded. All other Standards are not to be equaled or exceeded. 
(2) Not to be exceeded more than once a year. 
(3) Annual arithmetic mean. 
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Responsibility for preparation of the county's RAQS and its revisions has been 

delegated to the San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD), which is also 

responsible for pollution control from stationary sources, air pollution monitoring, 

emissions inventories, meteorological and air quality analyses, implementation of 

abatement plans in the event of severe smog problems, and smog episode forecasts. 

No further revisions to the 1982 RAQS were made by the SDAPCD until recently, 

as Congress failed to enact new amendments until 1990. Because of this delay, the 

California Clean Air Act (CCAA) was adopted in 1988. This Act calls for each 

district in the state to comply with state air quality standards by the earliest 

practicable date. It further requires each district to develop an air quality 

management plan. 

The 1991 management plan (called the 1991 Regional Air Quality Strategy) for San 

Diego County was issued in draft form in July 1991, with formal adoption expected 

in early 1992. While provisions contained in the 1991 RAQS generally meet 

federal requirements (in addition to those of the CCAA), it will be necessary to 

make further revisions in subsequent years to address unique federal mandates. 

The goal of the 1991 RAQS is to reduce local pollutant emissions such that state air 

quality standards are achieved as expeditiously as possible. The CCAA's main 

requirement is a 5 percent per year reduction in emissions. However, in San Diego 

County, where significant emissions reduction programs are already in place, it is 

not anticipated that this level of annual emissions reductions can be achieved. 

Consequently, the CCAA requires that all feasible measures be implemented on a 

practical, expeditious schedule. These measures, identified in the RAQS, include 

the following: 

" Clean Fuel Vehicles: This measure is designed to increase the use of low 

emission motor vehicles in fleets. 

" Stationary and Areawide Control Measures: These emission control measures 

will affect a wide variety of sources, ranging from specific industries such as 

electrical power generation, fiberglass manufacturing, and bakeries to consumer 

products such as barbecue lighter fluid and deodorants. These measures will 

likely affect some of the industries locating in the Planning Area. Such 
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individual sources will be subject to specific industry requirements established 

in the RAQS and the APCD rules and regulations. 

" Transportation Control Measures: These measures include trip reduction 

programs, alternative transportation mode capacity expansion, transportation 

system management, indirect source review, and land use. The SDAPCD is 

primarily responsible for the trip reduction and indirect source review 

programs. A variety of other agencies take the lead in developing other 

measures in accordance with their area of responsibility. The indirect source 

review program (which will directly affect residential and commercial 

development projects) is currently being developed, and land use policy options 

are being researched to identify those which will reduce dependence on 

automobiles and improve energy efficiency. The program is expected to be sent 

to the Air Pollution Control Board in late 1992. 

It should be noted that the 1991 RAQS does not estimate when or if attainment of 

the state standards will be achieved; research is currently being conducted to 

provide data for this attainment demonstration. However, it is not anticipated that 

San Diego County will meet the standards by 1997. The failure of earlier versions 

of the RAQS to meet federal or state standards can be attributed to several factorst 

the principal one of which is population growth (and with it, growth in vehicular 

travel) higher than that predicted by SANDAG's growth forecasts. The current 

forecast (Series 7) projects a county population of 2,585,134 in 1995. However, 

by the end of 1990, the actual population was already very close (2,498,016) to the 

1995 projection. Estimates of emission trends and control technique effectiveness 

contained in the RAQS will clearly be incorrect if the Series 7 forecasts on which 

they are based underestimated population growth in the county. Nonetheless, since 

the RAQS is based on the Series 7 forecast, significance of impacts is defined by 

the SDAPCD in terms of whether or not the growth induced by a particular 

development project has been accounted for in the Series 7 forecast. If the growth 

is consistent with the forecast, the impacts are not considered significant, as the 

RAQS has incorporated growth assumptions in the development of measures to 

reduce air pollutants to acceptable levels. The CCAA requires that the RAQS be 

revised every 3 years in order to reflect, among other things, changes in regional 

growth patterns. 
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Meteorology/Climate 

The climate of San Diego County is typical of the Mediterranean-type climates 

found throughout coastal Southern California. San Diego experiences warm 

summers and mild winters with an average maximum temperature of 71 °F and 

average minimum temperature of 55°F in downtown San Diego. Temperatures 

below freezing and above 90°F rarely occur. Rainfall is concentrated between 

November and April and averages 10 inches along the coast. Winds are light and 

variable and generally consist of onshore breezes at an average of 7 mph. Sunshine 

is usually plentiful in coastal San Diego, but night and morning cloudiness is 

common during the spring and summer. Fog can occur frequently during the fall 

and winter. 

Two common temperature inversions affect air quality in the San Diego Air Basin. 

The marine subsidence inversion occurs on summer afternoons when a cool, 

onshore flow of marine air undercuts a large dome of warm air. The resultant 

inversion layer, whose boundary at 1000 to 2000 feet above the ground creates a 

barrier to vertical motions, traps most pollutants within the layer of marine air. As 

this stagnant, shallow layer moves inland, more pollutants are added from below. 

These pollutants react with sunlight to form photochemical smog (expressed and 

measured in terms of ozone), and adversely affect ambient air quality, especially in 

the foothill regions of the county. Another common inversion is the radiation 

inversion, which occurs on 60 percent of the winter nights in San Diego. A 

radiation inversion is formed when the air near the ground cools by heat radiation 

and the undisturbed air aloft remains warm. If prolonged, this shallow inversion 

layer traps surface-based emissions such as carbon monoxide and oxides of 

nitrogen. 

Advection, the inter-basin transport of pollutants, also affects air quality the 

coastal regions of San Diego. Advection typically occurs after Santa Ana weather 

conditions when pollutant-laden air masses from Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside 

and San Bernardino counties are transported to the San Diego area. 
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Air Quality Trends 

The entire San Diego Air Basin has not met state and federal standards for 03. In 

addition, the basin is currently designated as as federal nonattainment area for 

particulate, although it is in the process of being redesignated as an attainment area 

for federal standards. For the remaining criteria pollutants (CO, SO2, H2S, and 

NO2), the San Diego region is designated as a federal attainment area. The basin, 

however, is classified as a state nonattainment area for PM10. Furthermore, the 

western portion of the basin is also classified as nonattainment for the state NO2 

and CO standards. 

San Diego County APCD operates eight air quality monitoring stations. The closest 

station to the project site is the downtown station, previously located at 1111 Island 

Avenue. Its new location is 330 12th Avenue. This station monitors ozone (UV 

photometric), nitrogen oxides (chemiluminescent), carbon monoxide (non­

dispersive infrared), lead (x-ray fluorescence), hydrocarbons, sulfur dioxide 

(fluorescence), total suspended particulate matter, winds, temperature, and 

humidity. Table 4.C-2 summarizes the concentrations of the major pollutants at the 

downtown monitoring station over the past five years. 

Ozone. As shown on Table 4.C-2, federal ozone standards were violated during 

two days in 1986, one day in 1987, two days in 1988, two days in 1989 and six 

days in 1990 at the downtown San Diego monitoring station. However, state 

ozone standards were violated 12 days in 1986, 8 days in 1987, 9 days in 1988, 4 

days in 1989 and 26 days in 1990. Some of San Diego's ozone problem comes 

from emissions generated in the South Coast Air Basin to the north of San Diego. 

Therefore, San Diego's ozone control strategies will only be fully effective when 

the South Coast Air Basin achieves the NAAQS. Based on the latest Air Quality 

Management Plan (AQMP) developed for the South Coast Air Basin (SCAQMD 

1991), attainment of ozone standards is expected to occur by the year 2010. 

When reviewing violations of ozone levels it is important to consider emissions of 

reactive hydrocarbons (RHC), a precursor to ozone. Approximately 40 percent of 

reactive hydrocarbon emissions come from motor vehicles and 60 percent are 

emitted from stationary sources (SDAPCD 1989). Emissions of reactive · 
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Table 4.C-2 

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY SUMMARY 
SAN DIEGO (DOWNTOWN)fMONITORING STATION 

California Federal Number of Days Number of Days 
Average Air Quality Primary Maximum Concentrations (a) Exceeding Federal Standard (b) Exceeding State Standard (b) 

Pollutant Time Standards Standards 1986 1987 1988 1989(e) 1990 1986 1987 1988 1989(e) 1990 1986 1987 1988 1989(e) 1990 

Oxidants 1 hr 0.09 ppm 0.12 ppm 0.16 0.14 0.18 0.16 0.17 2 1 2 2 6 12 8 9 4 26 
(Ozone) (c) 

Carbon 1 hr 20ppm 35 ppm 16 12 17 12.0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Monoxide 8 hrs 9.0 ppm 9ppm 9.0 9.4 9.3 8.8 9.1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 

Nitrogen 1 hr 0.25 ppm NIA 0.18 0.22 0.28 0.21 0.16 NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 0 0 1 0 0 
Dioxide Annual NIA 0.053 ppm 0.033 0.032 0.035 O.Q38 0.027 0 0 0 0 0 NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 

Sulfur 1 hr 0.25 ppm NIA 0.05 0.05 0.07 0.04 0.05 NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 0 0 0 0 0 
Dioxide 24 hrs 0.05 ppm 0.14 ppm 0.027 0.026 0.023 0.020 0.015 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Annual NIA 0.03 ppm 0.004 0.004 0.004 0.005 0.004 0 0 0 0 0 NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 

Total Sus- 24 hrs NIA 260 µg/m3 214 194 217 131 133 0 NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 
pended Par- Annual NIA 75 µg/m3 77 74 78 75 65 1 NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA NIA 
ticu 1 ·,res 
(TSPJ (d) 

PM1og 24 hrs 50 µg/m3 150 µglm 3 NIA NIA 58 69 67 0 NIA NIA 0 0 NIA NIA 3 3 7 

Annual 30 µg/m3 50 µg/m3 NIA NIA 30.4 34.5 0 0 NIA NIA 0 0 NIA NIA 1 1 0 

Source: San Diego County APCD and California Air Resources Board, 1985, 1986, 1987, 1988, 1989 

Notes: 
(a) Maximum concentration units for ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, and sulfur dioxide are in parts per million (ppm). Concentration unit for total suspended particulates (TSP) 

is in micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3). 

(b) For annual standards, a value of 1 indicates the standard has been exceeded. 
(c) California standard for ozone was 0.10 ppm for the year 1985-1988. The standard has been changed to 0.09 ppm in 1989. 
(d) In July 1987, the federal standards for TSP were replaced by standards for fine particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM-10). PM-10 has not been monitored at the downtown 

San Diego monitoring station. 
(e) Not all data from the monitoring station had been received at this time. 
(f) Monitoring station moved from Island Avenue to 12th Street in 1989. 
(g) Monitoring data from Chula Vista monitoring station; PM JO not measured at Downtown monitoring station. 



hydrocarbons have been significantly reduced in recent years as a result of pollution 

controls on industry and motor vehicles. 

Carbon Monoxide. Federal standards for carbon monoxide have not been exceeded 

for several years in San Diego County. The California 8-hour standard for CO was 

exceeded once at the downtown station during each of the years 1987, 1988 and 

1990. As in most urban areas, high short-term concentrations of carbon monoxide, 

known as "hot spots," can be a problem in San Diego County. Hot spots typically 

occur in areas of high motor vehicle use, such as in parking lots and along 

highways. Since CO build-up typically occurs at locations where traffic is 

congested, CO concentrations are correlated with levels of service on street 

segments. Significant concentrations of carbon monoxide sometimes occur 

(depending on temperature, wind speed, and other variables) where level of service 

(LOS) is rated as D or worse. 

The Transportation Element for the proposed Community Plan and Redevelopment 

Plan EIR ( 1991) reports current operational levels for street segments in the 

Planning Area. Of the 75 street segments analyzed, only three street segments 

(Hawthorn Street between Kettner Boulevard and India Street, North Harbor Drive 

between Hawthorn Street and Laurel Street, and 2nd A venue between Beech Street 

and Cedar Street) currently have the potential to operate with congestion due to the 

morning peak rush hour. In addition, five freeway ramp segments and eight 

freeway segments currently operate at LOS Dor worse during the AM peak hour. 

These ramps and segments that experience LOS D or worse have the potential for 

being CO hot spots which may adversely affect localized air quality conditions. 

Other Pollutants. Three other pollutants are monitored extensively throughout the 

San Diego air basin: nitrogen oxides (NOx), SO2, and total suspended particulate 

matter (TSP). The NAAQS for NO2 has not been exceeded since 1981 and the 

levels of SO2 have been well below the NAAQS for many years. The annual 

federal standard for TSP was exceeded during the year 1986. However, the 

California Air Resources Board and the EPA have both recognized that TSP 

(especially large diameter, inert soil particles), are not a good indicator of potential 

health effects of airborne dust exposure. Therefore, in July 1987, the federal 

standards for TSP were replaced by new standards for fine particulate matter less 

than 10 microns (PM10). Monitoring of PM10 concentrations has not been 
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conducted at the downtown station. However, PM10 concentrations from the 

Chula Vista Monitoring Station are shown in Table 4.C-2. 

Atmospheric lead is monitored at the downtown station. The levels have steadily 

declined since the mid-l 970s, falling to approximately 5 percent of the federal 

quarterly standard of 1.5 µg/m 3 in 1988. It is expected that this trend will continue 

throughout this decade as more cars use unleaded fuel. 

Health Effects of Air Pollutants 

Air pollutants are recognized to have a variety of health effects on humans. Effects 

range from eye irritation to respiratory diseases such as emphysema. Carbon 

monoxide, ozone, and nitrogen oxides, when absorbed into the bloodstream, 

reduce the oxygen-carrying ability of hemoglobin. Suspended particulate matter, 

sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide and ozone can trigger respiratory diseases such as 

asthma, bronchitis, and lung cancer. 

2. Impacts 

Air quality impacts for the Planning Area have been assessed for both construction 

and vehicular impacts. The construction impacts address demolition, grading and 

construction, while the vehicular impacts relate to air quality conditions associated 

with build-out traffic conditions. 

Construction Impacts 

Demolition and construction in the Planning Area would produce exhaust emissions 

from construction activities. It is unlikely that ambient air quality standards would 

be exceeded due to construction emissions alone, however, construction equipment 

exhaust emissions would contribute to the area's cumulative emissions load during 

construction. Exhaust emissions from construction activities include those 

associated with the transport of workers and machinery to the site, as well as those 

produced onsite by construction equipment. 

Construction activities are also a source of fugitive dust emissions that may have a 

substantial temporary impact on local air quality. Emissions are associated with 
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demolishing existing buildings, land clearing, ground excavation and/or filling, 

grading operations, and construction of the structures. Dust emissions vary 

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 area ofland being worked and associated construction activity. 

Fugitive dust emissions associated with construction can be estimated by using the 

EPA's emission factor of 1.2 tons/acre/month of activity (U.S. EPA 1985). A 

control efficiency of 50 percent was assumed to be achieved by onsite watering, 

which reduces the effective emission factor to 0.6 tons/acre/month of activity. It 

could be expected that the 451-acre Project Area would generate a total of 

approximately 0.56 tons of fugitive dust over the life of the project. This result 

reflects the assumption of a uniform development rate of 487,000 ft2/year over a 

35-year period. The amount of dust generated in any given time period (such as 

daily, weekly, monthly, or annually) will depend on the specific construction 

activities taking place at that time. This number does not include fugitive dust from 

demolition activities which can be substantial. It should be noted that the bulk of 

construction-related fugitive dust emissions occur during the demolition of existing 

buildings, the grading of the site, and the construction of roads, sewer, water, and 

storm drains. Large-diameter construction dust, which settles out on nearby 

buildings, parked cars, foliage, and other surfaces is more a soiling nuisance than a 

potential health impact. 

Vehicular Impacts 

Motor vehicle emissions not only contribute to the degradation of regional air 

quality, they also adversely affect local air quality near street segments within the 

Planning Area with poor levels of service. As mentioned previously, three street 

segments currently operate at LOS D or worse. Under the ultimate capacity 

development scenario in the year 2025, forty-six street segments are projected to 

operate at LOS D or worse during the morning peak hours (see Table 4.B-5). In 

addition, nine and eight freeway ramp segments are expected to operate at LOS D 

or worse in the AM and PM peak hours, respectively (see Table 4.B-7). 

Six freeway segments along I-5, Route 163 and Route 94 will also operate at an, 

LOS of D or worse in the AM peak hours (see Table 4.B-6). All the freeway 
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segments, ramps, and street segments projected to operate at LOS D or worse will 

be potential CO hot spots which may lead to adverse air quality conditions. 

Specific mitigations have been proposed including striving for a 60 percent transit 

mcxle split, as well as implementing various roadway and freeway improvements 

(see Section IV.B, Traffic and Circulation). These measures, if incorporated fully, 

would reduce the severity of impacts due to CO hotspots by increasing LOS to at 

least D on all street segments (see Table 4.B-9). If freeway and ramp 

modifications can be achieved along with the 60 percent mode split, significant 

traffic impacts on Planning Area ramps and freeway segments would be mitigated 

to a level below significance. While these traffic mitigations would fully mitigate 

traffic impacts and would reduce the severity of CO hotspot occurrence, they would 

not eliminate all localized CO hotspots associated with the proposed project. 

Methodolo~y 

The California Air Resources Board's URBEMIS 3 Model and the EMF AC7E 

version of the San Diego County vehicle burden mix were used to estimate 

emission rates of the five main vehicular pollutants from traffic that would be 

associated with the proposed Community Plan in the years 1990 (existing 

conditions, the base year) and 2025. In the 2025 analysis, the Ultimate Capacity 

land use projections were incorporated in the URBEMIS 3 model runs to project 

trips generated and the corresponding vehicular emissions. It should be noted that 

URBEMIS, as currently configured, incorporates emission factors only through the 

year 2020. Thus an element of uncertainty is introduced by using 2020 rather than 

2025 emission factors, but this is considered to be a minor source of error, given 

the long-range nature of the projection. The county vehicle burden mixes for the 

years 1990 and 2010 were used to provide both "Percent of Trips" and "Percent of 

Fuel" for each vehicle type. CARB does not provide burden forecasts beyond 

2010; therefore, the 2010 burden mix was used for the 2025 analysis. The trip 

generation rates for each land use category (i.e., residential, commercial, industrial, 

schools, etc.) were based on SANDAG's San Diego Traffic Generators (January 

1990) and the updated Centre City trip rates (Korve Engineering, Inc. 1991). 

The Centre City trip generation rates used the SANDAG zonal input values 

expressed in socioeconomic units. Because the updated Centre City trip generation 

4.C-11 



rates were not compatible with inputs in the URBEMIS 3 Model, a simple 

proportional equation was used to determine the appropriate trip generation rates for 

the model. By using the proportion of each land use category to the total daily trips 

from the Traffic Report, estimated trip generation rates were developed for each 

land use category and used as inputs in the URBEMIS 3 Model. This 

proportional calculation is shown in Appendix F. 

The average temperature used for each year was 70°F. The URBEMIS 3 Model 

default inputs for cold start percentages by trip type, trip speed (30 mph), trip 

length by trip type, and the percentages for the PM10 and sulfur emissions were 

used. Emissions were calculated for total organic gases (TOG), CO, NOx, SOx, 

and PM10. For the purpose of estimating 03 precursor emissions, TOG was 

converted to Reactive Organic Compounds (ROC) by multiplying the TOG 

emissions by a conversion rate of 0.91 (a reasonably conservative estimate of the 

ROC/fOG ratio). 

Results 

Output data from the URBEMIS 3 Model are provided in Appendix F-1. The 

results reported in Table 4.C-3 show that the proposed project would incremental!~ 

increase emissions of NOx by 5.7 percent, PM10 by 34.1 percent and SOx by 

6.8 percent to the regional airshed. However, ROC and CO emissions are 

predicted to decrease by 30 percent and 6.8 percent respectively, largely due to the 

future use of cleaner vehicles assumed in the model. 

3. Significance of Impacts 

As indicated earlier, construction impacts are considered significant, temporary 

impacts and require mitigation measures. 

Implementation of the proposed Community Plan and Redevelopment Plan would 

result in a net increase of NOx, PM10 and SOx pollutant emissions. The Plans are 

expected to produce adverse local-scale CO impacts on street and freeway segments 
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Year 

1990 

2025 

Percent 
Change 

Difference 

Table 4.C-3 

VEHICULAR POLL UT ANT EMISSIONS 
(TONS/YEAR) 

ROC m NOx PM10(a) 

,) 

2,290.7 22,512.8 '1/ 1 953.0 3,002.6 ·1, , 
~{ i 

1,604.1 20,973.6 
~,\ 

2,063.7 4,026.8 

-30% -6.8% +5.7% +34.1% 

-686.6 -1539.2 +110.7 +1024.2 

sox_<a) 

142.8 

152.5 

+6.8% 

+9.9 

(a) The URBEMIS3 model predicted anomalously high PMlO and SOx values in the year 2025. There 
is no apparent reason for this model to predict PMlO and SOx values of 38,305.7 T/yr and 
23,823.2 T/yr, respectively, for year 2025. All of the other pollutant emissions increased or 
decreased in proportion to fuel use (as estimated by the model), as would reasonably be expected. 
Therefore, the PMlO and SOx results reported in the table for year 2025 were obtained by running the 
same 2010 emission factors for the analysis year 2025. 
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as well as on ramps in the vicinity of the Planning Area where the level of service is 

predicted to be LOS D even after trafffic mitigations are implemented. 

As 03 is the most serious pollutant problem in the region, the addition of the 03 

precursor (NOx) emissions into the air basin is likely to make compliance with state 

and federal air quality standards more difficult to achieve. Similarly, the addition of 

PM10 'Will affect the county's ability to attain the state standard for this pollutant. 

The proposed Community Plan and Redevelopment Plan would have a higher 

density (2.4 percent) than assumed in the existing plan. Traffic (and its related air 

pollutant emissions) will be higher than what is currently assumed in the SANDAG 

Series 7 forecasts on a local level. The Series 7 forecasts were used to develop the 

RAQs, and therefore the vehicle trips and emissions generated by the proposed 

project would exceed the assumptions in the county's RAQs. While air pollutant 

emissions from implementation of the proposed project would be higher in ihe 

vicinity of the Planning Area, on a regional basis no significant impacts would be 

anticipated because the project is not regionally growth inducing, but rather would 

constitute a redistribution of SANDAG projected growth county-wide. Therefore, 

while increased emissions would be expected locally, emissions would also be 

expected to be less than projected regionally and therefore, no significant adverse 

impacts are identified. The upcoming SANDAG Series 8 forecasts (which are 

expected in 1992) will reflect the proposed Community Plan assumptions. 

4. Mitigation 

Mitigation measures are required to offset the expected air quality impacts of the 

proposed Plans. However, because of the nature of the proposed Plans and the air 

pollutant sources associated with them, mitigation for air quality impacts is limited 

primarily to minimizing emissions from construction activities and reducing, to the 

extent practical, the impacts from vehicular traffic associated with the proposed 

Plans such as adoption of the reduced density alternative (see Section VI.B ). 

Construction Activities: The following techniques should be used to the extent 

possible to reduce vehicular and fugitive dust emissions from construction 

activities: 
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.. minimize simultaneous operation of multiple construction equipment units; 

• use low pollutant-emitting construction equipment; 

• use electrical construction equipment; 

• use catalytic reduction for gasoline-powered equipment; 

• use injection timing retard for diesel-powered equipment; 

• water the construction area to minimize fugitive dust; 

• minimize idling time by construction vehicles. 

Traffic Reduction Measures: Mitigation of the increased trip generation expected 

for the proposed Plans consists primarily of upgrading available mass transit 

alternatives and implementing all available Transportation Control Measures. While 

the effectiveness of reducing dependency on single vehicle passenger automobiles 

will depend on a number of factors, the adoption of all feasible measures is 

important in achieving the goals outlined in the RAQS. 

The proposed Parking and Transit Ordinances include parking and transportation 

demand management techniques to reduce the number of peak period single 

occupant vehicle trips to the Planning Area. Parking and transportation demand 

management measures include: onsite parking limitations, the provision of 

preferential car-and vanpool parking, bicycle storage facilities, shower and locker 

facilities, onsite transit amenities, transit pass sales and information areas, 

commuter and carpool waiting areas, and a transit improvement fee to improve 

transit facilities serving the Planning Area. 

Implementation of the following additional measures will reduce localized air 

quality impacts although impacts will remain significant 

., The Redevelopment Agency shall implement the traffic improvement measures 

identified in Section IV.B for street and freeway segments, and freeway ramps 

with poor LOS. 

• The Redevelopment Agency shall encourage carpools, vanpools, etc. through 

employer-sponsored participation or subsidies. 
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• The Redevelopment Agency shall encourage employers to implement staggered 

work hours in offices and other businesses to shift travel times to off-peak 

hours. 

• The Redevelopment Plan/Community Plan shall include a bicycle path plan, and 

the Agency shall encourage building owners to provide bike storage facilities 

and shower and locker facilities on the premise. 
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D. NOISE 

Backiuound 

Noise is generally defined as unwanted sound. For most people, the usual 

consequences of noise are associated with speech interference, distractions at home 

and at work, disturbance with rest and sleep, and the disruption of recreational 

pursuits. The long term effects of excessive noise exposure are physical as well as 

psychological. Physical effects may include headaches, nausea, irritability, 

constriction of blood vessels, changes in the heart and respiratory rate and increased 

muscle tension. Prolonged exposure to high noise levels may result in hearing 

damage. Psychological effects may result from the stress and irritability associated 

with a change in sleeping patterns due to excessive noise. 

Airborne sound is a small scale fluctuation of instantaneous air pressure above and 

below the local barometric pressure. Sound levels are usually measured and 

expressed in decibels (dB). Most of the sounds we hear in the environment do not 

consist of a single frequency, but rather a mixture of frequencies, with each 

frequency differing in sound level. The intensities of each frequency add to 

generate sound. 

The methodology commonly used to quantify environmental sound evaluates all of 

the frequencies of a sound in accordance with a weighting system designed to 

reflect the decreased sensitivity of human hearing at low· frequencies and at 

extremely high frequencies relative to the mid-range frequencies. This is the "A" 

weighting scheme, and the decibel level measured is called the A-weighted sound 

level (dBA). The decibel level of a sound source is measured using a sound level 

meter that includes a filter corresponding to the dBA curve. 

Although the A-weighted sound level may adequately indicate the level of 

environmental noise at any instant in time, community noise levels vary 

continuously. Most environmental noise includes a conglomeration of noises from 

distant sources which create a relatively steady background noise in which no 

particular source is identifiable. To describe the time-varying character of 

environmental noise, the statistical noise descriptors L10, Lso, and L9o, are 

commonly used. They are the noise levels equaled or exceeded during 10 percent, 
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50 percent, and 90 percent of a stated period of time. A single descriptor called the 

Leq, (equivalent sound level) is also used. Leq is the energy mean A-weighted 

sound level during a stated measured time interval. The Lmin and Lmax are the 

lowest and highest A-weighted sound level, respectively, measured during a stated 

period of time. 

The CNEL (Community Noise Equivalent Level) is the "A" weighted average 

sound level for a 24-hour day. It is calculated by adding 5 decibels to sound levels 

in the evening (7:00 pm to 10:00 pm), and 10 decibels to sound levels in the night 

(10:00 pm to 7:00 am) to compensate for the increased sensitivity to noise during 

the quieter evening and nighttime hours. Appendix C defines additional acoustical 

terminology and contains a table off amiliar noise sources and their measured noise 

levels (in decibels). 

Applicable Standards 

The City of San Diego recognizes the relationship between noise and noise sensitive 

land uses, and emphasizes the need to control noise through land use regulation. 

The City of San Diego Transportation Element of the General Plan establishes noise 

standards for various land uses, Figure 4.D-1. The City requires a maximum 

exterior noise level for all required useable outdoor living space (including patios, 

balconies, courtyards, seating areas, children's play areas, picnic and barbecue 

areas, and swimming pools) of 65 dBA CNEL or below (City of San Diego 1979). 

The maximum acceptable exterior noise level is 70 dBA CNEL for business and 

professional office land uses, and is 75 dBA CNEL for industrial and commercial 

land uses. 

The California Administrative Code, Title 24, Noise Insulation Standards (Title 24) 

requires that the interior noise level of all new multifamily residences, hotels, and 

motels must be 45 dBA CNEL or below. If the exterior sound level exceeds the 

threshold of 60 dBA CNEL, Title 24 requires the preparation of a site specific 

acoustical analysis showing that the proposed design will limit interior noise to less 

than 45 dBA CNEL. The City of San Diego also applies the Title 24 standard to 

single-family residences (Dugan 1986). In addition, the City of San Diego 

planning department's policy is that interior noise levels at business and 

professional office land uses are not to exceed 50 dBA CNEL. 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

Annual Community Noise Equivalent level in Decibels 

land Use 

Outdoor Amphitheaters (may not 
be suitable for certain types of 
music. 

Schools, Libraries 

Nature Preserves, Wildlife Preserves 

Residential-Single Family, Multiple 
Family, Mobile Homes, Transient 
Housing 

Retirement Home, Intermediate 
Care Facilities, Convalescent Homes 

Hospitals 

Parks, Plavgrounds 

Office Buildings, Business and 
Professional 

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, Indoor 
Arenas, Churches 

Riding Stables, Water Recreation 
Facilities 

Outdoor Spectator Sports, Golf 
Courses 

Livestock Farming, Animal Breeding 

Commercial-Retail, Shopping Cen­
ters, Restaurants, Movie Theaters 

Commercial-Wholesale, Industrial 
Manufacturing, Utilities 

Agriculture (except Livestock), Ex­
tractive Industry, Farming 

Cemeteries 

50 55 60 65 70 75 

SOURCE: Progress Guide and General Plan, City of San Diego 1979 

COMPATIBLE 
The average noise level 
is such th at indoor 
and outdoor activities 
associated with the 
land use may be car­
ried out with essenti­
ally no interference 
from noise. 

INCOMPATIBLE 
The average noise level 

: is so severe that con-
struction costs to 

, make the indoor en­
vironment acceptable 
for performance of 
activities would prob­
ably be prohibitive. 
The outdoor environ-
ment would be intol­
erable for outdoor ac­
tivities associated with 
the land use. 

FIGURE 

~ERCE Land Use Compatlblllty with Annual Community Noise Equivalent Levels 4.D-1 
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The Planning Area consists of a mix of various land uses from residential, to 

commercial, to heavy industrial; all within close proximity to each other. 

Therefore, it is important to evaluate sound levels at the boundaries of differing land 

use zones. The City of San Diego Noise Ordinance Section 59.5.0401 establishes 

hourly sound level limits for various land use zones, Table 4.D-1. According to the 

noise ordinance, the noise level limit on the boundary of differing land use zoning 

districts shall not exceed the arithmetic mean of the respective limits for the two 

districts. 

1. Existing Conditions 

Existing noise sources within the Planning Area include automobiles, trucks and 

buses, aircraft, freight and commuter trains, light rail transit (trolley), and various 

industrial noise sources. Sensitive land uses within the Planning Area include 

single and multi-family residences, schools, libraries, offices, and places of 

worship. Due to the complex nature of this urban environment, many of the noise 

sources and noise sensitive land uses occur in close proximity to each other. To 

quantify the existing noise environment, existing noise levels were measured 

throughout the Planning Area during peak traffic hours (6:00 am-9:00 am and 

3:pm-6:00 pm). The measurement locations are depicted on Figure 4.D-2 and the 

measured existing noise levels are summarized in Table 4.D-2. The peak hour 

sound level is generally consistent with the CNEL (i.e., the 24-hour weighted 

average). The existing noise levels produced by these various noise sources are 

discussed below. 

Existing Automobile, Truck and Bus Noise 

Although the sensitive land uses in the area are impacted by many noise sources, 

the most prevalent and consistent source of noise is generated by vehicular traffic. 

Many of the sensitive land uses in the Planning Area are subjected to vehicular 

noise levels in excess of the City's 65 dBA CNEL standard. There are many bus 

routes running through the Planning Area. The majority of bus traffic occurs on 

Broadway; Market Street; Pacific Highway; Harbor Drive; Front Street; and First, 

Fourth, Fifth, Tenth, Eleventh, and Imperial A venues. 
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Table 4.D-1 

TABLE OF APPLICABLE LIMITS 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO NOISE ORDINANCE 

It shall be unlawful for any person to cause noise by any means to the extent that the one­
hour average sound level exceeds the applicable limit given in the following table, at any 
location in the City of San Diego on or beyond the boundaries of the property on which the 
noise is produced. The noise subject to these limits is that part of the total noise at the 
specified location that is due solely to the action of said person. 

Land Use Zone 

1. Residential 
All R-1 

2. All R-2 

3. R-3, R-4 and all 
other Residential 

4. All Commercial 

5 . Manufacturing all 
other Industrial. 
including Agricultural 
and Extractive Industry 

Time of Day 

7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 
7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 
10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 

7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 
7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 
10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 

7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 
7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 
10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 

7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 
7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 
10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 

any time 

One-Hour Average 
Sound Level 

(decibels) 

50 
45 
40 

55 
50 
45 

60 
55 
50 

65 
60 
60 

75 

The sound level limit at a location on a boundary between zoning districts is the arithmetic 
mean of the respective limits for the two districts. 

Source: San Diego Municipal Code Section 59.5.0401. 
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2. Marina Sub Area 
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A. Harborview Redevelopment District 
B. CorttZ Redevelopment Disaia 
C. Core Redevelopment Disaia 
D. Centre City East Redevelopment Dlm"ia 
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Table 4.D-2 

Measured Ambient Noise Levels (dBA) 

Measurement 1...eq* L9o L50 LIO Lmax Lmin Time of Measurement 
Location+ 

a.¥ Juniper St 67 55 59 65 96 6:20 am - 7:20 am 
(Kettner to India) 

b.¥ Fir St 65 58 62 67 83 7:40 am - 8:40 am 
(India to Columbia) 

c.¥ Cedar St 67 58 61 68 83 4:30 pm -5:30 pm 
(India to Columbia) 

d. Ceder St 59 52 57 62 72 48 8:10 am - 9:10 am 
(8th to 9th) 

e. Ash St 66 575 65 70 78 52 7:00 am - 8:00 am 
(7th to 8th) 

f. "B" St 69 59 61 65 82 57 4:00 pm - 5:00 pm 
(India to Columbia) 

g. Broadway 71 58 66 75 90 52 6:15 am - 7:15 am 
(7th to 8th) 

h. "G" St 66 58 62 68 82 55 8:30 am - 9:30 am 
(14th to 15th) 

i. "G" St 66 55 60 69 85 50 7:45 am - 8:45 am 
(8th to 9th) 

j. MarketSt 66 57 61 68 83 5:30 pm - 6:30 pm 
(Front to 1st) 

k. Island Ave 66 54 59 66 82 8:20 am - 9:20 am 
(8th to 9th) 

1. Fifth Ave 65 60 62 67 83 6:50 am - 7:50 am 
("J" to "K") 

m. "L" St 63 54 59 65 82 3:45 pm - 4:45 pm 
(9th to 10th) 

n. Harbor Dr. 66 60 64 69 83 56 7:10 am - 8:10 am 
(5th to 6th) 

* Each monitoring period was 60 minutes. 
+ Measurement locations were 50 feet from the nearest roadway centerline and are depicted on 

Figure 4.D-2. 
¥ High aircraft noise im2act area. 
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Existing vehicular noise levels were calculated, based on current traffic volumes 

along 74 roadway segments within the Planning Area using the San Francisco 

Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model, Version 2.5 (based on FHWA-RD-77-

108). The model input included existing Average Daily Traffic volumes (ADT), 

vehicle mix and average vehicle speeds. The ADT was obtained from the 

Redevelopment Project traffic study (Korve Engineering 1991). Receiver 

elevations reflect the roadway elevation plus 5-feet to approximate the height of the 

human ear. Roadways were modeled with a vehicle mix of 96 percent cars and 4 

percent trucks. The model was used to estimate the worst-case conditions and 

therefore did not consider the effects of intervening barriers such as walls or 

buildings. The results of the modeling are summarized in Table 4.D-3. 

Assuming the existing adjacent land use occurs within 50 feet of the centerline of 

the nearest lane in most portions of the Planning Area, the existing noise levels 

generated by traffic in the Planning Area are estimated to exceed the 65 ct.BA CNEL 

standard at the property adjacent to 47 of the 74 segments and are estimated to 

exceed the 60 dBA CNEL threshold (Title 24) for new construction at the property 

adjacent to 69 of the 74 segments (see Table 4.D-3). 

Existin~ Aircraft Noise 

Air traffic from Lindbergh Field is the primary source of aircraft noise in the project 

vicinity of the Planning Area, although some aircraft noise is generated by navy and 

coast guard operations in the area, as well as occasional traffic, news, medical, and 

law enforcement aircraft. The existing noise contours generated by air traffic from 

Lindbergh Field are depicted in Figure 4.D-3. All of the Harborview 

Redevelopment District, most of the Cortez Redevelopment District, and the 

northern portions of the Centre City East Redevelopment District, the Core 

Redevelopment District and the Columbia Sub Area are within the 60 dBA CNEL 

for Lindbergh Field. Only the northern half of the Harborview Redevelopment 

District (north of Cedar Street) and the northeast corner of the Cortez 

Redevelopment District are within the 65 dBA CNEL (San Diego Unified Port 

District 1990). 
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Table 4.D-3 

EXISTING CNEL NOISE CONTOURS 

75CNEL 70CNEL 65 CNEL 60CNEL 
Distance to Contours (Feet) 

Roadway Segment ADT from Centerline of Nearest Lane 

A Street Columbia-State 6,800 125 
4th-5th 11,800 70 225 
8th-9th 13,600 80 250 

Ash Street North Harbor-Pacific Highway 11,000 65 210 
8th-9th 10,400 60 190 

B Street 4th-5th 8,200 45 155 
9th-10th 12,900 75 240 

Beech Street Pacific Highway-Kettner 1,500 

Broadway Pacific Highway-Kettner 12,700 75 240 
Front-1st 24,600 45 145 455 
9th-10th 18,200 110 340 
14th-15th 8,400 45 155 

C Street 14th-15th 10,500 60 190 

Cedar Street 5th-6th 5,900 110 

Columbia Street Cedar-Date 3,500 65 

E Street 4th-5th 2,300 
9th-10th 4,300 80 

F Street 4th-5th 7,600 45 145 
9th-10th 14,100 85 265 
14th-15th 15,800 95 300 

Front Street F Street-E Street 8,500 50 160 
B Street-A Street 13,900 85 265 
Beech-Cedar 12,500 75 240 

G Street 4th-5th 14,200 85 265 
9th-10th 14,000 85 265 
14th-15th 15,100 90 280 

Grape Street Pacific Highway-Kettner 25,100 45 145 455 

Harbor Drive 4th-5th 14,100 85 265 

Hawthorne Street Kettner-India 23,300 45 145 455 

Imperial Avenue 14th-15th 6,500 120 

India Street B Street-A Street 4,300 80 
Cedar-Date 5,000 95 
J unipcr-Kalmia 4,800 95 

4.D-9 



Roadway 

J Street 

K Street 

Kettner Boulevard 

L Street 

Laurel Street 

Market Street 

Table 4.D-3 (Continued) 

EXISTING CNEL NOISE CONTOURS 

75 CNEL 70CNEL 65 CNEL 60CNEL 
Distance to Contours (Feet) 

Segment ADT from Centerline of Nearest Lane 

9th-10th 2,200 

19th-10th 2,400 

F Street-E Street 3,800 70 
Cedar-Date 4,600 
Juniper-Kalmia 7,200 95 

5th-6th 1,800 

Pacific Highway-Kettner 29,400 55 175 550 

4th-5th 15,700 95 300 
13th-14th 17,000 100 315 

North Harbor Drive Broadway-Ash 16,100 95 300 
Hawthorn-Laurel 53,600 105 330 1050 

Pacific Highway F Street-E Street 10,100 60 190 
Broadway-Ash 14,500 85 165 
Cedar-Elm 17,300 100 315 
Hawthorn-Juniper 14,900 85 265 

Park Boulevard Russ-Interstate 5 15,500 95 300 

State Street C Street-B Street 4,100 65 
Cedar-Date 3,300 60 

1st Avenue F Street-E Street 10,300 60 190 
Beech-Cedar 20,500 120 380 

2nd Avenue Beech-Cedar 5,100 95 

3rd Avenue Beech-Cedar 3,300 60 

4th Avenue F Street-E Street 11,000 65 205 
Beech-Cedar 14,700 85 260 

5th Avenue A Street-Ash 11,500 70 225 
Beech-Cedar 12,500 75 240 

6th Avenue C Street-B Street 10,400 60 190 
Beech-Cedar 12,600 75 235 

7th Avenue E Street-Broadway 5,300 95 

8th Avenue Island-Market 5,300 95 

91.h Avenue A Street-Ash 3,900 70 

10th Avenue C Street-B Street 17,000 100 315 
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Roadway 

11th Avenue 

12th Avenue 

13th Street 

14th Street 

15th Street 

16th Street 

17th Street 

Table 4.D-3 (Continued) 

EXISTING CNEL NOISE CONTOURS 

75 CNEL 70 CNEL 65 CNEL 60CNEL 
Distance to Contours (Feet) 

Segment ADT from Centerline of Nearest Lane 

F Street-E Street 9,400 55 175 
C Street-B Street 14,100 85 265 

F Street-E Street 2,900 55 
C Street-B Street 10,600 60 190 

F Street-E Street 3,700 70 

F Street-E Street 3,000 55 

F Street-E Street 2,800 55 

E Street-Broadway 10,300 60 190 

Imperial-L Street 8,400 50 160 
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Existin~ Railroad and Li~ht Rail Transit CLRT) Noise 

Railroad Noise. The Santa Fe Railroad and Amtrak use the tracks located between 

Pacific Highway and Kettner Boulevard north of the Santa Fe Depot (at 

Broadway). Only the Santa Fe Railroad uses the tracks south of the depot, but both 

the Santa Fe Railroad and the San Diego-Imperial Valley Railroad operate on the 

tracks and switching yard in the southeast corner of the Planning Area at Eighth and 

Imperial A venues. 

Typical Amtrak operations consist of approximately eight to ten arrivals and eight 

departures daily between 5:00 a.m. and midnight. The Amtrak trains consist of 

1 operating locomotive and average 570 feet in length (Stearns 1990). Amtrak 

operating speeds are estimated to be less than 35 mph in the Planning Area and 

maximum pass by noise levels are estimated to be between 90 and 100 dBA at 

100 feet from the tracks. 

Typical daily Santa Fe freight rail operations consist of one pass by in the afternoon 

and one pass by at approximately 3:00 a.m. north of the Sant_a Fe depot (Rock 

1990) and one pass by after 10:00 p.m. on Mondays thru Saturdays south of the 

depot (Graham 1990). Freight trains in the Planning Area travel at approximately. 

20 miles per hour. 

The San Diego-Imperial Valley (SDIV) Railroad also uses the tracks and switching 

yard in the southeast corner of the Planning Area at Eighth and Imperial A venues. 

Two SDIV freight train operations occur nightly after 10:00 p.m. on Mondays thru 

Fridays. These trains average 2,000 feet in length and also travel approximately 

20 miles per hour (Macnab 1990). Noise associated with the freight trains was 

calculated using a model developed by Wyle Laboratories (Wyle 1973). The model 

did not consider the effects of intervening barriers such as walls or buildings. 

Table 4.D-4 summarizes the noise contours produced by operations of the freight 

railroad companies. 
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Table 4.D-4 

EXISTING RAILROAD CNEL NOISE CONTOURS 

Railroad Operations 

Santa Fe Railroad* 

San Diego-Imperial 
Valley Railroad* 

Distance from Centerline of 
Tracks to Contour (feet) 

65 dBA 

100 

160 

60 dBA 

290 

520 

* Wyle Laboratories, 1973. Assessment of Noise Environments Around Railroad Operations. 

The horn on the engine is occasionally sounded during operations in the Planning 

Area and has been measured at 105 dBA at 50 feet perpendicular to the track. 

Li~ht Rail Transit CLRD Noise. The South line, the East line, and the Bayside line 

of the San Diego Trolley run through the Planning Area. LRT operations within the 

Planning Area occur on "C" Street, Twelfth Avenue, Commercial Street, anq 

Harbor Drive (see Figure 4.A-1 in the Land Use section of this report). LRT 

headway intervals are approximately 15 minutes during daytime operating hours. 

The hours of operation are 5:30 a.m. thru 1:30 a.m. everyday. The headway 

frequency decreases from once every 15 minutes to once every half-hour after 

10:30 p.m. everyday, and before 7:30 a.m. weekends (MTS 1990). The maximum 

pass by sound level at 50 feet from the track for a 3-car LRT train at 45 miles per 

hour is 82 dBA (WESTEC 1984). Based on the operation parameters the noise 

associated with trolley is expected to be less than 65 dBA CNEL at 50 feet from the 

track (WESTEC 1984). Noise from LRT at-grade crossing bells may produce 

maximum sound levels as high as 70 dBA at 25 feet (WESTEC 1984). Noise from 

the crossing bells has the potential to significantly impact noise sensitive land uses 

(single and multi-family residences, hotels, and motels) within 50 feet of the 

crossing bells. 
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Existini: Industrial Noise 

There are numerous industrial land uses scattered throughout the Planning Area. 

The noise generated by these industrial sources is varied and is a function of the 

type of industrial activity, hours of operation, and intensity of activity on the site. 

Existing industrial activities in the Planning Area include, but are not limited to, 

various manufacturing activities; auto repair, metal recycling; and ship repair yard 

activities. 

2. Impacts 

Noise levels under the ultimate capacity development (2025) will remain high 

throughout the Planning Area. The most prevalent and consistent source of noise 

will continue to be generated by vehicular traffic in the area and many of the 

sensitive land uses in the Planning Area will be subjected to noise levels in excess 

of the City's 65 ct.BA CNEL standard. Areas where the useable outdoor living 

space of sensitive land uses (including patios, balconies, courtyards, seating areas, 

children's play areas, picnic and barbecue areas, and swimming pools) are impacted 

by future exterior noise levels in excess of the 65 dBA CNEL standard are 

considered a significant noise impact. Business and professional office land uses 

will also be significantly impacted where the future exterior noise level exceeds 

70 dBA CNEL and industrial and commercial land uses will be significantly 

impacted where the future exterior noise level exceeds 75 dBA CNEL. 

In addition, if the exterior sound level at sensitive land uses (such as single and 

multi-family residences, hotels, and motels) exceeds the threshold of 60 dBA 

CNEL, CAC Title 24 and the City of San Diego requires the preparation of a site 

specific acoustical analysis showing that the building design will limit interior noise 

to less than 45 dBA CNEL. Significant interior noise impacts will occur where the 

site specific acoustical analyses indicate that future interior noise levels will exceed 

45 dBA CNEL. 

Future Automobile, Truck and Bus Noise 

Future vehicular noise levels were calculated, based on the ultimate capacity traffic 

volumes (2025) along 107 roadway segments within the Planning Area. The San 
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Francisco Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model was used (as described above) 

to determine the future vehicular noise impacts in the area. Future traffic noise 

levels were calculated for the ultimate capacity development scenario without traffic 

mitigations and the ultimate capacity development scenario with traffic mitigations 

(including 60 percent transit mode split) being implemented. Model input included 

both the unmitigated and mitigated ultimate capacity development ADT (Korve 

Engineering 1991), vehicle mix, and vehicle speeds. The model did not consider 

the effects of intervening barriers such as walls or buildings. 

Ultimate Capacity. The results of the modeling of unmitigated ultimate capacity 

development traffic conditions are summarized in Table 4.D-5. Assuming the 

future adjacent land use will occur within 50 feet of the centerline of the nearest lane 

in most portions of the Planning Area, the future noise levels generated by 

unmitigated traffic in the Planning Area are estimated to exceed the 65 dBA CNEL 

standard at the property adjacent to 74 of the 107 segments and are estimated to 

exceed the 60 dBA CNEL threshold (Title 24) for new construction at the property 

adjacent to 92 of the 107 segments (see Table 4.D-5). 

Miti~ated Ultimate Capacity. The results of the modeling of mitigated ultimate 

capacity development traffic conditions are summarized in Table 4.D-6. Assuming 

the future adjacent land use will occur within 50 feet of the centerline of the nearest 

lane in most portions of the Planning Area, the future noise levels generated by 

mitigated traffic in the Planning Area are estimated to exceed the 65 dBA CNEL 

standard at the property adjacent to 7 4 of the 107 segments and are estimated to 

exceed the 60 dBA CNEL threshold (Title 24) for new construction at the property 

adjacent to 94 of the 107 segments (see Table 4.D-6). 

Significant impacts will occur where the useable outdoor living space of sensitive 

land uses are exposed to future traffic noise levels in excess of the 65 dBA CNEL 

exterior noise standard. A site specific noise analysis will be required for all 

proposed noise sensitive land uses (such as single and multi-family residences, 

hotels, and motels) within the Planning Area where the future noise levels exceed 

the 60 dBA CNEL threshold for Title 24. 
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Roadway 

North Harbor Drive 

Harbor Drive 

Pacific Highway 

Kettner Boulevard 

India Street 

Columbia Street 

State Street 

Union Street 

Front Street 

First Street 

Second Street 

Third Street 

Fourth Street 

Table 4.D-5 

FUTURE (2025) CNEL NOISE CONTOURS 
(UNMITIGATED TRAFFIC CONDITIONS) 

75CNEL 70CNEL 65CNEL 
Distance to Contours (Feet) 

60CNEL 

Segment ADT from Centerline of Nearest Lane 

Grape-Ash 20,400 120 375 
Ash-Broadway 5,100 95 
Broadway-Market 7,700 45 145 

at Columbia 27,600 50 165 510 
Pacific Highway-Kettner 57,000 105 340 1050 
Front-First 57,300 105 340 1050 
Fourth-Fifth 72,700 135 440 1250 

Grape-Ash 87,700 55 170 510 1500 
Ash-Broadway 77,500 145 450 1400 
Broadway-Market 68,700 130 400 1225 

Cedar-Beech 22,000 130 410 
B Street-C Street 17,500 105 330 
Broadway-G Street 34,300 65 200 650 

Cedar-Beech 8,600 50 160 
B Street-C Street 13,300 80 250 

Cedar-Beech 3,100 60 
B Street-C Street 15,400 90 :290 

Cedar-Beech 16,600 100 310 
B Street-C Street 10,500 65 200 
Broadway-G Street 9,300 55 175 

Cedar-Beech 4,800 90 
B Street-C Street 2,600 
Broadway-G Street 5,300 100 

Cedar-Beech 24,500 45 145 450 
B Street-C Street 21,500 125 400 
Broadway-G Street 17,600 105 330 
North of Harbor Drive 11,400 70 215 

Cedar-Beech 36,900 70 215 700 
B Street-C Street 28,200 55 165 530 
Broadway-G Street 27,200 50 160 570 
North of Harbor Drive 23,500 45 145 450 

Cedar-Beech 11,400 105 330 

Cedar-Beech 29,400 55 175 550 
B Street-C Street 6,700 125 

Cedar-Beech 28,200 55 175 550 
B Street-C Street 18,400 110 350 
Broadway-G Street 6,300 120 
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Roadway 

Fifth Street 

Sixth Street 

Seventh Street 

Eigth Street 

Ninth Street 

Park Boulevard 

Tenth Street 

Eleventh Street 

Thirteenth Street 

Fourteenth Street 

Sixteenth Street 

Hawthorne 

Grape 

Fir 

Cedar 

Table 4.D-5 (Continued) 

FUTURE (2025) CNEL NOISE CONTOURS 
(UNMITIGATED TRAFFIC CONDITIONS) 

75 CNEL 70CNEL 65 CNEL 
Distance to Contours (Feet) 

60 CNEL 

Segment ADT from Centerline of Nearest Lane 

Cedar-Beech 35,500 65 200 650 
B Street-C Street 29,300 55 175 550 
Broadway-G Street 19,700 115 360 
North of Harbor Drive 8,500 50 160 

Cedar-Beech 23,600 45 145 450 
B Street-C Street 14,900 90 290 
Broadway-G Street 11,500 65 215 

Cedar-Beech 0,900 
B Street-C Street 9,500 55 175 
Broadway-G Street 10,000 60 190 

Cedar-Beech 0,800 
B Street-C Street 13,000 75 240 
Broadway-G Street 10,400 60 190 
North of Harbor Drive 26,400 50 150 570 

Cedar-Beech 0,900 
B Street-C Street 6,200 115 
Broadway-G Street 4,100 75 

Cedar-Beech 4,500 85 

B Street-C Street 14,200 85 270 
Broadway-G Street 11,400 70 215 

B Street-C Street 21,900 130 400 
Broadway-G Street 21,300 125 390 

Broadway-G Street 2,400 

B Street-C Street 1,400 
Broadway-G Street 1,200 

B Street-C Street 8,000 45 150 
Broadway-G Street 19,300 115 360 

Pacific Highway-Kettner 22,300 130 400 

Pacific Highway-Kettner 16,900 100 320 

Pacific Highway-Kettner 1,400 

Pacific Highway-Kettner 2,600 
Front-First 0,500 
Fourth-Fifth 5,200 95 
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Roadway 

Beech 

A Street 

B Street 

C Street 

Broadway 

E Street 

F Street 

G Street 

Market 

Island 

J Street 

K Street 

Imperial A venue 

Table 4.D-5 (Continued) 

FUTURE (2025) CNEL NOISE CONTOURS 
(UNMITIGATED TRAFFIC CONDITIONS) 

75CNEL 70CNEL 65 CNEL 
Distance to Contours (Feet) 

60CNEL 

Segment ADT from Centerline of Nearest Lane 

Pacific Highway-Kettner 8,800 50 160 
Front-First 15,300 90 290 
Fourth-Fifth 9,200 55 175 

Front-First 21,200 125 400 
Fourth-Fifth 27,400 50 165 570 

Front-First 26,800 50 165 570 
Fourth-Fifth 15,500 90 290 
14th-15th 19,600 115 360 

14th-15th 22,400 130 400 

Pacific Highway-Kettner 32,000 60 190 600 
Front-First 70,500 130 420 1275 
Fourth-Fifth 75,400 45 140 440 1330 
14th-15th 50,800 95 300 950 

Front-First 4,800 90 
Fourth-Fifth 4,100 75 
14th-15th 10,300 60 190 

Front-First 7,300 135 
Fourth-Fifth 14,600 85 275 
14th-15th 16,600 100 310 

Pacific Highway-Kettner 13,200 80 250 
Front-First 2,000 
Fourth-Fifth 2,700 
14th-15th 6,000 115 

Front-First 31,100 60 190 605 
Fourth-Fifth 27,300 50 165 570 
14th-15th 24,200 45 145 450 

Front-First 4,100 75 
Fourth-Fifth 1,400 
14th-15th 6,800 125 

Fourth-Fifth 5,300 100 
14th-15th 8,900 55 165 

Fourth-Fifth 1,400 
14th-15th 1,700 

14th-15th 19,200 115 360 
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Roadway 

North Harbor Drive 

Harbor Drive 

Pacific Highway 

Kettner Boulevard 

India Street 

Columbia Street 

State Street 

Union Street 

Front Street 

First Street 

Second Street 

Third Street 

Fourth Street 

Table 4.D-6 

FUTURE (2025) CNEL NOISE CONTOURS 
(MITIGATED TRAFFIC CONDITIONS) 

75CNEL 70CNEL 65 CNEL 
Distance to Contours (Feet) 

60CNEL 

Segment ADT from Centerline of Nearest Lane 

Grape-Ash 23,200 110 350 
Ash-Broadway 8,600 105 
Broadway-Market 7,700 95 

at Columbia 45,500 130 440 1225 
Pacific Highway-Kettner 44,200 115 370 1150 
Front-First 44,300 110 350 1125 
Fourth-Fifth 53,400 145 450 1400 

Grape-Ash 82,100 60 190 600 1600 
Ash-Broadway 69,500 45 150 460 1420 
Broadway-Market 68,700 45 140 440 1330 

Cedar-Beech 16,600 100 310 
B Street-C Street 25,900 115 360 
Broadway-G Street 34,300 60 190 600 

Cedar-Beech 8,000 55 175 
B Street-C Street 15,400 85 265 

Cedar-Beech 3,100 60 
B Street-C Street 15,400 95 300 

Cedar-Beech 18,000 110 350 
B Street-C Street 15,400 80 250 
Broadway-G Street 9,300 60 190 

Cedar-Beech 4,800 90 
B Street-C Street 1,300 
Broadway-G Street 5,300 110 

Cedar-Beech 24,500 45 145 450 
B Street-C Street 21,500 120 380 
Broadway-G Street 17,600 110 350 
North of Harbor Drive 11,400 70 225 

Cedar-Beech 36,900 80 250 800 
B Street-C Street 28,200 55 175 550 
Broadway-G Street 27,200 50 165 510 
North of Harbor Drive 23,500 50 165 540 

Cedar-Beech 11,400 80 250 

Cedar-Beech 1,200 
B Street-C Street 6,700 45 150 

Cedar-Beech 28,200 55 175 550 
B Street-C Street 18,400 125 400 
Broadway-G Street 6,300 45 145 
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Roadway 

Fifth Street 

Sixth Street 

Seventh Street 

Eighth Street 

Ninth Street 

Park Blvd 

Tenth Street 

Eleventh Street 

Thirteenth Street 

Fourteenth Street 

Sixteenth Street 

Hawthorne 

Grape 

Fir 

Cedar 

Beech 

Table 4.D-6 (Continued) 

FUTURE (2025) CNEL NOISE CONTOURS 
(MITIGATED TRAFFIC CONDITIONS) 

75CNEL 70CNEL 65 CNEL 
Distance to Contours (Feet) 

60CNEL 

Segment ADT from Centerline of Nearest Lane 

Cedar-Beech 35,500 65 200 650 
B Street-C Street 29,300 55 175 550 
Broadway-G Street 19,700 120 380 
Nonh of Harbor Drive 8,500 

Cedar-Beech 23,600 90 
B Street-C Street 14,900 100 315 
Broadway-G Street 11,500 80 250 

Cedar-Beech 900 
B Street-C Street 12,500 85 270 
Broadway-G Street 10,000 70 225 

Cedar-Beech 800 
B Street-C Street 13,000 100 315 
Broadway-G Street 10,400 65 205 
Nonh of Harbor Drive 26,400 55 165 530 

Cedar-Beech 900 
B S treet-C Street 6,200 45 145 
Broadway-G Street 4,100 75 

Cedar-Beech 4,500 85 

B Street-C Street 14,200 100 310 
Broadway-G Street 11,400 75 240 

B Street-C Street 21,900 45 145 450 
Broadway-G Street 21,300 45 145 450 

Broadway-G Street 1,500 55 

B Street-C Street 1,400 
Broadway-G Street 1,200 

B Street-C Street 8,000 55 175 
Broadway-G Street 19,300 125 390 

Pacific Highway-Kettner 22,300 130 400 

Pacific Highway-Kettner 16,900 125 400 

Pacific Highway-Kettner 1,400 

Pacific Highway-Kettner 2,600 
Front-First 500 
Fourth-Fifth 5,200 1100 

Pacific Highway-Kettner 8,800 55 175 
Front-First 15,300 110 350 
Fourth-Fifth 9,200 60 190 
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Roadway 

Ash 

A St 

B St 

C St 

Broadway 

E St 

F St 

G St 

Market 

Island 

J St 

K St 

Imperial Ave 

Table 4.D-6 (Continued) 

FUTURE (2025) CNEL NOISE CONTOURS 
(MITIGATED TRAFFIC CONDITIONS) 

75CNEL 70CNEL 65 CNEL 
Distance to Contours (Feet) 

60CNEL 

Segment ADT from Centerline of Nearest Lane 

Pacific Highway-Kettner 44,800 90 280 900 
Front-First 21,400 125 400 
Fourth-Fifth 16,800 100 320 

Front-First 21,200 115 360 
Fourth-Fifth 27,400 55 175 550 

Front-First 26,800 50 165 570 
Fourth-Fifth 25,500 50 165 570 
14th-15th 19,600 115 360 

14th-15th 22,400 45 145 450 

Pacific Highway-Ketmer 32,000 65 200 650 
Front-First 57,400 45 140 440 1330 
Fourth-Fifth 64,500 55 170 510 1500 
14th-15th 25,100 115 360 1090 

Front-First 4,800 110 
Fourth-Fifth 4,100 75 
14th-15th 10,300 70 215 

Front-First 7,300 55 165 
Fourth-Fifth 14,600 
14th-15th 16,600 95 300 

Pacific Highway-Ketmer 13,200 55 165 
Front-First 2,000 55 
Fourth-Fifth 2,700 85 
14th-15th 6,000 125 

Front-First 31,100 60 190 600 
Fourth-Fifth 27,300 55 175 550 
14th-15th 24,200 45 145 455 

Front-First 4,100 75 
Fourth-Fifth 1,400 
14th-15th 6,800 95 

Fourth-Fifth 5,300 120 
14th-15th 8,900 60 190 

Fourth-Fifth 1,400 
14th-15th 1,700 

14th-15th 19,200 115 360 
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Future Aircraft Noise 

Future noise contours for Lindbergh Field are not available. The future level of 

operations at the airport are presently undecided and could vary significantly from 

the existing level. Two general scenarios are under consideration: 

Scenario 1: As a "noise problem airport" Lindbergh Field currently operates with a 

variance that includes a number of Port District operational restrictions, limiting 

departures to only Stage 3 aircraft between 6:30 and 7:00 a.m. and between 

10:00 p.m. and 11 :30 p.m., and permitting no departures from 11 :30 p.m. until 

6:30 a.m. To further reduce aircraft noise, the Port Commission adopted the 

Lindbergh Field Airport Use Regulations that require a yearly increase in percentage 

of all operations to be those of certified Stage 3 aircraft, so that all operations will 

be Stage 3 aircraft by January 1, 1999. The effect on the noise footprint will be to 

steadily reduce the noise impact area each year. 

Scenario 2: The current level of operations at Lindbergh Field could be decreased 

as commercial and freight air operations are moved to another airport. If this occurs 

the existing noise impact area depicted in Figure 4.D-3 would also decrease 

accordingly and a fewer number of sensitive land uses would be significantl.y 

impacted by exterior noise levels greater than the 65 dBA CNEL standard. 

Future Railroad and Light Rail Transit CLRTI Noise 

Freight rail operations are not expected to change significantly as a result of the 

proposed Community Plan or Redevelopment Plan. Therefore, future freight 

railroad CNEL contours are not expected to change from those described in Table 

4.D-4. Although future wayside pass-by sound levels for Amtrak and LRT 

operations will be similar to existing levels, it is likely that future CNEL contours 

may increase due to the possible increase in the frequency of Amtrak and LRT 

operations. In addition, sensitive land uses within 50 feet of the LRT at-grade 

crossing bells may be significantly impacted by noise. Sensitive land uses adjacent 

to the Amtrak, Santa Fe, or San Diego-Imperial Valley rail operations have the 

potential to be significantly impacted by railroad noise levels that exceed the 

65 dBA CNEL standard. These potential impacts must be assessed in a site­

specific acoustical analysis which must show that the future exterior noise level in 
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the useable outdoor living space is at or below 65 dBA CNEL and that the interior 

noise level is at or below 45 dBA CNEL for all new developments. 

Future Industrial Noise 

Future industrial land use and the associated industrial activities in the Planning 

Area will decrease from current levels by approximately 40 percent (CCDC 1991a). 

Consequently, the number of areas impacted by industrial noise will also decrease 

by approximately 40 percent. Industrial noise levels will remain relatively 

unchanged, however, in those areas where industrial activity is continued. The 

noise generated by these industrial sources is varied and is a function of the type of 

industrial activity, hours of operation, and intensity of activity on the site. All 

industrial activities must comply with the City's noise ordinance. 

3. Significance of Impacts 

Automobile, Truck, and Bus Ultimate Capacity Noise. The useable outdoor living 

space of sensitive land uses on 74 of the 107 roadway segments will be 

significantly impacted by exterior noise levels above 65 dBA CNEL standard. 

Significant interior noise impacts may occur to proposed sensitive land uses (sueh 

as single and multi-family residences, hotels, and motels) on 92 of the 107 roadway 

segments where exterior noise levels exceed 60 dBA CNEL, therefore, site­

specific acoustical analyses will be required. 

Miti~ated Automobile, Truck. and Bus Ultimate Capacity Noise. The useable 

outdoor living space of sensitive land uses on 74 of the 107 roadway segments will 

be significantly impacted by exterior noise levels above 65 dBA CNEL standard. 

Significant interior noise impacts may occur to proposed sensitive land (such as 

single and multi-family residences, hotels, and motels) uses on 94 of the 107 

roadway segments where exterior noise levels exceed 60 dBA CNEL, therefore, 

site-specific acoustical analyses will be required. 

Future Aircraft Noise. Significant noise impacts will occur to the useable outdoor 

living space of sensitive land uses within the future 65 dBA CNEL aircraft noise 

contour. Since the future level of operation at Lindbergh Field is currently 

undecided, it is not possible to determine the location of the future aircraft noise 
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contours. Any proposed sensitive land use (such as single and multi-family 

residences, hotels, and motels) within the future 60 dBA CNEL aircraft noise 

contour will require a site specific acoustical analysis. 

Future Railroad and Ll~ht Rail Transit CLRU Noise. Sensitive land uses adjacent 

to the Amtrak, Santa Fe, or San Diego-Imperial Valley rail operations have the 

potential to be significantly impacted by railroad noise levels that exceed the 

65 dBA CNEL standard. In addition, sensitive land uses within 50 feet of the LRT 

at-grade crossing bells may be significantly impacted by bell noise. These potential 

impacts must be assessed in a site-specific acoustical analysis which must show that 

the future exterior noise level in the useable outdoor living space is at or below 

65 dBA CNEL and that the interior noise level is at or below 45 dBA CNEL. 

Future Industrial Noise. The number of industrial noise sources is expected to be 

reduced by 40 percent in the future (CCDC 1991a). Industrial noise levels will 

remain relatively unchanged, however, in those areas where industrial activity is 

continued. The noise generated by these industrial sources is varied and is a 

function of the type of industrial activity, hours of operation, and intensity of 

activity on the site. 

4. Mitigation 

Automobile, Truck, and Bus Noise 

Noise from roadway traffic is considered a potentially significant impact to noise 

sensitive land uses constructed adjacent to roadways. All required usable exterior 

living areas at residential units, hotels and motels exposed to an exterior noise level 

of 65 dBA CNEL or greater, will require mitigation. Mitigation may be achieved 

by setbacks or barriers such as a noise wall, earthen berm, architectural treatments, 

or a combination of these. A site-specific acoustical analysis will be required to 

identify appropriate mitigation measures. 

All proposed residential units, hotels and motels exposed to an exterior noise level 

of 60 dBA CNEL or greater, are required to have an interior acoustical analysis to 

ensure that the building design would limit interior noise to 45 dBA CNEL or 

below as specified by CAC Title 24, and the City of San Diego. In general, closed 
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window conditions and mechanical ventilation will provide the necessary 

mitigation. In some cases a change in the window glazing may also be required. 

Similar mitigation measures may be necessary to provide professional office and 

commercial business land uses with exterior and interior noise levels at or below 70 

and 50 dBA CNEL respectively. Site-specific acoustical analyses will be required 

to identify exact mitigation measures. 

Railroad and Light Rail Transit (LR:0 Noise 

Noise associated with the railroads and LRT will have the potential to impact noise 

sensitive receivers near the tracks. Mitigation of railroad and LRT noise may be 

achieved similarly to vehicular noise. The locomotive engine noise, however, is 

dominated by the exhaust components that are located atop the engine. The height 

of the locomotive noise source is such that a high noise wall (25 feet) may be 

required to mitigate sound levels for nearby sensitive land uses. A similar problem 

is likely to occur with the mitigation of crossing bell noise due to the bell height. 

Therefore, potential noise impacts to the very sensitive land uses such as residences 

may require setbacks to mitigate the impact 

Mitigation measures for professional office and commercial business land uses 

impacted by rail noise may be mitigated by setbacks, barriers, and appropriate 

mitigating structural design. Site-specific acoustical analyses will be required to 

identify exact mitigation measures. 

Aircraft Noise 

Aircraft noise is likely to significantly impact all proposed useable outdoor living 

space within the 65 dBA CNEL aircraft noise contour. These impacts may 

possibly be mitigated by the orientation of the useable outdoor living space away 

from the noise source so that it is shielded from direct exposure, although in many 

cases the impact may be unmitigable. Interior noise levels for all proposed sensitive 

land uses (such as single and multi-family residences, hotels, and motels) within 

the 60 dBA CNEL aircraft noise contour shall be mitigated by appropriate structural 

design. Site-specific acoustical analyses will be required to identify exact mitigation 

measures. 
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Industrial Noise 

As mentioned previously, the noise generated by industrial sources is varied and is 

a function of the type of industrial activity, hours of operation, and intensity of 

activity on the site. These factors must be assessed by site specific noise analyses. 

Mitigation for industrial noise sources are primarily achieved by the placement of 

industrial noise generators at distances great enough from sensitive receptors to 

eliminate significant noise impacts. Other mitigation measures may include but are 

not limited to, enclosure of noise generating operations; construction of on-site 

noise barriers; limitation of noise generating operations to normal business hours 

(weekdays from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.); and the routing of industry and 

commercial related truck traffic away from sensitive land use area. Site-specific 

acoustical analyses will be required to identify exact mitigation measures. 
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E. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

The following section of this EIR is based on a Cultural Resources Technical 

Report prepared for this project by ERCE. ERCE, in response to the requirements 

of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), conducted a literature search 

and records review at the South Coastal Information Center at San Diego State 

University and at the San Diego Museum of Man. Reviews of other existing data 

regarding cultural resources of the Planning Area included the historic resources 

inventories for the Planning Area, Sanborn Map Company fire insurance maps 

from 1883 to 1962 and aerial photographs from the late 1920s, produced by Tax 

Factor, Incorporated. 

1. Existing Conditions 

The Planning Area possesses a wealth of cultural resources, as it is composed of 

the historic areas of what began as New Town San Diego. The cultural resources 

are not limited to historic buildings and districts, but include archaeological sites, 

both recorded sites and those areas that have the potential to yield archaeological 

materials. 

Prehistoric Resources 

Numerous studies have examined the incidence of prehistoric resources within the 

Planning Area These have been primarily limited to studies along corridors of new 

or planned development, including the Marina/Columbia Residential Development 

project, the San Diego Bay Route Bikeway (Harbor Drive to Coronado for 

CALTRANS (Corum 1978), alterations of street alignments along the harbor, the 

development of Seaport Village (Carrico 1977), the construction of a light rail 

transit system (the San Diego/San Ysidro Trolley), the MTDB East Urban Transit 

Corridor project (Crotteau 1983), and the MTDB LRT Extension for the City of 

San Diego (Gallegos 1987). Since the passage of CEQA in 1972, there have been 

24 surveys for prehistoric resources within the Planning Area boundaries. Twenty­

one prehistoric sites and three historic sites were identified as a result of these 

surveys. During the years prior to the surveys undertaken in compliance with 

CEQA, archaeologists such as Malcolm Rogers identified other sites during the 

decades of the 1920s and 1930s. 
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The Planning Area, unlike other portions of what is now urban San Diego, has 

been thoroughly developed for over 100 years. There is, however, a potential for 

prehistoric cultural deposits as well as historic deposits within the strata underlying 

Centre City. In addition, the coastal areas along the original tide line of the Bay, an 

area roughly defined as those lands lying on the east and northeast sides of Pacific 

Highway between Laurel and Market, and Harbor Drive between Kettner and 

Eighth A venue, have a potential for prehistoric resources. This is particularly true 

where development has not included extensive grading or excavation for basements 

and foundations. 

Historic Resources 

The historic resources previously identified within the Planning Area are numerous, 

and are limited primarily to buildings, although there is a potential for historic 

archaeological resources as well. In 1978, CCDC entered into contract with Wirth 

Associates, Inc., for archaeological testing and data retrieval in the Marina and 

Columbia Redevelopment areas. Wirth Associates prepared an archaeological 

overview of the Horton House sites. The investigations resulted in a 

published/report, "Horton House, an Archaeological Overview," dated September 

17, 1979. CCDC's completion of its Section 106 responsibilities for Horton 

House was acknowledged by the SHPO on September 24, 1979. Subsequent 

work provided the following: (1) background archival research and formulation of 

an archaeological overview for the Marina and Columbia Redevelopment areas; 

(2) inventory and determination of archaeological significance for Parcels A, B and 

C; and (3) inventory and determination of archaeological significance of the San 

Diego Barracks site. These activities resulted in the preparation of "An 

Archaeological and Historical Inventory of the Marina/Columbia Residential 

Development: Parcels A, B and C" and "Developing the Bay, an Archaeological and 

Historical Overview of the Marina/Columbia Redevelopment Areas" (1980). These 

documents were accepted by the State Historic Preservation Officer. 

In March 1980, CCDC entered into a contract with Charles Hall Page and 

Associates of San Francisco to conduct individual reports on 12 buildings 

determined eligible for listing on the National Register (Page and Associates 1980). 

The report contained an assessment of significance for each of the buildings in 
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terms of the development of architecture in San Diego, recommendations for 

alternative mitigation measures, and costs and economic viability of relocating the 

structures. The following buildings were included: 

" Armed Services YMCA (500 West Broadway, between India and Columbia) 

• Plants and Fireproofing Building (540-546 Third, between Market and Island) 

" Ying-On Labor and Merchants Building (500-504 Third, NW corner Third and 

Island) 

.. Chinese Benevolent Society Building (428 Third, between Island and J Streets) 

'" Stingaree Bordello Building (demolished) (SE comer Third and Island) 

" Commodore Hotel/Lyceum Theatre (subsequently demolished) 

" Frost Lumber Comer Building (subsequently demolished) (SW comer Market 

and Columbia Streets, bounded by RR tracks) 

• Horton Grand Hotel (removed from original site at 322 F Street to Island and 

Fourth) 

• Knights of Pythias Building (subsequently demolished) 

• Pacific Soap Factory (301 West Market, SW comer Market & Union Street), 

bounded by RR tracks) 

• Senator Hotel (formerly Panama Hotel) (105 W. F Street, between First and 

Front) 

" Tower Bowl (subsequently demolished) (630 W. Broadway, between Kettner 

and India) 

CCDC was directed to work with the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development (HUD), State Office of Historic Preservation (SHPO) and the 

National Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (Department of the Interior, 

National Park Service). In order to receive federal funding for the individual 

implementation projects within the Marina Redevelopment area, CCDC satisfied 

the requirements outlined in Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 

of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. 470f). 

Concurrently in April 1979, a "Historical Review" of 27 of the sites that were listed 

in the Report on Significant Structures was conducted by CCDC (CCDC 1979). 

This report included only those structures within the proposed Marina/Columbia 

Residential Development where federal funding was sought through HUD's 

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG). This document formed the basis 
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for the Request for Determination of Eligibility prepared in May 1979 that identified 

fifteen (15) sites located in the Marina/Columbia Residential Development area and 

twelve (12) sites located in the area of influence (i.e., within 300 feet of the 

project). The request for eligibility was prepared for the 27 sites in accordance with 

the "Environmental Review Procedures for Community Development Block Grant 

Programs" (24 CFR 58) which requires examination of the project area and 

surrounding area of impact to find historical, architectural, and culturally significant 

structures and obtain a determination of the eligibility for listing in the National 

Register. In August 1979, Determination of Eligibility Notifications were received 

from the Keeper of the National Register for 25 of the 27 sites. The remaining two 

sites had already been listed on the National Register. As a result, 12 buildings 

were identified as eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. 

With the results of the report prepared by Page and Associates and the "Report on 

Significant Structures" prepared by CCDC in 1979, the State Historic Preservation 

Officer (SHPO) identified those blocks in the Marina and Columbia Redevelopment 

Projects which may require further investigation for subsurface cultural resources. 

On April 10, 1980 the SHPO wrote a letter to CCDC confirming the degree of 

further investigation required for the remaining blocks in the Marina and Columbia 

Redevelopment areas. 

The SHPO's April 1980 letter identified those blocks in the Marina and Columbia 

Project areas which (1) "require no further cultural resource investigation," 

(2) "warrant further work or investigation," and (3) "warrant further investigation 

specifically regarding extent of previous ground disturbance" (Figure 4.E-1) 

Subsequently, Dr. Ray Brandes entered into contract with CCDC to conduct the 

"further investigation" required by the SHPO. The blocks surveyed by 

Dr. Brandes include 3 blocks in the Columbia Sub Area, 19 in the Marina Sub 

Area, 1 in the Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area and 1 in the excluded area 

(Figure 4.E-1). The following is a list of blocks surveyed. 
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, - Davidson Block 

Barbee Tract 

SD-18 

SD-19 

SD-21 

SD-22 

SD-23 

SD-24 

SD-27 

SD-31 

SD-32 

SD-35 

SD-36 

SD-50 

H-C 

H-D 

H-90 

H-94 

H-115 

H-116 

H-117 

H-118 

H-119 

H-122 

B Street, C Street, India, Columbia 

C Street, Broadway, India, Kettner 

California, Kettner, West Market, West Island 

Pacific Highway, California, West Market, West Island 

Kettner, West Market, India, West Island 

India, West Market, Columbia, West Island 

Railroad tracks, West Market, Columbia 

Railroad tracks, West Market, Union, West Island 

State, West G Street, Union, West Market 

California, West G Street, Kenner, Market Street 

Pacific Highway, Market, G Street, California 

Pacific Highway, California, West F Street, West G Street 

California, Kettner, West F Street, West G Street 

Broadway, E Street, California, Pacific Highway 

First, West G Street, Front, West Market 

First, Front, West F Street, West G Street 

Second, Third, G Street, Market Street 

West 1/2 only -Third, Market, Island 

Third, Island, Fourth, J Street 

Second, Island, Third, J Street 

First, Island, Second, J Street 

First, J Street, Second, Railroad tracks 

Second, J Street, Third, Railroad tracks 

Fifth, J Street, Sixth, K Street 

Historical archaeological materials in these blocks would most likely be found in 

features such as pit privies, trash deposits, and wells. Most residences, hotels, 

restaurants, and business establishments maintained privies and over the years 

acquired trash deposits. These were common components found associated with all 

types of businesses during the 19th and 20th centuries. These types of resources 

are widely encountered in the urban areas of the City and would be repeated many 

times over in each block. The installation of sewer lines in 1889 slowed the use of 

privies, however the presence of many privies within the Project Area is highly 

likely. These trash pits and privies would be expected to yield information 

regarding lifestyles, economic levels, and associated information for both business 

classes and residents of various ethnic origins. 
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The expanded Project Area contains potentially similar information as the original 

areas surveyed by Dr. R. Brandes. Historically, both the expanded Project Area 

and the Brandes areas have contained similar types of businesses, and a mix of 

residences and small shops, all with a variety of uses. Judging from a review of 

Sanborn maps and City Directories, there appears to be a high potential for 

subsurface remains and potentially significant cultural resources within the 

expanded Project Area. 

To produce a ranking of probable sensitivity regarding the intercorrelation between 

the hazardous material areas with the potentially significant blocks is not possible at 

this time without testing and additional research. However, the location of an early 

city dump site was derived from a review of historic materials used in the hazardous 

materials study. The rest of the hazardous materials research produced data about 

modern, non-historic gas stations, dry cleaners, tanks, and other related 

nonsignificant resources. Under CEQA, cultural resources are considered to be 

potentially significant until testing and research determines the level of significance 

of each individual site. 

The known historic buildings of the Planning Area have been deemed of eith~r 

historic or architectural significance, or both. There are lists and registers of 

historic buildings generated at the federal, state, and local level, both County and 

City. As of 1990, 27 properties and one district within the Centre City Planning 

Area were included on the National Register or deemed eligible for the National 

Register (Figure 4.E-2). This list of National Register sites in the Planning Area 

does not include properties that may have achieved National Register status or been 

determined eligible since 1990 (Appendix B of the technical report). 

Properties that have achieved local significance, and possibly significance on the 

state or federal level as well, are listed as landmarks by the City of San Diego's 

Historical Site Board. These properties may or may not include some of those that 

are also listed on the National Register of Historic Places. The technical report 

(Appendix C and D) identifies 98 properties and two historic districts that have been 

designated as local landmarks within the Planning Area. These properties and 

figures are referenced in Figures 4.E-3A and 4.E-3B. Those buildings recorded in 

the Historic American Buildings Survey are indicated by the initials HABS. 
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In addition, a survey of five areas within the Planning Area boundaries was 

conducted in 1989 by Dr. Brandes and Marie Burke Lia, using a team of 

researchers familiar with urban San Diego. At the time the survey was conducted, 

the Historical Sites Board ranked resources as to their importance. They have since 

discontinued the grading system and now only list resources without categorizing 

their importance. 

The Brandes/Lia survey team ranked buildings into the following categories: 

#1 Eligible for the National Register of Historic Places; 

#2 Eligible for the San Diego Historical Site Register, and 

#3 Architecturally interesting buildings which do not merit inclusion on the 

local Register. 

The survey identified 28 buildings within the Planning Area that fell into 

Category 1, i.e., potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 

To date, six of these buildings have been placed on the National Register: the 

Medico-Dental Building, U.S. Grant Hotel, Eagles Hall, County Administration 

Building, Star of India, and the Main Post Office, making a total of 27 properties 

and one historic district on the national register (Figure 4.E-2). The remaining 22 

Category 1 buildings have not been nominated to the National Register of Historic 

Places as of this time. 

Properties were also evaluated for local significance by the Brandes/Lia survey and 

127 properties were placed in Category 2 (potentially locally significant). Sixty 

buildings have been designated and placed on the San Diego Historical Site 

Register. Designation of 19 of the 60 buildings is currently undergoing the appeal 

process and the designation of some may be reversed in the final analysis. The 

remaining 67 properties have not come before the San Diego Historical Site Board 

for review at this time. 

Historic Districts 

The Centre City Planning Area includes two historic districts. The first of these is 

th~ Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area, a National Register Historic District placed on the 
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National Register of Historic Places in 1980. The Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area was 

initially developed in the 1870s, and grew to become the commercial center of town 

up until the years just prior to the First World War. The Sub Area includes 

structures that contribute to the character of the district and are considered to be of 

primary significance and those structures that are of secondary significance. Within 

the boundaries of the Planning Area, the Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area has the most 

resources of the greatest age, dating to the late 1870s and the early 1880s. 

Resources of the early 1880s may also be found in those areas which border the 

Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area: the east side of the Marina Sub Area, the south edge of 

the Core Redevelopment District, the south edge of the Core Redevelopment 

District, and the west sides of Centre City East Redevelopment District. 

The second historic district is the Chinese/ Asian Thematic Historic District, located 

within the Marina and Gaslamp Sub Area. This district was established locally in 

1987, and is composed of 22 individual buildings, some of which have been 

determined to be eligible for the National Register. The thematic nature of this 

district is an attempt to recognize that the blocks between Second and Sixth 

Avenues and south of Market Street to J Street were those historically occupied by 

Chinese and Asian Americans during the late nineteenth and early twentieth 

centuries. The significant aspect or theme of the Chinese/Asian Thematic Historic 

District is that the structures involved are the remnant buildings which are directly 

related to the Chinese/Asian community and its role in the commercial, historical, 

architectural, and cultural development of the city. 

2. Impacts 

The proposed Community Plan includes preservation of historic structures and 

districts of downtown among its stated goals. Other goals of the Community Plan 

may conflict with historic preservation goals. Historic properties may be located on 

sites which are designated for greater intensities of development than the existing 

properties. 

4.E-14 



Incentives provided in the Community Plan include: 

1. Floor Area Ratio Exception 

A floor area ratio exception is available to designated sites. For development 

infilled on sites which contain designated historic structures and/or where these 

structures are rehabilitated and integrated into the proposed new development, 

the floor area ratio of the designated historic structure will not be calculated in 

the total FAR of the site. 

2. Land Use and Property Development Regulations 

Owners of designated historic buildings are eligible to apply for uses of the 

property that may not otherwise be permitted within that Land Use District. 

Exceptions to the Street Level Development Standards, Off-Street Parking 

Requirements, and Parking Design Standards of the Plan may also be 

permitted. 

3. Alternative Building Code Provisions 

The State of California Historic Building Code may be used in place of the 

Uniform Building Code. The Historic Building Code offers alternative 

provisions to meet code requirements for older structures. 

This FAR exception may assist in the retention or rehabilitation of historic 

structures, but it would not result in the maintenance of the historic vertical scale of 

the block containing the historic structure, representing a potentially significant 

adverse impact on architectural theme and sense of time and place. The overall 

integrity of size and scale could be affected. 

The Urban Conservation section of the proposed Community Plan addresses the 

treatment of designated historic structures in the Planning Area. The intent of the 

proposed Community Plan is "to achieve a balance between redevelopment and 

urban conservation" with an emphasis on the rehabilitation and reuse of sites 

determined to be important to San Diego and the nation. The Historical Site Board 
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reviews any actions related to these sites that are protected through the Resource 

Protection Ordinance. 

Historic sites of local importance that contribute to the character of Centre City are 

subject to redevelopment. The adaptive reuse of these sites is encouraged through 

incentive programs, but these programs are comparatively weak when viewed 

against incentives to redevelop pursuant to other goals of the proposed Community 

Plan. 

Determining potential impacts to buried cultural resources presents a problem 

largely unaddressed by the proposed Community Plan. However, it is possible to 

delineate those areas of Centre City that have the highest potential for subsurface 

historic cultural resources (details, including a resource sensitivity map, are 

provided in the Cultural Resources Technical Report). The current analysis does 

not, however, preclude the potential for encountering important resources, historic 

or prehistoric, on downtown blocks that have not been identified as sensitive, such 

a possibility always exists in an urban setting. 

Significance of Impacts 

Demolition of buildings previously identified as historically significant would 

constitute a significant impact. There exists a potential for subsurface historic 

archaeological remains under existing buildings or parking lots, and significant 

impacts to subsurface archaeological remains may occur during redevelopment. 

Implementation of the mitigation measures will reduce impacts to below a level of 

significance. 

4. Mitigation 

Subsurface Resources 

There are two possible forms of mitigation of impacts to buried cultural resources; 

one for areas that have the highest potential for subsurface cultural resources and 

one for areas with relatively less potential. Either one may reduce the potential 

impacts of redevelopment projects to the subsurface cultural resources that could 

exist within the Project Area boundaries (Figure 4.E-4A and 4.E-4B). The first 
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form of mitigation is as follows: prior to issuance of building permits and well in 

advance of construction, the applicant/proponent shall conduct an in-depth study of 

the particular block or portion thereof where the project is located. This study shall 

include a detailed review of Sanborn fire insurance maps, a directory search, and, if 

warranted, limited testing of the zones within the block having the highest potential 

within the area to be impacted. Testing shall include removal of small areas of 

asphalt, backhoe excavation, limited controlled excavation, and a prelimipary 

review of cultural materials recovered from the excavation. The testing data would 

be used to formulate a more specific mitigation plan. This plan, which would be 

project specific, may include data recovery excavation and monitoring if important 

resources are encountered. Data recovery may include relatively large-scale 

excavation, cataloging, analysis, and interpretation. Mitigation of the project also 

requires both obtaining cultural resources record searches and a review of aerial 

photographs. 

The second method of mitigation, for areas not shown on Figures 4.E-4A and 

4.E-4B as having high potential, requires careful monitoring of excavation and 

grading activities related to a redevelopment project while underway. If resources 

were encountered in the course of ground disturbance, the archaeological monitor 

shall be empowered to halt grading and to initiate an archaeological testing program .. 

The testing shall include recordation of artifacts, controlled removal of the 

materials, and an assessment of their importance under CEQA and local guidelines. 

If warranted, grading and construction work may have to be diverted for time 

periods ranging from hours to weeks while an archaeological team records and 

removes large, significant deposits or features. Monitoring may result in damaging 

or destroying important resources before ground disturbance can be halted and may 

possibly impede the construction process and lead to significant down time. 

The Redevelopment Agency or the private developer would have responsibility for 

storage, display and interpretation of the artifacts or would arrange for such with 

the local historical society or other credible agency. Arrangements for adequate 

funding must be made subsequent to the discovery of such resources and the 

funding must be adequate to achieve mitigation. 
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Standin~ Historic Resources 

Impacts to designated historic structures will be reviewed on a project-specific basis 

in the context of this EIR. 

The following recommendations are proposed for any structures considered to have 

historic significance: 

1. National Register Structures 

Structures listed on the National Register of Historic Places, and structures 

identified as contributing structures within a National Register Historic District, 

shall be retained onsite, and any improvements, renovation, rehabilitation 

and/or adaptive reuse of the historic property shall ensure its preservation 

according to applicable guidelines. A guideline relevant to structures listed on 

the National Register of Historic Places is the Secretary of the Interior 

Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic 

Buildings. 

2. Potential National Register Eligible Structures 

The Redevelopment Agency shall complete a Part I Evaluation of Significance 

for the 22 structures within the Project Area that were identified as "Category 1" 

structures by the 1989 historic buildings survey conducted by Dr. Ray Brandes 

and Marie Lia, as referenced in this EIR, which have not yet been subject to a 

determination of eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places. As a 

means of ensuring adequacy and to arrive at preliminary determinations, the 

Agency shall submit the Part I evaluations to the State Historic Preservation 

Officer (SHPO) with a request for preliminary determination. 

3. City of San Diego Historic Sites 

Structures listed on the City of San Diego Historical Sites Register by the San 

Diego Historical Site Board, that are not listed on the National Register of 

Historic Places, shall be retained onsite to the extent feasible. Any development 

that proposes to remove a locally designated historic structure shall: 
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a) prepare an analysis to the satisfaction of the Redevelopment Agency that 

retention of the historic structure or substantial portions of the historic 

structure, such as its facade, and incorporation into the proposed 

development is infeasible. Such analysis shall be reviewed and commented 

on by the Historical Site Board (HSB) staff, and the HSB staff shall 

determine if the project shall be sent to the HSB for review. 

b) provide for relocation and preservation of the historic structure at a site and 

in a manner acceptable to the Redevelopment Agency, unless such 

relocation and preservation are proven infeasible to the satisfaction of the 

Agency, upon consideration of the Historical Site Board staffs review and 

comments on the issue. The staff's review and comment may include 

further review and action by the HSB. Such relocation effort shall include 

making the structure available to any known interested, responsible party 

under procedures to be established by the Redevelopment Agency. Any 

improvements, renovation, rehabilitation and/or adaptive reuse of a locally 

designated historic structure shall ensure its preservation according to 

applicable guidelines; and, 

c) in the event that the Redevelopment Agency finds that the historic structure 

cannot be feasibly retained onsite or relocated, the applicant/developer shall 

provide for documentation of the historic structure before it is removed from 

the development site, including but not limited to photographic 

documentation of the exterior and interior of the structure, and "as built" 

drawings of the structure according to the standards of the Historic 

American Building Survey (HABS). Such historic documentation shall be 

provided to the Redevelopment Agency and the Historical Site Board before 

a demolition pemrit is issued by the City for said structure. 

4. Review of developments using the FAR exception for rehabilitation of a 

designated historic structure. 

The Historical Site Board shall review new developments that propose to use 

FAR exceptions for incorporation/preservation of a designated historic structure 

in the new development. This incentive represents a compromise between the 
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rehabilitation of a designated historic building and potentially significant adverse 

impacts to its historic scale and setting. Review of those proposed projects by 

the Historical Site Board for compatibility of design and sympathetic treatment 

of the designated historic structure would serve as a mitigative measure without 

the loss of the incentive to rehabilitate and adaptively reuse designated historic 

structures. 
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F. URBAN DESIGN 

l . Existing Conditions 

Overall Visual Setting 

The Centre City area is characterized visually by urban development. The 

development is varied with unrestored older structures existing in many portions of 

the area while restored older structures and new structures occur in other areas. 

Existing land uses include office, commercial, light industrial, hotels and other 

visitor-serving commercial uses, public/quasi-public, and residential. Virtually all 

of the area is presently developed with the exception of a few small vacant lots. 

However, portions of the Planning Area are underdeveloped as parking lots or 

other low density land uses. 

111e primary visual amenities of the Planning Area are the views of San Diego Bay. 

The Planning Area's highest elevations are along the area's Interstate 5 boundary 

on the north and east. From these vantage points, the Planning Area slopes to the 

waterfront. Views of the Bay have been diminished over the years due to the 

development of high-rise buildings in the Planning Area and along the waterfronL 

The Planning Area, especially within the downtown core, contains a number of 

high-rise buildings that visually dominate the skyline, including the First Interstate 

Bank, First National Bank, Imperial Bank, Symphony Tower, Meridian, Ramada, 

Marriott Towers, Embassy Suites, America Plaza, MTDB Headquarters, and 

Emerald Shapery Towers. Additional high-rise buildings such as One Harbor 

Drive, and the Hyatt Regency Hotel are currently under construction while the 

construction of other high-rise buildings is scheduled to occur over the next two to 

four years. Therefore, existing views of the Bay through the Planning Area occur 

primarily along the many east-west and north-south trending streets. Views are 

also available from higher stories of the existing buildings. 
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Existing; Urban Desiim Components 

a. Sun, Shadow and Wind Influences 

Sun and shadow conditions for the Planning Area are as follows during the 

summer and winter solstices: 

Sunrise December 21: 28 degrees south of due east 

Sunset December 21: 28 degrees south of due west 

Sunrise June 21: 28 degrees north of due east 

Sunset June 21: 28 degrees north of due west 

At noon on December 21, the sun is 34 degrees above the south horizon. At 

noon on June 21, the sun is 81 degrees above the sou th horizon 

(Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diego 1988). 

Wind conditions in downtown San Diego are characterized by moist onshore 

flows that come from across the Bay (i.e., 80 percent of the wind direction is 

from the west). The remaining 20 percent of the time the wind comes from the. 

east, typifying the drier "Santa Ana" conditions occasionally experienced 

throughout the San Diego region (Redevelopment Agency of the City of San 

Diego 1988). 

b. Circulation 

Circulation within the Planning Area occurs on a grid system with north-south 

and east-west trending streets. Regional access is provided via several 

interchanges with Interstate 5, which forms the Planning Area's northern and 

eastern boundary. Public transportation occurs via taxis, public buses, Amtrak 

train service, Greyhound bus service, and the San Diego Trolley. The San 

Diego Trolley currently serves the Planning Area by the Bayside, East and 

South lines. Planned expansions of the Trolley include a the Old Town/North 

Line through Harborview. A historic trolley is under consideration to operate 

within the Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area. 
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Pedestrian activity occurs generally throughout the Planning Area on a localized 

basis. Pedestrian activity within the downtown core occurs as a result of 

tourists, residents, customers of the retail and office businesses, and employees 

of the business sector. Parking is concentrated within larger underground, 

surface and multi-story parking lots, with street parking limited to short periods 

of time. Within the outlying portions of the Planning Area (i.e., Harborview, 

Cortez, and Centre City East), pedestrian activity occurs due to residents and 

employees located within those areas. Parking is located near the various 

businesses, either in small lots provided by the individual businesses or by 

street parking. 

c. Streetscape 

The appearance of the streetscape within the Planning Area varies. Within areas 

of redevelopment, overhead utility lines have been undergrounded and street 

amenities such as trees and other landscaping, textured paving and ornamental 

street lights are present. Storefronts have been improved to incorporate design 

features that complement the overall architectural themes being created. In other 

areas where redevelopment has not taken place, street.landscaping and other 

streetscape features are minimal and the sidewalks themselves may be in need of 

repair. 

d. Open Space 

The most important open space present in the Planning Area is the Embarcadero 

along the waterfront, which includes public parks, marinas and a boardwalk. 

Other significant open space areas are Horton Plaza Park, San Diego City 

College, and Pantoja Park within the Marina Sub Area. In addition, a linear 

park is being developed along Harbor Drive from Market Street to 6th Avenue. 

Most of the remaining public open space within the Planning Area is 

concentrated in areas where redevelopment or recent development has occurred 

and includes both plazas that feature hard surfaces and formal landscaping as 

well as more park-like, informal areas (Figures 4.F-1 and 4.F-2). The 

majority of these open space areas are currently surrounded by mid-rise and 

high-rise buildings (except Pantoja Park, the Embarcadero and City College) 

and therefore already experience shading effects. 
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Sub Area Overviews 

The following subsections describe the general visual characteristics of the various 

Sub Areas and Redevelopment Districts of the Project Area. Each discussion 

follows the same general outline: a description of the general appearance of the Sub 

Area, primarily in terms of land use and the age, scale and/or architectural style of 

buildings; a discussion of views from the Sub Area; and a discussion of urban 

design characteristics of the Sub Area such as landscaping, sun access, pedestrian 

activity, and open space. Brief descriptions of the excluded areas have also been 

included although no changes to the appearance of these areas are anticipated to 

occur as a result of the project. 

a. Columbia Sub Area 

The Columbia Sub Area is characterized visually by a mixture of older, small­

scale buildings used for retail and office uses and new, mid- to high-rise office 

buildings. Building heights range from the 34-story America Plaza building to 

one- and two-story industrial/storage facilities and car repair shops. A variety 

of architectural styles are also exhibited due to the combination of old and new 

development and the mix of residential, commercial, office, manufacturing and 

warehouse land uses. The Sub Area includes several major land use types that 

affect the aesthetics of the Sub Area, including part of the Broadway Navy 

Complex and the San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E) Substation B. 

Views from the Columbia Sub Area are primarily of the Sub Area itself and of 

downtown San Diego to the east. Views of San Diego Bay are also available 

via Broadway, A Street and Ash Street and from the Embarcadero. Views of 

the Bay from other east-west trending streets in the Sub Area are blocked by the 

Navy Broadway Complex and the Santa Fe depot 

Landscaping in this Sub Area includes street trees where new development has 

occurred and the landscaped waterfront walkways of the Embarcadero. 
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Railroad tracks, Pacific Highway, Harbor Drive and the Navy Broadway 

Complex all serve to physically separate the waterfront from the rest of the Sub 

Area. 

Most other parts of the Sub Area are characterized by either a complete lack of, 

or a lack of properly maintained, street landscaping. 

Sun access is moderate to good in the Columbia Sub Area with relatively open 

access along the waterfront, but some shading effects as one nears the 

downtown area due to the presence of mid- and high-rise buildings. No public 

open space exists other than that associated with the waterfront and the 

Embarcadero. 

b. Marina Sub Area 

The Marina Sub Area is characterized visually by a concentration of newly 

constructed low- and high-rise residential buildings and mid- and high-rise 

hotels (Figure 4.F-3a,b). Land uses encompassed in these structures include 

multifamily residential projects and offices as well as several hotels. The Sub 

Area also includes several significant civic structures, including the historic 

Federal (Weinberger) Courthouse and the former police headquarters, which 

provide aesthetic impact. The Sub Area includes several major public open 

space/recreational areas, such as Pantoja Park, part of the Embarcadero/Marina 

park and the G Street Mole. It also includes railroad and trolley tracks along its 

southwestern boundary. Southwest of Harbor Drive along the water's edge is 

Seaport Village, the San Diego Convention Center, the Marriott Hotel and the 

Hyatt Regency Hotel currently under construction. 

Views from the Marina Sub Area include views of San Diego Bay to the west 

and views of high-rise development to the north (the Core Redevelopment 

District), the east (the Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area) and the southeast (the Centre 

City East Redevelopment District) (Figure 4.F-3b). 

Street level amenities, such as landscaping, are developing with the construction 

of new projects. The undergrounding of utility lines is also proceeding. Street 

trees are present along the sidewalks and solar access · ·1cceptable due to the 
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presence of few high-rise buildings to the south and west. Pedestrian activity is 

primarily associated with the residential and public park land uses located within 

the Sub Area. The Sub Area is served both by public transit and by the San 

Diego Trolley. 

c. Qaslamp Quarter Sub Area 

The Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area, a National Register Historical District, is 

characterized visually by older buildings, including both historic Victorian 

buildings (30 to 75 feet tall) as well as warehouse-type buildings 

(Figure 4.F-4). Many of the historic buildings (built in the late 1800s and early 

1900s) have been rehabilitated. Land uses in the district are predominantly 

entertainment and mixed-use including: small shops, small hotels, small 

theaters, restaurants, live/work lofts and residential on the upper floors of 

mixed-use buildings. 

The Sub Area has heavily travelled streets including Broadway to the north; 

Market Street and Fourth, Fifth and Sixth avenues, which bisect it; and Harbor 

Drive to the south. Views of the Bay from this Sub Area are limited to views 

along Market Street and down Fourth, Fifth and Sixth avenues to the San Diego 

Convention Center and waterfront 

Pedestrian amenities, such as street trees, furniture, lighting and brick sidewalk 

paving, are abundant in the Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area. The historic building 

and signage details create a design character unique to the area. Sun access is 

very good due to the predominance of mid-rise buildings as opposed to high­

rise buildings. 

The Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area is one of the Planning Area's most aesthetic 

Sub Areas due to the degree of building and street ornamentation, density and 

diversity. However, some land uses such as industrial uses and parking lots in 

the portions of the Sub Area have not yet been redeveloped and detract from the 

overall aesthetic quality of the Sub Area. 
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d. Expansion Sub Area 

Harborview Redevelopment District. The Harborview Redevelopment District 

is visually dominated by the existing development located within the area 

(Figure 4.F-5a,b). The district is developed with older low-rise buildings 

(many of which are in need of repair and/or refurbishing), and a few newer 

mid-rise buildings. Several vacant lots are also located within this district. 

Land uses are mixed with residential, retail, industrial, office and service uses 

with some buildings containing both retail storefronts and residential uses in the 

remainder of the structure. Historic buildings are located sporadically next to 

such varying uses such as auto shops and renovated warehouses. Existing 

development along the waterfront is limited, consisting of surface parking, the 

County Administration Center and Solar Turbine facilities. Railroad tracks are 

also located in this area along the district's eastern boundary oriented in a north­

south direction and serve to act as a barrier between the waterfront and other 

parts of the district. 

The Harborview Redevelopment District derives its name from its location on a 

westerly sloping hill facing the San Diego Bay and is well-known for its views 

of the Bay. Views of the water currently exist from the east-west trending 

streets as well as from upper stories of the existing buildings (Figure 4.F-5b). 

The Harborview Redevelopment District also has views of the downtown San 

Diego skyline located to the southeast. 

Sun access in this district is very good due to the low-rise character of existing 

development and the district's location on a westerly slope. The primary streets 

in the Harborview Redevelopment District include India Street and Kettner 

Boulevard (north-south) and Grape, Hawthorne and Laurel streets (east-west). 

Overhead lines are prevalent in this area and street trees and furniture are 

minimal. However, pedestrian activity occurs in most areas. The Harborview 

Redevelopment District contains an ethnic neighborhood known as Little Italy, 

which includes small shops and restaurants, located primarily on India Street. 

The area contains no public green space except for landscaped areas around the 

County Administration Center. 
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Cortez Redevelopment District. The Cortez Redevelopment District is 

characterized visually by older low- and mid-rise buildings, primarily 

containing multi-family residential land uses although some commercial and 

offices also occur (Figure 4.F-6a). The historic vacant El Cortez Hotel 

building is a local landmark and is also located in this district. 

Although located on the most elevated portion of the Planning Area, views from 

the Cortez Redevelopment District are primarily of downtown San Diego and 

Balboa Park (Figure 4.F-6b,c). Views of San Diego Bay still occur via both 

north-south and east-west trending streets. However, most other views 

through the downtown area are blocked by the high-rise development that has 

occurred. 

The streetscape within the Cortez Redevelopment District consists primarily of 

street trees and the perimeter landscaping associated with development. 

Overhead utility lines are present. Pedestrian activity in this district is minimal 

due to the lack of commercial, office and public open space land uses as well as 

due to the steepness of the streets. Sun access is good due to the elevation 

above the downtown. 

Core Redevelopment District. The Core Redevelopment District is characterized 

visually by intense urban development consisting primarily of high-rise and 

mid-rise buildings (Figure 4.F-7a,b). Land uses are predominantly office, 

commercial and institutional with some hotels. The San Diego Court House, 

Community Concourse and City Administration Building are located within this 

Redevelopment District. The area is significantly built out but contains a 

number of surface parking lots and a few vacant lots remain. Although the area 

is significantly built out, there are pockets within the area dominated by obsolete 

and vacant buildings. The architecture within this area is becoming more and 

more modern as older buildings are being demolished for higher density 

projects. Other older buildings are being renovated. Utilities are underground 

within the Core Redevelopment District. Views from the Core Redevelopment 

District are limited primarily to the streets where views of San Diego Bay are 

still available from the upper floors of high-rise buildings. 
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The image of downtown, as perceived from the waterfront, has changed 

dramatically within the past decade. Several new public parks and marinas have 

made the waterfront edge more accessible to tourists and residents. From these 

waterfront vantage points, the skyline of downtown San Diego has become 

more complex and interesting. Height variations, architectural style, building 

materials and building orientation have created a three dimensional skyline that 

is dense at its core (and along Broadway and B Street), then more scattered as it 

radiates outward toward the waterfront and Centre City East. 

Open space is provided by plazas associated with specific buildings (for 

example, the Community Concourse), Horton Plaza Park, and with outdoor 

cafes. Sculptures and other examples of public art are present as are street trees 

and furniture. Pedestrian activity is high during business hours due to the 

prevalence of street level services such as cafes, photo and copying shops, dry 

cleaners, shoe repair shops and travel agencies, and due to the concentration of 

parking in large lots or structures. Solar exposure is limited by the 

predominance of high-rise buildings. 

C Street is pedestrian oriented and includes a pedestrian mall (extra wide 

sidewalks, landscaping, etc.) and the trolley. Street level cafes, including. 

outdoor dining, occur amidst the central business district providing easy access 

by foot or by trolley. However, many vacancies exist among the buildings. 

Street trees and street furniture are common along C Street and sun access is 

good. (Figure 4.F-7c). In the core area, parts of B Street are considered 

aesthetically pleasing due to the rehabilitation of older buildings and new 

construction that has occurred in recent years. 

Centre City East Redevelopment District. The Centre City East Redevelopment 

District is visually characterized by low-rise warehouses, vacant lots, and older, 

unrestored buildings (such as residential hotels) although renovations to some 

buildings have occurred on an intermittent basis (Figure 4.F-8a,b,c). The land 

uses are composed of warehouses, some single-family homes, many SROs, 

service yards for SDG&E and the Metropolitan Transit Development Board 

(MIDB), MTDB headquarters, live/work lofts, social service facilities, and the 

New School of Architecture. MTDB's San Diego Trolley has its main storage 

yard and transfer terminal in this district. Visually, the area is severely blighted 
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a. Looking east down Market Street. 

b. Looking northeast from Market Street. 

c. Looking south down 14th Street. 
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(i.e., deteriorating) in terms of street and building appearance due to large areas 

of disrepair. 

Views from this district are limited due to the topography, which has varying 

elevation from east to west rather than from north to south (Figure 4.F-8a). 

This limits the view corridors along the north-south trending streets which 

provide the primary visual access to the Bay. Industrial development along the 

waterfront in this area also tends to block views of the Bay from areas within 

the district although long-range views of the Coronado Bridge exist 

(Figure 4.F-8c). 

The Centre City East Redevelopment District also includes City College. Views 

of the college are primarily from the perimeter since few roads allow access into 

the interior of the campus. From the perimeter, the campus is characterized by 

low-rise buildings set amidst a heavily landscaped park-like setting with mature 

trees and grass (Figure 4.F-9). Other land uses in the district include San 

Diego High School and supporting facilities. The area is visually connected to 

Balboa Park by an abundance of landscaped open space. Views from the 

campus are of the downtown core as well as long-range views of San Diego 

Bay via several north-south trending streets. 

Sun access is very good within the Centre City East Redevelopment District due 

to the current low-rise character of the buildings. The primary streets within the 

district include F, G, and Market Streets. Overhead utility lines are present 

throughout the district and streetscape features such as trees and furniture are 

minimal. Pedestrian activity within this district is minimal. The public plaza at 

the MIDB Headquarters is the only planned open space.although some social 

service facilities have private open spaces as well as the landscaped open space 

at the college and high school. 

e. Excluded Areas 

Horton Plaza Redevelopment PrQject. This excluded area is characterized by 

mid- to high-rise urban development, including Horton Plaza retail center. In 

addition to several large-scale buildings, the area includes open· space at Horton 
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Plaza Park as well as landscaped open space in front of buildings such as the 

Federal Building (refer to Figure 4.F-1). 

Seven Blocks on B Street. This excluded area contains several of the most 

attractive and recently constructed office high-rise buildings within the 

downtown core 

Tenth A venue Marine Terminal. This excluded area is industrial in appearance, 

consisting of paved areas as well as railroad tracks, low-scale office buildings 

and warehouses. 

Urban Desi~n Guidelines 

The Plans and related documents that are the subject of this EIR and which provide 

urban design guidelines for the Planning Area are: the proposed Centre City 

Community Plan, the Centre City Planned District Ordinance, and the Centre City 

Streetscape Manual. Documents which also provide urban design guidelines that 

are also applicable to the Planning Area are the Gaslamp Quarter Planned District 

Ordinance and Urban Design and Development Manual and the Marina Planned 

District Ordinance and Urban Design Plan and Development Guidelines. 

Urban design throughout the Planning Area is also governed by general urban 

design guidelines, standards and recommendations contained in the City's Progress 

Guide and General Plan (1989a). 

a. Centre City Community Plan and Centre City Planned District Ordinance 

The proposed Community Plan establishes urban design standards and criteria. 

These criteria are contained. in and implemented. through the Centre City Planned. 

District. There is no substantive difference in urban design guidelines between 

these two documents. 

The proposed Community Plan contains the following height restrictions on 

development within Centre City: 
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1 . Within the area located between Pacific Highway and California Street, Ash 

Street and Grape Street, the maximum height for structures is 85 feet above 

grade. This height limit was established to ensure that development would 

not adversely affect the aesthetics of the County Administration Building. 

2. Maximum building heights are determined by Sun Access Criteria that apply 

to portions of the Harborview and Centre City East Redevelopment Districts 

(Figure 4.F-10). 

3. Throughout the remainder of Centre City, building heights are determined 

by the Airport Approach Overlay Zone, the Federal Aviation Administration 

(FAA), and the San Diego Unified Port District.1 

The proposed Community Plan and Planned District Ordinance contain floor 

area ratio (FAR) requirements (discussed in Section III-A of this EIR), 

building bulk criteria, street level development standards, view corridor 

setbacks, and building orientation, sun access, vehicular access, parking 

structure design, signage and plaza design criteria. The proposed Community 

Plan also incorporates Design Guidelines for the Pacific Highway - County 

Administration Design Zone. The guidelines address streetscape, street-level 

design guidelines, architecture, and specific open space/plaza improvements. 

b. Marina Planned District Ordinance and Urban Design Plan and Development 

Guidelines 

The Marina Planned District Ordinance and Urban Design Plan and 

Development Guidelines establish floor area ratio requirements, building bulk 

criteria, view corridor setbacks, street level design standards, and parking 

structure design criteria. The Marina Planned District Ordinance also 

establishes maximum building heights that range from 50 feet to 500 feet. 

1 See Section IV-A(e) for a discussion of the Airport Approach Overlay Zone. Building height 
restrictions in the Centre City area vary from 150 feet near the intersection of Grape Street and Harbor 
Drive to 500 feet in the southeastern part of the Planning Area (refer to Figure 4.A-4). 
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c. Gaslamp Quarter Planned District Qrdinance and Urban Design and 

Develm,ment Manual 

The Gaslamp Quarter Planned District Ordinance and Urban Design and 

Development Manual applies to the Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area and establishes 

architectural design and development standards that ensure compatibility with, 

and maintain the integrity of, the unique buildings within the Sub Area. The 

Gaslamp Quarter Planned District Ordinance includes maximum height limits of 

75 feet north of Island Avenue and 125 feet south of Island Avenue. The 

Gaslamp Quarter Planned District Ordinance also establishes architectural 

design, building bulk. street level development, and signage criteria. 

d. Centre City Streetscape Manual 

The proposed Centre City Streetscape Manual applies to the Planning Area and 

establishes guidelines to improve pedestrian amenities and comfort to improve 

public safety, and to improve the aesthetics of the urban environment. The 

Centre City Streetscape Manual establishes street tree, street lighting, and 

sidewalk paving criteria. 

e. CitY of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan 

The City's Progress Guide and General Plan contains the following urban 

design goals applicable to the Planning Area (City of San Diego 1989a). 

Within the text of the General Plan, each goal is followed by specific 

guidelines, standards, and recommendations on how to achieve these goals. 

" Development of a comprehensive concern for the visual and other sensory 

relationships between people and their environment. 

• Preserve the natural base of the City; the valleys, canyons, hillsides and 

shoreline by encouraging development to respect a vanishing resource. 

" Improvement of the neighborhood environment to increase personal safety, 

comfort, pride and opportunity. 



• Review and revise regulations dealing with height, bulk, and density to 

reflect quality development rather than quantity. 

.. Improve the visual quality as well as the physical efficiency of the existing 

and future circulation system. 

2. Impacts 

Impact Criteria 

Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (1986), contains 

a list of items that would normally be considered to have a significant effect on the 

environment Included in this list are the following: 

• Conflicts with adopted environmental plans and goals of the community where 

the project is located 

• A substantial, demonstrable negative aesthetic effect 

Additional considerations for aesthetic/urban design impacts can be found .in 

Appendix I of CEQA, which contains a sample environmental checklist for 

determining the potential for environmental impacts and thus the need for 

preparation of an EIR. This checklist asks the following questions regarding visual 

and urban design issues: 

" Will the proposal produce new light or glare? 

" Will the proposal result in the obstruction of any scenic vista or view open to 

the pubic, or will the proposal result in the creation of an aesthetically offensive 

site open to public view? 

Based on the above considerations as well as on the existing visual amenities and 

urban design features present in the Planning Area, the criteria for determining 

significant adverse aesthetic or urban design impacts of this proposed project will 

be as follows: 
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1 . Will the project result in deterioration of the aesthetics of the Planning Area? 

2. Will the project result in deterioration of existing public viewsheds of the San 

Diego Bay? 

3. Will the project have specific urban design impacts in terms of sun access, wind 

acceleration, circulation, or the quality or quantity of available open space in the 

project area to residents and the general public? 

4. Will the project result in inconsistencies with the applicable urban design 

policies? 

Short-term Impacts 

Short-term impacts to the aesthetics of the Planning Area would occur during the 

construction of new buildings or street improvements and during the demolition or 

renovation of existing buildings. Visual impacts would include the creation of 

debris and dust as well as a temporary disruption of the urban design of an area. 

Existing landscaping or other street furniture may also be removed as a result of 

construction activities. These visual impacts would be less than significant due to . 

their temporary nature. 

Lon~-tenn Impacts 

a. Deterioration of Planning Area Aesthetics 

the long-term, the Planning Area would experience an improvement in its 

overall appearance. In general, aesthetic quality and pedestrian comfort would 

improve through implementation of the proposed Plans. Existing 

redevelopment efforts in Centre City validate this concept since they are the 

more aesthetic areas within the Planning Area. 

Incorporation of the urban design guidelines set forth in the proposed 

Community and Redevelopment Plans would increase the amount of street 

trees, street lighting and sidewalk paving improvements throughout the 

Planning Area. The undergrounding of utilities throughout the Planning Area 
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would proceed concurrent with redevelopment efforts. Emphasis is also given 

in the proposed Community Plan for increased and enhanced pedestrian 

activity. Implementation of the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans 

would improve overall aesthetics of the Planning Area. 

An objective of the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans is to focus 

the highest intensity of development in the downtown core and lowest intensity 

development at the waterfront. FARs allowed by the proposed Community 

Plan would require the most dense buildings to occur in the Columbia Sub Area 

and Core Redevelopment District along Broadway. However, floor area ratios 

do not necessarily regulate building height. The only height restrictions 

applicable to the Columbia Sub Area and Core Redevelopment District are those 

contained in the Airport Approach Overlay Zone. Therefore, although the 

intensity of development may step down from the Core Redevelopment District 

to the waterfront, building height may not. Height restrictions have been 

applied to areas intended to be low- and mid-rise residential neighborhoods, or 

to areas of historic importance, such as the County Administration Center. The 

reduction of intensity along the waterfront is adequately reduced. 

Implementation of the proposed plans would therefore not create a significant 

impact. Figure 4.F-10 compiles these two sources of building height 

restrictions to show actual building height restrictions in the Planning Area. 

From Figure 4.F-10, it can be seen that the building height restrictions require 

that the lowest buildings occur along a four block stretch in proximity to the 

County Administration Center from Grape Street to Ash Street between Pacific 

Highway and the railroad tracks, and in the designated Sun Access Areas in 

portions of the Harborview Redevelopment District and the Centre City East 

Redevelopment District. 

b. Deterioration of Existing Public Viewsheds 

Implementation of the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans would 

allow for an intensification of development, especially in the outlying portions 

of the Planning Area where existing development is comprised of low- and 

mid-rise buildings (i.e., in the proposed Harborview, Cortez and Centre City 

East Redevelopment Districts). For example, in the Harborview 
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Redevelopment District, the proposed Community Plan allows FARs of 6.0 

(plus any applicable incentives). Since the buildings allowable under the 

proposed Community Plan could be greater in both bulk and height than what 

currently exists, it is likely that existing views to the Bay may be reduced. 

The proposed Community Plan designates Laurel, Juniper, Hawthorne, Grape, 

Fir, Date, Cedar and Beech streets and portions of Kettner Boulevard and India 

Street as view corridor streets within the Harborview Redevelopment District. 

View corridor stepbacks are required for development occurring in other 

districts located closer to the waterfront along these streets (Figure 4.F-11). 

Thus although more intense development would occur within the Harborview 

Redevelopment District, this development would not block views of the Bay 

from the local streets. Therefore, no significant impacts to public view 

corridors would occur. 

Development occurring in the proposed Cortez and Centre City East 

Redevelopment Districts as a result of the project would also not have 

significant impacts on public view corridors despite an increase in the overall 

density of development. View corridor setbacks would be required for 

development along all major view corridors for the parts of those streets located 

closer to the waterfront (Figure 4.F-11 ). 

The proposed Community Plan also calls for low-scale development along the 

waterfront and calls for the maintenance of visual (and physical) access to the 

Bay. FARs range from 3.0 in the north and south parts of the district to 7.0 

along the Broadway corridor. View corridor setbacks are required on almost all 

of the streets in the Planning Area with existing Bay views at their terminus. 

The waterfront and Embarcadero are designated as open space. Therefore, 

buildout according to the proposed Community Plan would not adversely affect 

view corridors as a result of development along the waterfront 

c. Urban Desiw Impacts 

Solar Access/Shadows. As redevelopment occurs, areas with higher FARs 

may experience a decrease in solar access to the pedestrians and to the 

occupants of residential and commercial buildings. Public open spaces within 

4.F-27 



......... T .... 

.. ,v .... 

~ .--------. 

o 1soo LEGEND 

- VIEW CORRIDOR STEPBACKS ~ 
FEET 

SOURCE: Cilyol San Diego Planning Department, March i 991 

~ERCE View Corridor Stepbacks Required by Proposed Community Plan 

4.F-28 

FIGURE 

4.F-11 



the Planning Area are located primarily in the Marina Sub Area and Core 

Redevelopment District. The proposed Community Plan includes provisions 

for protecting certain areas from significant reductions in solar access (refer to 

Figure 4.F-10). These areas, known as Sun Access Areas, are located in the 

Harborview and Centre City East Redevelopment Districts. 

A sun-shadow analysis was completed for buildings in downtown San Diego 

based on summer and winter solstice conditions. Based on this analysis, 

during the summer solstice, either a 50- or 300-foot building would cast an 

insignificant shadow. The shadows cast by a 300-foot building at 9:00 a.m. 

and at 3:00 p.m. would shade the street and about one-third of the blocks to the 

west and east, respectively. During the winter solstice the shadows cast are 

much larger. At noon during the winter solstice, almost an entire block adjacent 

and to the north of a 300-foot building would be in the shade. Shadows at 

9:00 a.m. or at 3:00 p.m. would be even longer. Typical building shadows 

for the summer solstice and winter solstice are shown in Figures 4.F-12 

and 13. 

As illustrated by Figures 4.F-12 and 13, sun access may be significantly 

affected by the proposed intensity of development throughout the Planning 

Area. In the Cortez Redevelopment District, residential land uses currently exist 

that are not designated as Sun Access Areas in the proposed Community Plan. 

The reduction in solar access in this district would not be significant as the 

District is intended to be a high-rise residential area. Most other areas where 

solar access is currently good and where sensitive receptors are located 

(primarily in the Harborview and Centre City East Redevelopment Districts) 

would be adequately protected by the proposed Sun Access criteria. However, 

solar access is also currently good along the waterfront, which also contains 

sensitive receptors due to the public open space contained in this area. Since no 

building height restrictions occur along this area, tall buildings may be 

developed in this area that would significantly shade open space areas. This is a 

potentially significant impact of the project. 

Wind Patterns. Wind acceleration can occur with buildings that have wide 

continuous faces exposed to prevailing winds and that extend well above the 

surrounding buildings. Buildings that are well-articulated can help to reduce 
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this additional wind velocity. Building articulation is required by the proposed 

Community Plan (Figure 4.F-14) although both building bulk criteria, which 

address building stepbacks, and building top articulation establish criteria based 

on desired aesthetics and scale rather than wind patterns. However, the 

proposed Community Plan does call for wind studies on a project-by-project 

basis. As long as the recommendations regarding the reduction of wind 

acceleration derived in these studies are implemented, no significant increases in 

wind patterns should result. 

Circulation. Vehicular circulation impacts of the proposed project are addressed 

in Section IV-B of this EIR. Pedestrian circulation within the Planning Area 

would be improved as a result of implementation of the proposed Community 

Plan and Centre City Streetscape Manual. The proposed Community Plan 

includes street level development standards designed to increase the level of 

activity and interest of the pedestrian. This is in contrast to the current lack of 

commercial activity and visual interest at the street within parts of the Planning 

Area. 

Implementation of this Centre City Streetscape Manual would result in an 

overall improvement of street trees, street lighting and sidewalk paving in areas 

that lack these amenities. 

Qpen Space. Implementation of the proposed Community and Redevelopment 

Plans would not affect existing open space and would therefore not cause 

significant impacts. The proposed plans includes community based parks, 

public open space such as plazas and public gathering places, and neighborhood 

parks which would be distributed throughout the Planning Area. 

Neighborhood open space would be located to serve a specific neighborhood 

area. From an urban design perspective, the provision of public open space 

will provide visual and aesthetic benefits to the Planning Area. There would be 

no negative impacts. 
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d. Consistency with Applicable Urban Desi~ Policies 

The proposed Centre City Community Plan, Centre City Planned District 

Ordinance, and Centre City Streetscape Manual are consistent with the City's 

Progress Guide and General Plan. 

3. Significance of Impacts 

No significant short-term urban design impacts have been identified. The proposed 

project could result in potentially significant, long-term, wind acceleration impacts 

if appropriate wind studies are not conducted. 

4. Mitigation 

The following measure, if incorporated into the project, will mitigate potentially 

significant long-term impacts below a level of significance: 

" The recommendations of wind studies required by the proposed Community 

Plan should be incorporated into the design of all new buildings to the 

maximum extent feasible. The wind studies should take into consideration not . 

only building-specific effects on wind acceleration, but the cumulative effect of 

the proposed building in conjunction with other existing, planned or proposed 

development that may effect wind patterns in the Planning Area. 
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G. PUBLIC FACILITIES/SERVICES 

The following section discusses the availability of public facilities/services, 

(including infrastructure and utilities) in the Planning Area. The analysis evaluates 

the impacts associated with the planned expansion and redevelopment of the 

Planning Area. The section is divided into two categories. The first category 

describes the facilities and related services directly serving the Planning Area. The 

second category describes those facilities and related services provided at a regional 

level. This section includes analysis of the following facilities/services: locally 

provided services consisting of police protection, fire protection, library, parks, 

schools (includes Community College, Unified School District, and Office of 

Education), gas and electricity, water distribution, sewer collection, storm drains, 

solid waste collection, public restrooms; and regionally provided services 

consisting of water supply, solid waste disposal, sewer treatments, courts and jails, 

and health, social and senior services. A copy of the service letters received from 

the respective agencies are provided in Appendix D. 

The development to ultimate capacity was evaluated to assess potential impacts of 

the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans. The average yearly 

production and total buildout production of all development of each land use over 

35 years is further discussed in Section III.C of this EIR. The proposed 

Community Plan projects an average household population size at ultimate capacity 

in year 2025 of 1.4 persons per household. Based on the number of housing units 

at ultimate capacity of 36,670, the total population in the Planning Area in year 

2025 is projected to be 51,338 (CCDC 1991d). 

Locally Provided Facilities/Services 

l . Police Protection 

Existing; Conditions 

Police protection services for the Planning Area are provided by the City of San 

Diego Police Department (Central Area Command or Division 5) located at 1401 

Broadway in the Centre City East Redevelopment District. A police storefront is 

located in the Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area. 

4.G-1 



The Central Area Command serves the area south of Upas Street from Wabash 

Boulevard west to San Diego Bay. This service area includes the Planning Area. 

Although the Central Area Command has a complement of 200 sworn officers, 

only 36 are currently assigned as patrol officers in the Planning Area. The balance 

of the officers serve the rest of the patrol area, or have duties that relate to the 

overall administration of the Police Department. 

Presently, there are 2.3 sworn officers per 1,000 residents in the Planning Area. 

It is important to note that this resident population rate does not take into account 

undocumented aliens who enter the Planning Area daily, or the tens of thousands of 

persons who enter the Planning Area for work, shopping, entertainment or other 

purposes each day and evening. The typical nationwide urban standard ratio, 

according to police officials, is 2.0 sworn officers per 1,000 residents; the Police 

Department serving the Planning Area is, therefore, operating at a greater ratio if 

only resident population is considered. Special enforcement projects in the 

Planning Area have increased the normal police staffing by included walking patrols 

and "Special Enforcement" activities from time to time (CCDC 1991d). 

Impacts 

Based upon the Planning Area's ultimate capacity population of 51,338 and the 

2.0 police officers to 1,000 residents ratio, it could be projected that 103 officers 

would serve the Planning Area in year 2025. According to Police Department 

officials, the projected increase in resident population and work force over a 

35-year period will have an impact only if Level of Demand (LOD) increases. At 

that time the police department would address the issue of expanding the police 

force accordingly. If the response times and LOD remain constant over this time 

period, then, regardless of future population increases, there is the possibility of no 

additional officers being added to the force. 

Significance of Impacts 

Due to the growth expected to occur with implementation of the proposed 

Community and Redevelopment Plans, impacts to police service would be 

significant if LOD and response times increased, and adequate staff and equipment 

were not added to serve the Planning Area. Police protection services are more 
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efficiently performed in the Planning Area than in other areas of the City of San 

Diego due to the compactness of the Planning Area. Population growth occurring 

in the Planning Area which would have otherwise occurred in suburban areas will 

continue this efficiency of police protection services. The proposed Community 

and Redevelopment Plans call for the incremental redevelopment of the Planning 

Area toward the elimination of blighted conditions. Over time this effort could be 

expected to reduce the incidence of criminal activity and thereby reduce the demand 

for police protection services in the Planning Area. The provision through the 

redevelopment program of additional shelter beds, transitional housing and low 

income housing units may reduce the incidence of misdemeanor crime such as 

panhandling, by providing better living environments and a change of lifestyles for 

persons not now adequately housed. The redevelopment program calls for the 

construction of certain mental health and social service facilities, such as alcohol 

and drug rehabilitation facilities, to assist in the rehabilitation of persons who, prior 

to treatment in such facilities, may be prone to engage in criminal activities (CCDC 

199 ld). 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures are necessary if a portion of the revenues identified below 

are used to provide additional police protection services if and as needed. 

The financing plan for the Centre City Redevelopment Project contained in the 

Preliminary Report identifies a schedule for the Redevelopment Agency to repay 

debt owed to the City of San Diego. This debt was incurred in the early years at the 

implementation of the Columbia, Marina and Gaslamp Quarter Redevelopment 

Projects. This repayment schedule is based on the same development, cost and 

revenue assumptions as the Centre City Redevelopment Project's proposed 

redevelopment program. Importantly, this financing plan assumes that all tax 

increment generated by the Centre City Redevelopment Project is available to the 

Redevelopment Agency to meet its financial obligations. In addition, the financial 

projections for the Horton Plaza Redevelopment Project contain a repayment 

schedule to the City of San Diego (CCDC 1991d). 

Based on these collective repayment schedules, the Redevelopment Agency would 

continue its $800,000 annual repayments to the City until FY 1997 when 
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$ 1.5 million would be repaid, increasing to $4.0 million annually in FY 1998, 

increasing to $4.2 million annually in FY 2002, increasing to $4.4 million in FY 

2007, increasing to $4.45 million in FY 2010, and increasing steadily and 

dramatically thereafter annually until 2025 when the entire City debt is repaid 

(principal and interest). The Horton Plaza Redevelopment Project financial 

projections, in addition, show the "release" back to taxing entities, including the 

City of San Diego, of more than $6.0 million in tax increment revenues in FY 2016 

when all Horton Plaza related City debt is repaid and only a modest bond issue 

remains outstanding. These Redevelopment Agency repayments and "released" tax 

increment revenues would be available to the City of San Diego to provide funding 

of public facilities and services to the Planning Area. 

The projected development within the Planning Area includes a total of 

1,474,490 net square feet of retail development constructed over the 35-year 

period, an average of 42,130 square feet per year. At an annual sales volume of 

$ 100 per square foot and a sales tax rate to the City of San Diego of 1 percent of 

sales, new retail sales in the Planning Area would generate $42,130 annually in 

new sales tax revenues. These would be cumulative revenues, resulting in annual 

sales tax revenues to the City of San Diego by the year 2025 of $1,474,550. These 

sales tax revenues would be available to the City of San Diego to provide funding 

of public facilities and services to the Planning Area. 

The projected development within the Planning Area includes a total of 5,880 hotel 

rooms to be constructed over the 35-year period (an average of 140 rooms 

constructed annually during the first 15 years and a average of 189 rooms 

constructed annually during the latter 20 years). An additional 140 hotel rooms 

annually would be expected to result in annual increased hotel room sales of 

$3,577,000 (140 rooms x $100/night rate x 70 percent occupancy x 365 days per 

year). At the current 9 percent Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) rate, these hotel 

room sales would generate $321,930 annually in new TOT revenues to the City of 

San Diego. During the latter 20 years the new 189 rooms per year would generate 

$434,605 in increased annual TOT revenues. These would be cumulative 

revenues, resulting in annual TOT revenues by the year 2025 of $13,521,050. 

These TOT revenues would be available to the City of San Diego to provide 

funding of public facilities and services to the Planning Area. 

4.G-4 



The redevelopment program proposes the allocation of Redevelopment Agency 

funds in the amount of $800,000 annually (for 25 years) toward the construction 

of at least 16 new courtrooms. New courtrooms will increase the efficiency of the 

judicial system and provide the capital facilities necessary to accommodate the 

appointment of additional judges. Increased judicial positions and court efficiency 

will enhance the effectiveness and efficiency of police protection services (CCDC 

1991d). 

2. Fire Protection 

Existing Conditions 

Fire protection in the Planning Area is provided by the City of San Diego Fire 

Department. There are six fire stations in the project vicinity which respond to 

calls in the Planning Area. These stations, their facilities, number of firefighters 

and locations are summarized in Table 4.G-1. 

Table 4.G-1 

FIRE STATIONS AND ENGINE AND TRUCK COMPANIES 
BY LOCATION WHICH SERVE THE PLANNING AREA 

Fire Engine and Truck 
Station Location Fighters Companies 

1 1st Avenue and "B" Street 14 El, E49, Tl 

3 Kalmia Street and State Street 4 E3 

4 8th Avenue and "J" Street 8 E4 

5 9th Avenue and University Avenue 9 ES, TS 

7 Crosby Street and National A venue 4 E7 

11 25th Street and Broadway _B_ Ell, Tll 

Total 47 

Source: Higgins 1990, Gastelum 1991 
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The typical downtown response is four engine companies and two truck companies 

(Higgins 1990). The fire engines' primary function is to carry the hose and 

500 gallons of water. Truck companies are considered by the fire department to be 

a "tool box" and carry the aerial ladder, forcible entry, salvage, and rescue 

equipment (Median 1991). The maximum acceptable response time is 6 minutes. 

Any response which exceeds 6 minutes is subject to review for acceptability 

(Median 1991). 

The San Diego Fire Department evaluated five target areas for response times. 

Table 4.G-2 illustrates the results of the evaluation by location, engine and truck 

number, and response time in minutes. As shown by Table 4.G-2, response times 

in the Planning Area are currently adequate. The streets in the Planning Area are 

adequately sized to accommodate fire trucks and other emergency facilities. 

Based on the number of firefighters in each of the 6 firestations, a total of 

47 firefighters are assigned to serve the Planning Area together.with other adjacent 

areas. The overall City ratio of fire-fighters per 1,000 residents is 0.8 firefighters 

per 1,000 residents (CCDC 1991d). 

Impacts 

Existing frre protection services are adequate to serve the Planning Area. According 

to fire department officials, future demand for additional fire department staff and 

facilities is based upon level of service (LOS) and response times rather than a ratio 

of firefighters per 1,000 residents. If the present LOS and response times are not 

significantly impacted by the implementation of the proposed Community and 

Redevelopment Plans, no additional fire department personnel or facilities will be 

required (CCDC 1991d). 

Significance of Impacts 

Due to the growth expected to occur with implementation of the proposed 

Community and Redevelopment Plans, impacts to fire protection service would be 

significant if LOS and response times increased, and adequate staff and equipment 

were not added to serve the Planning Area. 
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Table 4.G-2 

FIRE DEPARTMENT RESPONSE TIME 
BY TARGET AREA AND ENGINE AND TRUCK COMPANY 

Engine and Response Time 
Target Area Truck Companies* in Minutes 

South: Sigsbee Street and E7 1.6 
Harbor Drive E4 2.3 

E49, El, Tl 1.5 
Tll 4.9 

North: California and E3 1.5 
Laurel Streets E49, El, Tl 4.0 

ES, TS 5.3 

East: 16th Street and Ell, Tll 2.2 
"F" Street E4 2.5 

E7,E49,Tl 4.4 

West: Pacific Highway E49, El, Tl 2.2 
and Broadway E3 3.1 

E4 3.4 
Tll 5.9 

Mid: 4th A venue and E49, El, Tl 1.8 
"E" Street E4 2.7 

Ell, Tl l 5.1 

Source: Higgins 1990 
*Refer to Table 4.G-1 for station locations 

Fire protection services are more efficiently performed in the Planning Area than in 

other areas of the City. Population growth occurring in the Planning Area which 

would have otherwise occurred in suburban areas will continued this efficiency of 

fire protection services. The proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans call 

for the incremental redevelopment of the Planning Area toward the elimination of 

blighting conditions. Overtime this effort will dramatically reduce fire risks in the 

Planning Area as obsolete structures are demolished and replaced with new 

structures meeting all fire code requirements, and as obsolete structures are 

rehabilitated to meet fire code requirements. For example, the Expansion Sub Area 
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is overwhelming characterized by structures built before 1960 (93 percent of all 

structures). Thirty percent of all buildings in the Expansion Sub Area need 

moderate or extensive rehabilitation or are dilapidated. Other pre-1960 buildings 

which appear to be in good condition because they have been maintained are not 

likely to meet current fire code requirements which have been dramatically 

strengthened since 1960. Thirty-eight percent (38 percent) of the building sites in 

the Expansion Sub Area are deteriorated or delapidated; such sites are fire hazards. 

Abandoned structures or sites are chronically the targets of arson in the Expansion 

Sub Area. The proposed redevelopment program calls for Agency acquisition of 

property, as required, to replace obsolete structures and Agency financial 

participation in the rehabilitation of 2.9 million square feet of building area. In 

addition, the infusion of new development and a 24-hour resident population of 

51,338 into the Planning Area by the year 2025 will dramatically reduce or 

eliminate the occurrence of nuisance arson which now characterizes portions of the 

Expansion Sub Area. All new development will receive plan check by the City's 

Fire Department to assure compliance with stringent fire code requirements. In 

addition, the redevelopment program proposes the replacement and rehabilitation of 

inadequate water distribution lines in the Planning Area which will assure that 

adequate fire service is available for the greater intensity of development 

contemplated by the Community and Redevelopment Plans. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures are necessary if a portion of the revenues identified below 

are used to provide additional fire protection services if and as needed. 

The financing plan for the Centre City Redevelopment Project contained in the 

Preliminary Report identifies a schedule for the Redevelopment Agency to repay 

debt owed to the City of San Diego. This debt was incurred in the early years at the 

implementation of the Columbia, Marina and Gaslamp Quarter Redevelopment 

Projects. This repayment schedule is based on the same development, cost and 

revenue assumptions as the Centre City Redevelopment projects proposed 

redevelopment program. Importantly, this financing plan assumes that all tax 

increment generated by the Centre City Redevelopment Project is available to the 

Redevelopment Agency to meet its financial obligations. addition, the financial 



projections for the Horton Plaza Redevelopment Project contain a repayment 

schedule to the City of San Diego (CCDC 1991d). 

Based on these collective repayment schedules, the Redevelopment Agency would 

continue its $800,000 annual repayments to the City until FY 1997 when 

$1.5 million would be repaid, increasing to $4.2 million annually in FY 2002, 

increasing to $4.4 million in FY 2007, increasing to $4.45 million in FY 2010, 

and increasing steadily and dramatically thereafter annually until 2025 when the 

entire City debt is repaid (principal and interest). The Horton Plaza Redevelopment 

Project financial projections, in addition, show the "release" back to taxing entities, 

including the City of San Diego, of more than $6.0 million in tax increment 

revenues in FY 2016 when all Horton Plaza related City debt is repaid and only a 

modest bond issue remains outstanding. These Redevelopment Agency repayments 

and "released" tax increment revenues would be available to the City of San Diego 

to provide funding of public facilities and services to the Planning Area. 

The projected development within the Planning Area includes a total of 

1,474,490 net square feet of retail development constructed over the 35-year 

period, an average of 42,130 square feet per year. An annual sales volume of 

$ 100 per square foot, and a sales tax rate to the City of San Diego of 1 percent of 

sales, new retail sales in the Planning Area would generate $42,130 annually in 

new sales tax revenues. These would be cumulative revenues, resulting in annual 

sales tax revenues to the City of San Diego by the year 2025 of $1,474,550. These 

sales tax revenues would be available to the City of San Diego to provide funding 

of public facilities and services to the Planning Area. 

The projected development within the Planning Area includes a total of 5,880 hotel 

rooms to be constructed over the 35-year period (an average of 140 rooms 

constructed annually during the first 15 years and a average of 189 rooms 

constructed annually during the latter 20 years). An additional 140 hotel rooms 

annually would be expected to result in annual increased hotel room sales of 

$3,577,000 (140 rooms x $100/night rate x 70 percent occupancy x 365 days per 

year). At the current 9 percent Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) rate, these hotel 

room sales would generate $321,930 annually in new TOT revenues to the City of 

San Diego. During the latter 20 years the new 189 rooms per year would generate 

$434,605 in increased annual TOT revenues. These would be cumulative 
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revenues, resulting in annual TOT revenues by the year 2025 of $13,521,050. 

There TOT revenues would be available to the City of San Diego to provide funding 

of public facilities and services to the Planning Area. 

3. Gas and Electricity 

Existin~ Conditions 

Electricity is provided in the Planning Area by San Diego Gas & Electric Company 

(SDG&E). The downtown San Diego area is primarily served by two substations, 

Station B and the Urban Substation. An extensive system of overhead and 

underground electrical distribution lines exist within the Planning Area. 

Station B is located near Kettner Boulevard and "E" Street. Major expansion and 

improvements were done on this substation in 1989 to ensure reliability and 

increase capacity. The current capacity of substation B is 100 mega volt amps 

(MVA). Although five 25-MVA transformers exist, only four are actually used. 

The fifth transformer is used only as a backup (Rose 1990). 

The Urban Substation is located at 14th Avenue and "F" Street. This station 

currently has a capacity of 50 MV A and will eventually be expanded to a capacity of 

100 MY A (Rose 1990). Distribution lines were added in 1989 to expand the 

service area. This was not an actual capacity expansion but a service expansion 

(Rose 1990). 

Natural gas is also provided by SDG&E. The major gas supplier to SDG&E is the 

Southern California Gas Company. 

Impacts 

The recent improvements to the downtown substations have significantly increased 

the substation's capacity and reliability. Currently, adequate facilities are in place to 

serve development in Planning Area for the near future (Rose 1990). SDG&E 

plans to monitor electrical load growth in the area to determine when additional 

facilities will be required. It is anticipated that an additional substation will be 

needed within the next ten years to serve the area (Rose 1990). 
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Infrastructure is currently in place to serve the Planning Area with natural gas. 

Additional service lines will be necessary as development occurs in the Planning 

Area. 

Si~ificance oflmpacts 

No significant impacts are anticipated in the areas of gas and electricity with 

development of the Planning Area. Project-specific plans will be subject to further 

review by SDG&E and City staff to determine availability of gas and electricity 

service. The gas and electricity facilities which would be required to serve 

development as it occurs over the redevelopment period will be determined as 

individual development proceeds and as portions of the Planning Area are 

redeveloped. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures are required as a result of the Community and 

Redevelopment Plans. 

SDG&E will review project-specific plans to determine its ability to serve new 

development. Development which occurs in the Planning Area as provided for by 

the Community and Redevelopment Plans, will be subject to SDG&E fees and/or 

responsible for facility upgrades needed to serve that specific development. 

4. Libraries 

Existing Conditions 

The purpose of the library system is to provide the public with a large source of 

information, research and recreation, as well as to function as a major cultural 

center for the City (City of San Diego 1989a). The central library located at 

820 "E" Street in the Core Redevelopment District provides this function on a 

regional basis for the City of San Diego. The library is open seven days a week. 

The existing facility contains approximately 144,000 square feet and is judged to 

be inadequate by a research study conducted by Moore in 1991 (CCDC 1991d). 
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Aside from the inadequate size, the existing facility lacks architectural character, 

amenity and parking to serve its regional function. 

Impacts 

A 1991 study by H. Moore determined that the existing central library facility is 

inadequate and that a 400,000 square foot facility is required to serve existing and 

future Planning Area and regional needs. The proposed facility includes a "popular 

library" section of approximately 20,000 square feet which would function like the 

typical neighborhood library for residents and others in the Planning Area. The 

standard for a neighborhood library is that it serve a 2-mile radius. The minimum 

size of a neighborhood library is 10,000 square feet, serving a resident population 

of 25,000. The proposed "popular library" within a new central library facility 

meets the projected library needs of the Planning Area through the year 2025. 

Significance of Impacts 

Existing library services would not be adequate to serve the proposed development 

of the Planning Area. Therefore, a new permanent facility is needed to serve 

anticipated growth in the Planning Area. The proposed Community and 

Redevelopment Plans propose the construction of a 400,000 square foot library 

facility. It is expected that the Redevelopment Agency would participate with public 

and private entities in the development of the new central library in the Planning 

Area. With construction of the new library, impacts to library services will not be 

adverse. 

As proposed in the redevelopment program, the Redevelopment Agency will be 

responsible for partial funding of the central library ($3.5 million). 

Miti&ation Measures 

No mitigation measures are necessary provided that a new central library 1s 

consrructed as contemplated by the Community and Redevelopment Plans. 
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5. Parks 

Existin~ Conditions 

Population based open space standards are established by the City of San Diego 

Progress Guide and General Plan. These standards include community park space 

and neighborhood park space. The proposed Community Plan refines the 

standards contained in the Progress Guide and General Plan to apply to the unique 

urbanized conditions of the Planning Area. Due to the configuration of local streets 

and resulting block size, the preferred size of community and neighborhood parks 

is modified. The standards contained in the proposed Community Plan are used as 

the basis of analysis in this EIR. 

Community park facilities should serve a population of 18,000-25,000 residents 

within approximately a one and one-half mile radius and should have 20 useable 

acres. Neighborhood park space should serve a population of 800-1,500 residents 

within approximately a one-quarter mile radius. The size of the open space could 

range from a full block, approximately 1.4 acres, to a minimum size of 

5,000 square feet (0.15 acres). Park space facilities should be centrally located and 

in areas not severely affected by noise and traffic. Ideally, park space should be 

provided in conjunction with public schools, day care and community facilities 

(CCDC 1991a). 

A total of 26.6 acres of park space exists within the Planning Area: approximately 

22 acres of community park space and 2 acres of neighborhood park space. 

Another 2.6 acres of neighborhood park space (the King Promenade linear park) is 

under construction within the Planning Area. Almost all of the existing park space 

is located within the Marina Sub Area (a small portion of the linear park is located 

within the Gaslamp Sub Area). 

The existing population of the Planning Area is estimated to be 15,502 persons. 

Based on the community park standards, the Planning Area currently requires 

15 acres of community open space. The Planning Area is adequately served by the 

22 acres of existing community park space. 
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Using the neighborhood park standards referenced above, the neighborhood park 

space needed to serve the existing Planning Area population ranges from 

approximately 1.2 acres to 27 acres. The Marina and Gaslamp Quarter Sub Areas 

are adequately served by Pantoja Park and the King Promenade. Since the existing 

4.6 acres of neighborhood park space is located within the Marina and Gaslamp 

Quarter Sub Areas, the existing population of the Expansion Sub Area is not 

adequately served. The following provides a brief discussion of existing park 

space conditions in each Sub Area. 

a. Columbia Sub Area 

The Columbia Sub Area is primarily a commercial office area and is adequately 

served by Pantoja Park. The existing Embarcadero-Marina park is adequate to 

serve the community park needs of this Sub Area. 

b. Marina Sub Area 

The Marina Sub Area is adequately served by community and neighborhood 

park facilities. which 'include the Embarcadero-Marina Park (approximately 

22 acres in size) and Pantoja Park (approximately 2 acres in size). The King 

Promenade is under construction and is approximately 2.6 acres. The 

Embarcadero-Marina Park is designated as community open space, and Pantoja 

Park and King Promenade are designated as neighborhood open space. 

c. Gaslamp Quaner Sub Area 

The Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area is primarily commercial retail and mixed use. 

As such, the demand for neighborhood based open space is adequately served 

by King Promenade located at this southern portion of the Sub Area. The 

Embarcadero-Marina park serves the community park needs of this Sub Area. 

d. Expansion Sub Area 

There is no existing park space within the Expansion Sub Area. The Expansion 

Sub Area is deficient by approximately 7 to 12 acres of neighborhood parks. 
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The Expansion Sub Area lies within the 1.5 mile radius of the Embarcadero­

Marina park, and therefore its community park needs are being meL 

Impacts 

Based on the amount of development expected to occur in the Planning Area at 

ultimate capacity year 2025, a population of approximately 51,338 persons is 

projected within the Planning Area. 

Using community park standards, the total amount of required community park 

space at ultimate capacity would range from 56 acres to 26 acres. Subtracting 

existing community parks space (22 acres) from the range of total required 

community park space results in a demand of 34 acres to 4 acres of new community 

park space required to serve the Planning Area at ultimate capacity (CCDC 1991d). 

Using neighborhood park space standards, the total amount of required 

neighborhood park space at ultimate capacity ranges from 88 acres to 4 acres. As 

the Marina and Gaslamp Sub Areas are adequately served by existing neighborhood 

parks, the additional neighborhood park space is required within the Expansion Sub 

Area (CCDC 1991d). 

Significance of Impacts 

The proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans include the provision of one 

or more new community park(s) which may be located at, or in the vicinity of, the 

County Administration Center, Broadway and San Diego Bay, Fifth Avenue and 

San Diego Bay, City College~ the existing civic center site, and the proposed civic 

center. The proposed Plans also provide for six neighborhood parks to be 

constructed within the Expansion Sub Area. These neighborhood parks would be 

located within residential neighborhoods and would be of similar size and quality as 

Pantoja Park (located within the Marina Sub Area). Development of these parks is 

planned to occur concurrently with redevelopment of the Planning Area so that 

growth in the Planning Area would not cause an adverse impacL 
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The Community and Redevelopment Plans also include the extension of the linear 

park, the enhancement of Pacific Highway, enhancing the connection between 

Balboa Park and San Diego Bay, and certain streetscape improvements. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures are necessary if the program contemplated by the 

Community and Redevelopment Plans is implemented. The Redevelopment 

Agency will coordinate with the City's Parks and Recreation Department to 

determine the timing of when these parks would be built to meet the needs of the 

Planning Area. Early participation/negotiations with public and private agencies 

and property owners is required for the siting of community and neighborhood 

parks. 

6. Potable Water Distribution 

Existing Conditions 

The following discussion of the existing water distribution system for the Planning 

Area is based on a study conducted by P&D Technologies, Inc. in the summer of 

1990. The study analyzed the existing utility infrastructure system (water, sewer, 

storm drain service) within the Planning Area. 

The condition of the existing water distribution system is determined by the age, 

materials, and size of the pipe. Age and material are directly related and are the 

most critical factors regarding condition. During the last several years, the Water 

Utilities Department has experienced numerous "blowouts" of water mains 

requiring emergency repair. These "blowouts" are primarily attributed to the very 

old cast iron pipe. 

The age of existing pipe falls into three general periods: 70 years old or more, 

between 40 and 70 years old, and less than 40 years old. Pipe material generally 

correlates to the age of the pipe. Five types of pipe material are found in the 

existing water system: cast iron, asbestos cement, welded steel, polyvinylchloride 

(PVC), and steel core reinforced concrete. Cast iron pipe is generally found to be 

pipe that is 70 years old or more and is usually replaced due to its ability to break. 
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Asbestos cement pipe correlates with pipe that is 40 to 70 years old and is also 

usually replaced and upgraded. PVC, steel core reinforced concrete, and welded 

steel pipe is usually found to be in good condition. 

The diameter or size of the pipe determines service capacity for such things as 

emergency fire service, square footage of office development and number of hotel 

rooms and dwelling units. Existing pipe that is six inches or less in diameter is 

insufficient to meet fire service requirements as noted in the Uniform Fire Code 

(CCDC 1991a). 

Most domestic water is delivered to the Planning Area by several pipe lines from 

outlying reservoirs located in the County. The primary mains are located north of 

the Planning Area. 

Approximately 282,200 linear feet of water distribution pipe of all sizes and age 

exist within the Expansion Sub Area. Of the total 282,200 linear feet of water main 

pipe, approximately 193,800 linear feet of pipe are greater than six inches (6") in 

diameter and 88,390 linear feet of pipe are six inches (6") in diameter or less. 

Within the Expansion Sub Area a total of 109,200 linear feet (39 percent) of tpe 

main pipes which are cast iron pipe older than 70 years and require replacement. 

Approximately 79,600 linear feet (28 percent) of the main pipes are cast iron, steel 

and asbestos cement pipe between 40 and 70 years old and require selective 

rehabilitation and replacement; 88,390 linear feet (31 percent), of the total water 

distribution system is inadequate in size, six inches (6") in diameter or less, and 

requires replacement 

a. Columbia Sub Area 

Approximately 6,200 linear feet of water lines require replacement in the 

Columbia Sub Area. 

b. Marina Sub Area 

The remaining water distribution deficiencies in the Marina Sub Area are 

scheduled for correction using existing Redevelopment Agency fonds. 
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c. Gas lamp Quarter Sub Area 

Based on the study's utility records assessment, approximately 2,700 linear feet 

of water lines need replacement. 

d. Expansion Sub Area 

Harborview Redevelopment District: Within the Harborview Redevelopment 

District, approximately 16,770 feet of cast iron pipe require replacement; 

19,770 feet of cast steel and asbestos cement pipe require selective replacement; 

and 13,950 feet of pipe must be replaced due to its inadequate size. 

Cortez Redevelopment District: Approximately 25,590 feet of cast iron pipe; 

8,920 feet of cast steel and cement asbestos pipe; 300 feet of PVC; and 

9,610 feet of six inch (6") pipe must be replaced or selectively replaced within 

the Cortez Redevelopment District. 

Core Redevelopment District: In the Core Redevelopment District, 11,550 feet 

of cast iron pipe; 12,960 feet of cast steel and cement asbestos pipe; and 

21,280 feet of six inch (6") pipe must be replaced. 

Centre City East Redevelopment District: In the Centre City East 

Redevelopment District, there is 49,100 feet of cast iron pipe; 37,950 feet of 

cast steel and asbestos pipe; 4,700 feet of polyvinylchloride pipe; and 

40,850 feet of six inch (6") pipe that require complete or selective replacement. 

Impacts 

Implementation of the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans would have 

an overall significant impact on the water distribution system for the Planning Area 

as detailed above. The existing distribution system currently requires modifications 

to serve existing land uses and would be burdened by the additional development 

proposed to occur under both Plans. Water distribution repair is performed 

primarily by patching or replacing existing pipes to maintain their carrying 
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capacity. Replacement consists of installing larger diameter pipes and/or additional 

parallel pipes to complement existing water mains. 

Siwificance of Impacts 

The existing water distribution system is not adequate to serve future growth in the 

Planning Area with implementation of the proposed Community and 

Redevelopment Plans. Presently, portions of the system are inadequate to serve 

existing land uses. Capacity demands on the water distribution system projected to 

occur with the proposed Plans, would be accommodated by improvements to the 

water distribution system proposed to be implemented in the Planning Area as part 

of the redevelopment program. The proposed Redevelopment Plan authorizes the 

Redevelopment Agency to finance the project through various financing methods to 

cover public infrastructure costs such as tax increments, bond proceeds from tax 

allocation bonds and developer proceeds. The correction of water distribution 

deficiencies and provision of adequately sized facilities results in no adverse 

impacts (CCDC 1991d). 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures are necessary provided that the program contemplated by 

the Community and Redevelopment Plans is implemented. Project-specific 

engineering studies will be required for development in the Planning Area to 

determine capacity demands placed on the water distribution system by each 

proposed development. The City of San Diego's Water Utilities Department will 

review/approve any distribution system improvement measures called for in the 

studies. Improvements to the water distribution system will be made as 

development occurs the Planning Area. 

7. Stormwater Collection and Disposal System 

Existing Conditions 

Stormwater in the Planning Area is collected and conveyed by both above and 

below ground systems throughout the Planning Area and ultimately discharged into 

San Diego Bay. Above ground systems consist of paved trenches at intersections 
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that convey flows through curb inlets to underground systems. The latter consists 

of reinforced concrete pipes and box culverts (CCSDPC 1990; CCDC 1990). 

It is estimated that there are approximately 79,200 linear feet of storm drains within 

the Expansion Sub Area. Some of these storm drain systems are composed of 

reinforced concrete pipe and concrete box culverts and do not need replacement. 

Information regarding the age of this system is limited. The P&D Technologies, 

Inc. study indicated that in many cases the storm drain system is as old as the street 

it lies under. 

Within the Expansion Sub Area, approximately 30,960 linear feet (40 percent of the 

required total system) is made of reinforced concrete, asbestos cement, and 

corrugated metal pipe and requires selective repair and replacement. Another 

120,120 linear feet, (56 percent of the required total street system) is not in place 

and must be constructed. Approximately 18,600 feet of new storm drains and 

5,040 feet of selective replacement is required in the Harborview Redevelopment 

District. In the Cortez Redevelopment District, 12,810 feet of new storm drain 

construction is required; approximately 3,470 feet of reinforced concrete storm 

drain will have to be selectively replaced along with 100 lineal feet of corrugated 

metal pipe. In the Core Redevelopment District, 28,380 feet of new storm drains 

are required and 7,690 of existing storm drains must be selectively replaced. The 

Centre City East Redevelopment District will require selective replacement of 

14,760 lineal feet of reinforced concrete pipe, 500 lineal feet of asbestos pipe, 

400 lineal feet of corrugated metal pipe; and 54,460 lineal feet of new storm drain 

pipe must be constructed where none exists now. 

Existing conditions within the Planning Sub Areas are as follows: approximately 

8,000 linear feet of storm drains require replacement in the Columbia Sub Area; 

180 linear feet of new stom1 drains are needed in the Marina Sub Area; and 

3,600 linear feet of storm drains need to be installed in the Gaslamp Quarter Sub 

Area. 

Impacts 

Drainage areas are not expected to change drastically because the Planning Area is, 

on the whole, considered to be 100 percent developed. There are only a few 
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relatively small areas scattered throughout the Planning Area that are not connected 

by overland or pipe flow to the drainage system. The total amount of flow is thus 

not expected to change significantly due to new development or redevelopment. 

For example, a 2-acre site that is currently a paved parking lot will not generate any 

more stormwater flow when occupied by a 6-story building. The surf ace area that 

catches the stormwater remains invariable, giving rise to no noticeable increase or 

decrease in flow. 

Minor impacts may occur, however, in the characteristics of drainage flow when 

development occurs. When rain falls on a parking lot, the amount of time it takes 

for the flow to reach a collection system inlet structure may be greater than that 

required for rain to travel through a new building's roof drain connection to the 

same structure. This shorter runoff time could, assuming it were characteristic of 

numerous new structures in the Planning Area, lead to short-term localized 

flooding. 

A new project may also change the location of the drainage collection system inlets. 

A problem could arise when a catch basin is relocated to another area if the pipe that 

the catch basin drains into has a different stormwater carrying capacity than that of 

the original pipe. This change in inlet location could require that the new receiving 

storm drain be upsized. The whole length of the new collection system route in that 

case could also require upgrading. 

The timing of improvements will also be an important factor in assessing potential 

impacts to the Planning Area. If a number of projects are planned to be built 

simultaneously, increased flows could be far greater. The entire Planning Area 

must be considered when estimating possible impacts from a specific project. 

Significance of Impacts 

Full buildout in the Planning Area is expected to create additional demand on the 

stormwater collection system. These impacts are not expected to be adverse 

assuming that affected parts of the existing stormwater collection system are 

replaced and upgraded and new storm drains are installed as contemplated by the 

Redevelopment Program, and to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

4.G-21 



Mitii!ation Measures 

The Redevelopment Plan proposes to allocate funds to cover the cost of 

improvements needed for the storm water system. The proposed Redevelopment 

Plan authorizes the Redevelopment Agency to finance the project through various 

financing methods to cover for public infrastructure costs such as tax increments, 

bond proceeds from tax allocation bonds, and developer proceeds. 

More detailed engineering studies will be conducted as part of the redevelopment 

program. The studies will examine the existing collection system in both the 

specific area of the proposed development and the region as a whole to estimate 

future flows. Recommendations that certain sections be replaced and that new 

facilities be installed will be made based on the results of these analyses. 

8. Wastewater Collection 

Existin~ Conditions 

Wastewater collection in the Planning Area is provided by the San Diego Water 

Utilities Department. The collection system consists of approximately 25 miles of . 

collection and interceptor sewers, including force main pipelines; its various 

elements range in age from brand new to over 100 years old. 

Like the water system, the condition of the wastewater collection system is 

determined by age, materials and capacity. Pipe that is 70 years old or more is 

usually vitrified clay or concrete pipe. Due to age and type of material, leakage and 

breakage could occur. Plastic and clay materials are used today for repair and 

replacement of many of the old concrete sewer mains. Capacity of the system is a 

main concern. Wastewater pipe that is less than eight (8") in diameter is considered 

inadequate and requires replacement. 

The Planning Area is served by two sewer trunk lines which transmit sewage 

effluent to the Point Loma Sewer Treatment Plant through an 84-inch diameter force 

main and one pump station. Portions of the force main are located beneath Harbor 

Drive and beneath San Diego Bay. Pump Station No. 2, located on Harbor Drive, 
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has a peak pumping capacity of 230 mgd. It presently runs at 78 percent of 

capacity, handling 180 mgd (Shipman 1991). 

Within the Expansion Sub Area, there are approximately 211,200 linear feet of 

sewer mains feeding into the forced main pipe in Harbor Drive. 

The following deficiencies exist within the Expansion Sub Area's wastewater 

collection system: a total of 41,250 linear feet (20 percent) of the total sewer 

system is vitrified clay pipe that is more than 75 years old and must be replaced. 

Another 7,500 linear feet (4 percent) of the total sewer system is composed of 

PVC and plastic lined concrete pipe between 15 to 20 years old and require 

selective replacement. Approximately 147,420 linear feet (72 percent) of the 

sewer system is inadequate in size (less than 8 inches in diameter) and must be 

replaced. The total amount of sewer pipe that needs to be replaced in the 

Harborview Redevelopment District is approximately 28,200 feet. In the Cortez 

Redevelopment District, 3,780 feet of vitrified clay and 15,630 feet of six-inch 

concrete (6") pipe requires replacement. Thus, the total sewer main replacement is 

19,410 linear feet. Approximately 43,010 linear feet of sewer lines need 

replacement in the Core Redevelopment District. In the Centre City East 

Redevelopment District 90,050 feet of sewer lines need replacement 

The existing wastewater collection system for the other Sub Areas is inadequate and 

requires the following improvements: approximately 7,500 linear feet of sewer 

lines require replacement in the Columbia Sub Area; in the Gaslamp Quarter Sub 

Area approximately 8,000 linear feet of sewer lines require replacement. 

Impacts 

The Redevelopment Agency has projected future land uses in the Project Area. On 

the basis of expected increases in square footage of office space, residential units, 

commerciaVretail facilities, and hotels, multipliers can be used to project expected 

overall wastewater to be generated by each type of land use (Table 4.G-3). For 

example, on the average, offices generate 70 gallons of wastewater per day per 

l 000 square feet of office space; thus if 400,000 square feet of new office space are 

expected to be constructed in the course of the first year, the additional wastewater 

generated will amount to 70 gallons/1000 square feet x 400,000, i.e., 

4.G-23 



Table 4.G-3 

PROJECTED AVERAGE SEWER FLOWS FOR PROJECT AREA 

Existing 
Ultimate 1991 Projected Ulti-

Existing Land Use Capacity Sewer mate Capacity % Increase at 
Land Use Quantity Growth Rate Estimated Land Use Flow* Sewer Flow* Buildout Over 

Type Unit (units) (units/year) Demolition(a) (units) (mgd) (mgd) 1991 Levels 

Office Square Feet 

15-year buildout: 13,415,000 400,000 614,447 18,800,553 0.939 1.36 45% 

Remaining 20-
year buildout: 

460,000 819,261 27,181,290 2.0 112% 

Residential Dwellings 

15-year 12,140 650 
&>,. buildout: 

1,080 20,810 1.36 2.33 71% 

c;".l 
' N Remaining 20- 840 1,440 36,170 - 4.05 198% ,I;,,. 

year buildout: 

Commercial/ 
Retail Cb) Square Feet 3,528,520 42,130 - 4,617,250 0.25 0.35 40% 

Hotel Rooms 

15-year buildout: 7,800 140 339 9,561 1.25 1.59 27% 

Remaining 20- 189 451 12,890 2.19 75% 
year buildout: 

-
Totals 

Existing 1991: 3.80 

Ultimate - 8.59 126% 
capacity at 35-
year buildout: 
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Table 4.G-3 (Continued) 

PROJECTED AVERAGE SEWER FLOWS FOR PROJECT AREA 

* Assumptions: 
Office = SF x 70 gallons/1000 SF x 1 mg/1000000 gallon 

Residential = Dwellings x 1.4** persons/dwelling x 80 gallons/person x 1 rng/1000000 gallon 
Retail = SF x 70 gallons/1000 SF x 1 mg/1000000 gallon 
Hotel = Room x 2.0 persons/room x 80 gallons/person x 1 rng/1000000 gallon 

(a) = Annual average demolition rates are based on the following: office - 1,433, 710 sq. ft./35 years= 40,963 sq. ft. demolished annually 
Residential - 2,520 d.u./35 years= 72 d.u.demolished annually 
Hotel - 22.5 rooms/35 years= .64 rooms demolished annually 

(b) = 15/20 year projections not available for proposed commercial/retail use; existing sewer flow (.25 mgd) incorporated into 15-year buildout and projected sewer 
flow (.35 mgd) incorporated into 35-year buildout 

Source: Preliminary Report 1991a, Table V-4 
Jaykim Engineers 1991 

** CCDC 1991d 



28,000 gallons per day (or 0.028 mgd). This annual increase is then multiplied by 

the initial 15 years of project buildout, giving an additional wastewater generation 

per day at buildout of 0.42 mgd, which when added to the present 1991 level 

(0.939 mgd), provides a total of 1.36 mgd. Approximately 460,000 square feet 

office space is expected to be constructed annually during the remaining 20 years of 

buildout. The additional wastewater generated over existing 1991 levels will be 

32,200 gallons per day (0.0322 mgd). At ultimate capacity (or 35-year buildout) 

daily wastewater generation will be 2.0 mgd, when added to the sewer flow levels 

from the 15-year buildout period. This represents a 112 percent increase over 

1991 wastewater generation for offices at ultimate capacity. 

Combined increases in office space, residential units, commercial/retail facilities, 

and hotels will, at the initial 15-year buildout period, lead to a new generation of 

1.73 mgd, which when added to the present 1991 level (3.80 mgd), will total 

5.53 mgd. In the remaining 20 years of project buildout; the combined land use 

increases will lead to an additional wastewater generation rate of 2.94 mgd, which 

when added to the 15-year buildout rate of 5.53 mgd, will total 8.59 mgd at 

ultimate capacity. This represents a 126 percent increase over 1991 generation for 

all primary uses combined (CCSDPC 1990; CCDC 1991; Water Utilities 

Department 1988). As shown in Table 4.G-3, sewer demand flows will be greater 

during the last 20 years of buildout because the growth rate of development for the 

Project Area will be more than the growth rate of first 15 years of buildout. 

In the absence of detailed construction plans, the site-specific impact of 

development of any one lot in the Planning Area on system capacity cannot be 

determined. Incremental impacts would, however, be expected to occur to the 

collection, conveyance, and treatment systems due to each individual project's 

wastewater generation if improvements were not made as each project comes on 

line. 

The necessary improvements are, however, expected to be made as normal 

operation and maintenance of City facilities continue over time. Such activities 

include rehabilitation and/or replacement of existing wastewater collection and 

conveyance facilities and equipment, which are generally recommended on the basis 

of engineering studies of an existing system which assesses the effects of 
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development. More detailed engineering studies will be conducted of the existing 

collection system. 

Based on the study of the existing utility infrastructure system conducted by P&D 

Technologies, Inc. in 1990, implementation of the proposed Community and 

Redevelopment Plans would have an overall significant impact on the waste-water 

collection system as detailed above. 

System rehabilitation is performed primarily by installing liners in existing pipes to 

maintain their carrying capacity. Replacement implies the installation of larger 

diameter pipes or additional (parallel) pipes to complement existing sewer pipes. 

Future capacity requirements of sewer pipes are normally taken into consideration 

when the replacement of deteriorated pipes is designed. If planned appropriately, 

this replacement process should provide capacity for the development that the 

Planning Area will experience. Coordination with the San Diego Water Utilities 

Department will be important in such planning stages. 

Sii:oificance of Impacts 

Full buildout in the Planning Area is expected to create additional demand on the 

wastewater collection system. The wastewater collection system is currently 

inadequate due to the age, size and material of the sewer pipes. Additional capacity 

demands caused by increased land uses, as planned in the Community and 

Redevelopment Plans, would further strain this inadequate collection system. 

Mitl~ation Measures 

As development begins to occur in the Project Area as planned for in the 

Community and Redevelopment Plans, more detailed engineering studies will be 

conducted of the existing system and the impacts of particular developments. The 

studies conducted by developers in coordination with the City's water Utilities 

Department, will examine the existing collection system in b0th the specific area of 

the proposed development and the region as a whole to estimate future effluent 

flows. Recommendations that certain sections be replaced will be made based on 

the results of these analyses. 
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The Redevelopment Plan contemplates the allocation of funds to cover the cost of 

wastewater collection improvements. Various sources of revenues are available to 

the Redevelopment Agency which is authorized to receive advances, and borrow 

funds. The primary source of revenue for the redevelopment program will be from 

tax increment, bond proceeds from tax allocation bonds, and developer proceeds. 

Improvements to the wastewater collection system through the redevelopment 

program will result in no adverse impacts. 

9. Public Restrooms 

Existin~ Conditions 

One of the objectives of the Community Plan is to "create a coordinated network of 

available human services designed to effectively use all appropriate resources, and 

to maintain Centre City as the hub of a regional system for meeting local health, 

mental health, social and educational needs." Given the special characteristics of 

the Planning Area as a regional employment center, public transit hub and regional 

tourist attractor, the Community Plan identified the need for additional public 

restrooms for the Planning Area. There are currently seven public restrooms in the 

Planning Area. 

Impacts 

The proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans provide for three additional 

public restrooms, within the Planning Area which represents a 42 percent increase 

in the number of restrooms provided. The provision of additional public restrooms 

would be beneficial to the downtown area. 

Si~nificance of Impacts 

The addition of three public restrooms in the Planning Area would result in a 

beneficial impact. 
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Miti~ation Measures 

No mitigation measures are necessary. 

10. Solid Waste Collection 

Existing Conditions 

Solid waste disposal in the Planning Area is provided by the combined services of 

the City of San Diego and private contractors. The Refuse Collection Division of 

the City of San Diego's Waste Management Department provides curbside 

collection services for single-family residences. Multi-family residences and 

commercial establishments utilize refuse collection bins for solid waste collection 

(Steele 1991). These bins are emptied by private contractors who are licensed to 

operate in the City of San Diego. 

The following private contractors are licensed to operate in the City of San Diego 

and can use the Miramar Landfill. All haulers listed can collect refuse anywhere in 

the City of San Diego. 

Alto Waste Corporation 

Bay Cities Disposal, Inc. 

BFl Portable Services 

Coast Waste Management 

Debris Box 

EDCO Disposal Corporation 

Laidlaw Waste Systems 

Moore's Marketing (100% Navy) 

Pacific DisposaVPacific_ N. Ferrous 

Reliable Waste, Inc. 

Refuse Removal 

Solid Waste Servic~s, Inc. 

Tony & Son 

U.S. Disposal Services 

Waste Management of San Diego 

Source: City of San Diego, Waste Management Department, Refuse 
Collection Division, July 1991. 

All refuse collection from the Planning Area is taken to the Miramar Landfill. The 

Miramar Landfill is located at 5180 Mercury Street and is operated by the Refuse 

Disposal Division of the City of San Diego's Waste Management Department. 
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Impacts 

No significant impacts to solid waste collection services are expected with 

redevelopment of the Planning Area. New development would be required to 

contract with licensed private haulers for collection of waste. 

Significance of I111l)acts 

No significant impacts are expected to occur. 

Regionally Provided Facilities/Services 

1. Solid Waste Disposal 

Existini: Conditions 

The Planning Area generates approximately 23,253 tons of waste per year ( 1.5 tons 

per person per year x 15,502 persons). Solid waste collected from the Planning 

Area is disposed of at the Miramar Landfill. The landfill annually accepts 

1.5 million tons of solid waste (Wood 1992). In May, 1991, the City of San 

Diego Waste Management Department estimated the remaining capacity of the 

Miramar Landfill to be 21.3 million cubic yards. The City has implemented a 

number of programs to extend the life of the landfill, including a number of source 

reduction, recycling, and composting programs. The State has mandated that such 

programs divert a minimum of 25% of the waste stream by the 1995 and 50% by 

the year 2000. According to a draft Source Reduction and Recycling Element 

prepared by the Waste Management Department, in order to obtain these goals, 

many of the existing programs are to be continued or expanded, and new programs 

are planned for implementation. A Materials Recovery Facility, designed to process 

300,000 tons per year and to divert a minimum of 50% of this amount from landfill 

disposal, is scheduled to be on-line by 1994-1995. In addition to these programs, a 

planned sand and gravel extraction program would add 5 to 17 million cubic yards 

of capacity to the landfill. Projections for the capacity of the landfill, based on the 

assumption that the waste diversion goals will be met and that sand and gravel 

operations will be implemented, indicate that the landfill will not reach capacity until 

after the year 2006. 
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Curbside recycling programs are currently in operation in 25 neighborhoods 

throughout the City. At the present time, curbside recycling programs have focused 

primarily on single-family residential areas. The City currently provides collection 

service to 82,000 households, or roughly 28% of the single-family homes. In 

addition, the City is currently expanding the curbside yard waste collection program 

from 45,000 to 125,000 homes. The yard waste program is particularly important 

because yard waste represents 11 % of the City's waste stream. The City has 

recently begun to work with private haulers to establish a pilot curbside recycling 

program for multi-family developments. The pilot program is expected to be 

implemented by mid-fall 1992. The City Waste Management Department would 

like to see that convenient collection service is provided to all residences, City­

wide, however, revenues from materials collected do not cover the costs of 

curbside collection, a labor and equipment intensive program. 

The City and the County are currently in the process of evaluating three potential 

landfill sites which would replace Miramar Landfill's operations upon its closure. 

Impacts 

For the proposed mixed uses, the Waste Management Department estimates that 

approximately 1.5 tons of waste will be generated per person per year. Based on a 

project generated population of 910 people, a total of 1,365 tons of waste per year 

(20,475 tons over the entire 15 years) would be generated during the first fifteen 

years of development. With a project generated population of 1,176 people, 

approximately 1,764 tons of waste would be generated each year (or 35,280 tons 

over the 20-year period) during the remaining 20 years of development scheduled 

for this project. The expected annual waste generation rate at the end of the 15-year 

buildout period would be 43,728 tons per year (23,253 tons plus 20,475 tons) and 

79,008 tons per year after the 20-year buildout period (43,728 tons plus 35,280 

tons). The Miramar Landfill currently has capacity to serve the City of San Diego's 

service area through the year 2006. 

Impacts of growth and development on solid waste disposal services provided by 

the Waste Management Department are threefold: increased waste reduces 

landfill capacity, 2) increases in the number of single family units results in 
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increased demands for City-operated waste collection, and 3) increased 

commercial, industrial, and residential uses place increased demands on waste 

diversion programs. 

Si ~ificance of Impacts 

Solid waste generated by the proposed project would be disposed of at the Miramar 

Landfill without significant impacts to its service. Disposal service for the Planning 

Area is available through the year 2006, at which time the Miramar Landfill is 

expected to close. The availability of a new landfill, after the year 2006, cannot be 

determined at this time. Until further information becomes available as to the 

selection and expected year of operation for the new landfill, solid waste disposal 

service for the Planning Area would remain a potential significant impact. With the 

selection and operation of a new landfill site, solid waste disposal for the Planning 

Area could continue to be met, reducing this potentially significant impact to below 

levels of significance. Impacts on City waste collection crews for this project will 

not be significant because all of the waste collection service will be provided by 

private haulers. No single-family units, which are served by City-operated waste 

collectors, would be developed by the proposed project. The proposed project's 

increased demands on City waste diversion programs is considered a cumulatively 

significant impact. 

Miti&ation Measures 

Impacts to the City's waste diversion programs shall be mitigated at a project­

specific level. Developers within the Project Area shall provide areas in which to 

store recyclable materials. 

Although not required, the following measures are recommended for residential 

development within the project area: 

.. The provision of containers for store recyclable materials. 

" Businesses should have waste audits performed to identify possible ways to 

reduce the waste stream. 
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• Businesses and multi-family unit complexes should provide information on 

wastes generated and diverted to the City Waste Management Department. 

2. Potable Water Supply 

Existin~ Conditions 

The City of San Diego obtains raw water from two sources: water imported by the 

San Diego County Water Authority (CWA) provides roughly 80 percent of the 

City's water requirements, and the remaining 20 percent is met by local water 

sources supplied through a separate system of reservoirs and pipelines. The City's 

dependence on imported water has increased over the past five years, and persistent 

drought conditions have limited the availability of local water supplies. 

The CW A receives its water exclusively from the Metropolitan Water District of 

Southern California (MWD), of which it is a member agency. The MWD's two 

primary water sources are the Colorado River and the California State Water Project 

(SWP). MWD supplies water to 27 member agencies in Ventura, Los Angeles, 

Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and San Diego counties. The CW A has, in the 

past, consumed an average of 25 percent of the MWD's total water supply, and in 

dry years CW A has been known to require as much as 30 percent. 

The CW A First Aqueduct (comprising CW A pipelines 1 and 2) currently receives 

water from the MWD's Colorado River aqueduct, delivering raw Colorado River 

water to San Diego County water agencies north of Escondido. The CW A also 

operates the Second Aqueduct (comprising CW A pipelines 3, 4, and 5) that 

originates at Lake Skinner, the MWD's terminal storage reservoir for San Diego 

County. 

Local water sources are dependent upon seasonal rainfall as they are generated 

exclusively from surface water collected in the City's raw water reservoir system. 

The City owns and operates a total of ten raw water reservoirs, only nine of which 

are currently operational. The San Vicente and El Capitan reservoirs are the largest, 

together accounting for nearly half of the City's total available raw water storage 

and over one quarter of its watershed. The major source of water for the San 

Vicente Reservoir is the CWA's First Aqueduct. The Miramar and Murray 
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reservoirs are relatively. small and have low potential for local water prcxiuction; 

they are primarily used to supply the short-term peak demands of the Miramar and 

Alvarado water treatment plants, respectively. 

The total available storage capacity of the City's reservoirs is approximately 

132,840 million gallons (407,600 acre-feet). Only five of the reservoirs, 

representing 63 percent of the total available storage capacity, have access to 

imported water and direct access to the City's water treatment plants. Thus, only 

the water stored in those reservoirs, plus some additional storage supplied by the 

MWD at Lake Skinner, is credited toward meeting the City's emergency water 

supply requirements. 

Impacts 

Given drought conditions that have persisted in California over the past five years, 

the current Stage 2 water alert in San Diego County, and the CWA's recent 

implementation of water restrictions (a required 20 percent cutback in overall water 

usage), any increase in demand for potable water requires careful consideration of 

potential impacts on the County's ability to meet short-term limitations imposed 

upon it by the MWD, the main supplier of potable water to the County, and . 

possible long-term limitations as growth in this arid region continues. 

In the absence of detailed construction plans, the site-specific impact of 

development of any one lot in the Planning Area on system capacity cannot be 

determined. Some general estimates, however, can be made. Each individual 

building could have impacts on: 

.. regional potable water demand and capacity of the distribution system 

• available pressure in water supply lines (taller buildings requiring higher 

pressure levels than lower structures) 

a. Potable Water Demand 

As a first approximation of future water demand in the Planning Area, 

extrapolations can be made from the ultimate capacity land use projections. On 

the basis of expected increases in square footage of office space, residential 
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units, commercial/retail facilities, and hotels, multipliers can be used to project 

expected overall water consumption for each type of construction. During the 

remaining 20 years of buildout, growth rates for new construction, as shown in 

Table 4.G-4, will become greater after the first 15 years of new construction in 

the Project Area. For example, on the average, offices consume 100 gallons 

per day per 1000 square feet of office space; thus if 400,000 square feet of new 

office space is expected to be constructed in the course of the first year 

(Table 4.G-4), the additional water consumption will amount to 

100 gallons/1000 square feet x 400,000, or 40,000 gallons per day 

(0.1228 acre-feet/day). This annual increase is then multiplied by the first 

15 years of the project buildout, giving an additional water consumption per 

day of 1.84 acre-feet/day, which when added to the present 1991 level 

(4.11 acre-feet/day), provides a total of 5.9 acre-feet/day. This represents a 

44 percent increase over 1991 consumption for offices during the first 15 years 

of buildout. After the 15-year buildout period, the growth rate increases to 

460,000 square feet per year. This results in an additional annual growth of 

0.1412, which is multiplied by the remaining 20 years of project building for an 

additional water consumption per day of 2.82 acre-feet/day. This is added to 

the existing water demand of 5.9 acre-feet/day for a total of 8.7 acre-feet/day, 

which represents a 111 percent increase over 1991 consumption for offices.at 

ultimate capacity. 

Combined increases in office space, residential units, commercial/retail 

facilities, and hotels will, at the initial 15-year buildout period, lead to new 

consumption of 6.72 acre-feet/day, which when added to the present 1991 level 

(15.2 acre-feet/day) will total 21.92 acre-feet/day. At ultimate capacity, the 

combined land use increases will lead to an additional water consumption rate of 

12.15 mgd, which when added to the 15-year consumption levels rate of 

21.92 mgd, will total 34.07 mgd at ultimate capacity. This represents a 

104 percent increase over 1991 consumption for all primary uses combined. 

Other secondary uses (street cleaning, window cleaning, etc.) are not included 

in this preliminary calculation. 

Expressed in acre-feet/year (afy), primary uses will, at ultimate capacity, require 

potable water at a rate of 16,975 afy. Lake Skinner, the reservoir that supplies 

potable water to the project area, has a total capacity of 44,000 afy (Bumatek 
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Table 4.G-4 

PROJECTED A VERA GE WATER DEMAND FOR PROJECT AREA 

Ultimate Existing Ultimate % 
Existing Land Use Capacity 1991 Water Capacity Increase 

Land Use Quantity Growth Rate Estimated Land Use Demand* Water Demand* Over 
Type Unit (units) (units/year) Demolition(a) (units) (AF/day) (AF/day) 1991 Levels 

Office Square Feet 

15-year buildout: 13,415,000 400,000 614,447 18,800,553 4.11 5.9 44% 

Remaining 20-year 
buildout: 460,000 819,261 27,181,290 - 8.7 111% 

Residentiai(b) Dwellings 

"" 
C'.l 15-year buildout: 12,140 650 1,080 20,810 5.22 8.94 71% • 
yl 
i:,-, 

Remaining 20-year 
buildout: 840 1,440 36,170 - 15.54 197% 

Commercial/ 
Retail(c) Square Feet 3,528,520 42,128 385,750 4,617,250 1.08 1.53 42% 

Hotel Rooms 

15-year buildout: 7,800 140 339 9,561 4.79 6.0 25% 

Remaining 20-year 
buildout: 189 451 12,890 8.3 74% 

Totals 

Existing 1991: 15.2 

Ultimate 
Capacity (at 35-
year buildout): -

34.07 24% 
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"' Assumptions: 
Office = 

Residential = 
Retail = 
Hotel = 

(a) :::: 

Table 4.G-4 

PROJECTED AVERAGE WATER DEMAND FOR PROJECT AREA 

SF x 100 gallons/1000 SF+ 325828.8 gallons/acre-feet 
Dwellings x 1.4*"' persons/dwelling x 100 gallons/person+ 325,828.8 gallons/acre-feet 
SF x 100 gallons/1000 SF + 325828.8 gallons/acre-feet 
Room x 2.0 persons/room x 100 gallons/person+ 325,828.8 gallons/acre-feet 

Annual average demolition rates are based on the following: office - 1,433, 710 sq. ft./35 years = 40,963 sq. ft. demolished annually 
Residential - 2,520 d.u./35 years = 72 d.u.demolished annually 
Hotel - 22.5 roorns/35 years= .64 rooms demolished annually 

(b) = 15/20 year projections not available for proposed commercial/retail use 

Source: Preliminary Report 1991a, Table V-4 
Jaykim Engineers 1991 

u CCDC 1991d 



1991) and its filtration plant is capable of treating 330 million gallons per day 

(mgd). 

The reservoir, its filtration plant, and other distribution systems will not have 

adequate capacity due to such growth in demand if improvements are not made 

as growth occurs. The necessary improvements, however, are expected to be 

made as normal operation and maintenance of City facilities continue over time. 

Such activities include rehabilitation and/or replacement of the existing water 

supply and distribution facilities and equipment. Recommendations are 

generally specified after engineering studies of an existing system have been 

completed which assess the effects of the proposed development. More detailed 

engineering studies will examine the existing supply and distribution system. 

Recommendations for rehabilitation and/or replacement of certain sections will 

be made based on this analysis. 

System rehabilitation is performed primarily by patching or replacing sections 

of existing pipes to maintain their carrying capacity. Replacement implies the 

installation of larger diameter pipes and/or additional (parallel) pipes to 

complement ~xisting water mains. If planned appropriately, this replacement 

process should provide capacity for the development that the Planning Area will 

experience. Coordination with the City of San Diego's Water Utilities 

Department will be important at those stages. 

Certain improvements to the supply system for the Planning Area will be made 

in conjunction with regional improvements currently in the planning stages or 

already underway: 

" Two new water filtration plants are currently under construction at Lake 

Skinner. These plants will complement the existing 330 mgd plant by 

providing an additional capacity of 100 mgd each. These new plants will 

come on line in 1993 (Bumatek 1991). 

• The CW A is planning to install a parallel transmission main on its First 

Aqueduct from the Alvarez Reservoir to the Lower Otay Reservoir. Cross 

connections between the First and Second Aqueducts are also planned. 
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These improvements will increase the CW A's ability to provide water to the 

greater San Diego area (Moncrief 1991). 

" Studies are also underway to assess the impact of future demand on the 

local supply system. It is believed that at least one additional reservoir will 

have to be built to meet future demand (Varga 1991 ). 

Certain specific water saving measures are required by the City of San Diego 

which would be incorporated on a project-specific basis. These measures 

include institution of water saving strategies in newly built facilities, such as 

low-flush toilets, low-flow shower heads and faucets, and hot water pipe 

insulation (providing hot water faster). 

b. Supply Line Water Pressure 

Pressure in water supply lines will have to be increased in order to effectively 

distribute water to the greater number of buildings that will occupy the Planning 

Area at ultimate capacity, and to the significantly higher structures projected. 

Improved pumping facilities will be required, and water main maintenance is 

likely to become a more expensive and time-consuming task. Project-specific 

analysis of the system would identify needed improvements which would be 

provided on a case-by-case basis to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

Si~ificance of Impacts 

Given the present water shortage in Southern California and the scarcity of new 

water sources, water availability to ensure growth is a major concern to the CW A 

and the City of San Diego Water Utilities Department. It is unknown whether twice 

as much water as is currently available can be delivered 35 years from now. 

However, region-wide system improvements to meet future demand are already 

underway, and it is expected that all necessary measures will be taken to modify the 

existing_ water distribution system in the Planning Area to assure adequate water 

supply line pressure, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. Therefore, potential 

impacts on the water distribution system are not considered significant. Because of 

the scarcity and uncertainty of new water resources and the potential doubling of 

water demand in the Planning Area over the next 35 years, an adverse but not 
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significant impact on water supply is identified. However, to the extent that 

population and development growth within the Planning Area would have occurred 

otherwise in suburban areas. the Community and Redevelopment Plans have a 

beneficial impact by directing growth toward urban development which uses less 

water than comparable suburban development (CCDC 1991d). 

Mitieation Measures 

No mitigation measures are necessary beyond those described above. However, 

the Redevelopment Agency will participate to the maximum extent practicable in the 

City of San Diego's proposed water reclamation program. 

3. Wastewater Treatment System 

Existine Conditions 

Wastewater treatment in the Planning Area is provided by the San Diego Water 

Utilities Department. Sewage is treated at the Point Loma Wastewater Treatment 

Plant (WTP), and then discharged into the Pacific Ocean via an outfall. The Point 

Loma WTP currently operates as a primary treatment facility and has a capacity of . 

300 mgd. When upgraded to a secondary treatment facility, the plant's capacity 

will be reduced to 150 mgd (Jahmed 1991). 

Impacts 

Multipliers are used to project expected overall wastewater generated by each type 

of land use. Combined increases in office space, residential units, commercial/retail 

facilities, and hotels, as proposed in the Community and Redevelopment Plans, 

will, at ultimate capacity. lead to new wastewater generation rates (refer to 

discussion on Wastewater Collection). 

In the absence of detailed construction plans, the site-specific impact of 

development of any one lot in the Planning Area on system capacity cannot be 

detennined. Incremental impacts would, however, be expected to occur to the 

collection, conveyance, and treatment systems due to each individual project's 
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wastewater generation if improvements were not made prior to, or as each project 

comes on line. 

The necessary improvements are expected to be made as normal operation and 

maintenance of City facilities continue over time. Such activities include 

rehabilitation and/or replacement of existing wastewater collection and conveyance 

facilities and equipment, which are generally recommended on the basis of 

engineering studies of an existing system which assess the effects of development. 

The San Diego Clean Water Program is responsible for upgrading the sewage 

treatment facilities for the entire San Diego metropolitan area. The system upgrade 

is required by the federal Clean Water Act, which mandates that all wastewater 

dischargers throughout the nation upgrade their treatment facilities to at least the 

secondary treatment level. The future upgrade will increase the capacity of the 

existing collection system, modify the treatment system at the Point Loma WTP, 

and construct new treatment facilities to handle future growth. The scheduled 

reduction in capacity of Point Loma WTP, due to upgrading to a secondary 

treatment facility, is not expected to impact the Planning Area. Flows from other 

areas in San Diego County that are currently treated at the Point Loma WTP will be 

diverted to new treatment plants, thereby providing the required capacity at Point 

Loma for the sewage from the Planning Area. The Clean Water Program does not 

include any sewer improvements to the Planning Area's collection system, nor does 

it anticipate the diversion of flows from the Planning Area away from the Point 

Loma WTP (Jahmed 1991 ). 

Significance of Impacts 

Impacts on the Planning Area's wastewater treatment system would not be 

significant assuming planned rehabilitation and/or replacement occurs. These 

improvements will be determined as a result of specific engineering studies and to 

the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

On the regional level, development in the Planning Area in accordance with the 

proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans will not significantly impact the 

Point Loma WTP. 
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~4. 

Miti~ation Measures 

As long as the necessary improvements are made as described, no mitigation 

measures are necessary. 

Courts and Jails 

Existin i: Conditions 

The County of San Diego is :responsible for providing court and detention facilities 

for the entire region. Eight agencies directly staff and support the following 

facilities: the Superior Court, the Municipal Court Districts, the District Attorney, 

the Public Defender, Alternate Defense Counsel, Revenue and Recovery, the 

Marshal, the Sheriffs Department and the Probation Department. 

In 1989, County courtrooms and hearing rooms were provided in 10 facilities 

throughout the County. These facilities typically house both Superior Court and 

Municipal Court functions. A total of 128 courtrooms and hearing rooms were 

available in 1989. Court facilities include not only courtrooms but also space for 

court-related functions such as the judges' chambers, clerical areas and the District 

Attorney's office. The Planning Area is served by the San Diego Courthouse in the 

Core Redevelopment District. At the present time, there are 20 Municipal Courts 

and 49 Superior Courts (operating out of the courthouse and nearby leased offices). 

The existing Courthouse building is known to contain asbestos, and has faulty air 

conditioning and plumbing systems. These conditions have resulted in the 

interruption of proceedings on many occasions. A study of judicial facilities was 

conducted by the Omni Group dated March 1990 to ascertain the present and future 

needs of judicial facilities. Future needs to the year 2010 call for 53 Municipal 

Courts and 90 Superior Courts to be located in downtown San Diego (CCDC 

1991d). 

Because of the overcrowded and poor conditions of the courthouse, locations 

outside of Centre City are being used by the County. Seven courts were located in 

the Hotel San Diego on a temporary basis. Because asbestos was found in the 

hotel, the courts have had to relocate. Four are now operating in other cities and 

three share facilities in the already overcrowded courthouse. 
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Due to a lack of funding, it is not possible to comprehensively address the 

overcrowded and poor conditions of the downtown courthouse. However, with 

the assistance of the Redevelopment Agency, the County has begun a project that 

by 1995 will contain 16 courtrooms and over 400,000 square feet of office space 

for the District Attorney and court support staff. 

In approving the Downtown Court/Office Building, the County Board of 

Supervisors recognized that the amount of parking which the County could afford 

was insufficient to meet the parking demand associated with the facility. The 

proposed Downtown Court/Office Building provides for only 289 parking spaces. 

There is a parking demand for approximately 1,900 spaces. The total cost (i.e., 

hard and soft costs, financing costs) per space is estimated to be roughly $25,000 

to $28,000. There is a need for approximately 1,600 additional spaces in a 

peripheral parking structure(s) which could cost in the range of $40 million to 

$45 million. 

Detention Facilities: Currently there are 13 County-operated detention facilities 

located in the region. Six jails are operated by the Sheriff, and seven minimum 

security and juvenile facilities are operated by the Chief Probation Officer. 

Due to court ordered population caps that went into effect in 1990, the County's 

jails generally stay within operational limits. Presently, the adult determination 

system can accommodate 4,500 arrestees. However, most misdemeanants are not 

booked due to a lack of jail beds. A new 2,000 bed jail at East Mesa is not fully 

operational due to lack of funding. A new booking jail, to replace the antiquated 

Central Jail, is planned for the Kearney Mesa area in 1996. State Jail Bond funding 

is expected to pay for 60 percent of the projected $50 million cost; however there is 

no known sources of County funds. 

According to the Public Facilities Element of the County's General Plan, the 

County's detention facilities are severely overcrowded. In FY 1988-89, San Diego 

adult detention facilities had a State of California rated capacity for 2,347 inmates, 

but held 4,968 inmates, or 190 percent of capacity. The Central Jail is located 

adjacent to the courthouse and was built to accommodate 730 inmates. Up to 
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1,500 have been housed in the facility. A court order has been issued to limit the 

number to 750. Because of this, many offenders are released. 

Funds for judicial and detention facilities are not adequate to provide additional 

space and correct existing deficiencies. 

Impact 

Serious misdemeanors and felony crime problems are one of the major problems 

that the Redevelopment Agency is attempting to address through the implementation 

of the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans by providing adequate 

shelter beds, transitional and permanent housing, mental health and social service 

facilities and environmental improvements such as adequate lighting. These 

measures could reduce criminal activity and therefore reduce the demand for 

detention facilities (CCDC 1991d). The proposed Redevelopment Plan includes the 

construction of courtrooms and the Redevelopment Agency has authorized a 

Memorandum of Understanding with the County of San Diego which would 

provide $20 million over a 25-year period toward such construction (CCDC 

1991a). 

Significance of Impacts 

Implementation of the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans is not 

anticipated to cause an adverse impact on courts and jails. Many of the 

implementation activities of the Redevelopment Plan are designed to reduce the 

impacts of criminal activities. 

Miti~ation Measures 

No mitigation measures are necessary because the proposed redevelopment 

program is intended to improve the conditions which are now contributing to 

overcrowding of courts and detention facilities. 
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~5. Health and Social Services 

Existin e Conditions 

Health Services: Approximately 40 health and social service facilities/programs are 

located within the Planning Area. Health care programs protect and improve the 

health of San Diego County residents. Many programs are mandated by Federal 

and State law, while others are developed locally to meet local health needs. Health 

care facilities house programs that prevent disease and health risks, treat existing 

disease, provide supportive environments in which individuals may address their 

problems, and correct conditions which are hazardous to health (County of San 

Diego 1991). Some of these programs are staffed by the County and offered in 

facilities that are either owned or leased by the County. Other programs are located 

in facilities that are provided through contracts with private and non-profit agencies. 

Health services facilities house a number of programs, including: 

Alcohol and Drue Abuse Services. Assists persons with alcohol problems, 

provides drug abuse prevention, education, and treatment service; 

Environmental Health Services. Protects the population from disease, illness, avd 

economic loss that can result from environmental health hazards including unsafe 

food, polluted water, substandard housing, unsafe recreational facilities, excessive 

noise, improperly managed hazardous materials, disease bearing vectors, and 

overexposure to ionizing radiation; 

Mental Health Services. Provides a range of mental health treatment, prevention 

and education programs to those who are unable to receive such services from the 

private sector. Services include crisis intervention, acute in-patient/out-patient 

treatment, day treatment, case management, long-term residential, patient advocate, 

services to the justice system, social and vocational rehabilitation, and services to 

students who are seriously emotionally disturbed or have other handicapping 

conditions; 

Physical Health Services. Provides certification of the County's emergency 

medical services system, emergency and urgently needed medical services for 

indigent adults, operation of Edgemoor Geriatric Hospital, primary care services for 
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the working poor, health services for newly legalized residents, and medical 

services to inmates of County detention facilities. 

Public Health Services. Responsible for enforcement of all State statutes, 

regulations of various cities, and County ordinances to protect the public health in 

San Diego County. Services include maternal and child health care, community 

disease control, epidemiology, AIDS testing, public health nursing, public health 

education, public health laboratory services, veterinarian services, and acting as the 

State Statutory agent for vital records (birth and death) in San Diego (County of San 

Diego 1991). 

Social Services. The Regional Task Force on the Homeless, San Diego's agency 

responsible for providing information on the County's homeless population, 

estimates that there are at least 6,000 homeless or transient persons in San Diego 

County, and 60% or approximately 3,600 homeless individuals are located within 

the Planning Area (CCDC 1991). Services which aid this population include 

shelters, medical facilities, meal services and counseling. Populations supported by 

the social service network include the homeless, mentally ill, substance abusers, the 

elderly, veterans, run away youths and ex-offenders (CCDC 1991). 

The largest concentration of social services in the County is located within the 

Expansion Sub Area. This area is home to over 30% of all social services provided 

in the County as a whole and 60% of all emergency and transitional beds (CCDC 

1991). The majority of social service facilities/programs in the Planning Area are 

provided and operated by non profit private organizations. A total of 1,150 

emergency beds and 680 transitional beds (2 weeks to 6 month stays) are available 

for the homeless. The largest of the homeless facilities is the Joan Kroc St. Vincent 

De Paul Center, with 200 transitional beds and 150 emergency shelter beds at the 

Bishop Maher Center. 

County-sponsored social service programs are mandated by State and Federal 

statutes and regulations and are largely funded from Federal and State sources 

(County of San Diego 1991). A number of social service facilities in the Planning 

Area are staffed and/or funded by the County of San Diego. Other County 

facilities/programs are operated by private contractors. 
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The County Department of Social Services offers a number of programs that supply 

eligible individuals with vital resources in the form of cash, focx:l stamp coupons 

and medical coverage. The Department of Social Services also administers 

programs that enable individuals to achieve greater personal security, productivity 

and self-sufficiency (County of San Diego 1991). These programs include the 

following: 

Adult Services. Provides in-home supportive services and adult protective and 

conservatorship services; 

Child Protective Services. Investigates referrals of suspected child abuse or 

neglect, provides emergency shelter care for children, in-home supervision or out­

of-home placement services for children, and licensing for Foster Home and Day 

Care services; 

Employment Services. Provides education services in specialized centers, 

employment preparation and training, work experience and work incentives for 

indigent persons receiving income supplements; and 

Income Maintenance. Provides financial assistance to eligible children, families apd 

disabled, homeless, or indigent persons; provides food stamp coupons and Medi­

Cal cards; provides funds to families with children lacking support of either parent, 

and pays to foster homes and institutions to care for children who have been placed 

out of their homes (County of San Diego 1991). 

Many of the health and social service facilities house compatible programs which 

benefit from joint siting. Due to the number of cross-referrals among County 

programs, health and social services are often located within or near other County 

facilities (County of San Diego 1991). 

According to the Public Facilities Element of the County's General Plan, some of 

the County's health and social service facilities that are owned or leased by the 

County are overcrowded and in urgent need of renovation, replacement or 

modernization. For public health facilities, substantial problems exist (County of 

San Diego 1991). For example, Public Health Centers are 30 years old, in poor 

condition, and inadequate in terms of space due to the growth in patient flow and 
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clinic activity. Anticipated increases in patient flow and clinic activity raises the risk 

of a loss of certification for service programs. Although overcrowded, no mental 

health facilities are known to be at risk of not meeting accreditation or licensing 

standards (County of San Diego 1991). A 1989 study by the Department of Social 

Services indicates that the space now provided in its social service facilities does not 

meet present space guidelines and that there is a general need for upgrading and 

enlargement of facilities in order to provide adequate services to the public. 

A brief description of the health and social service facilities and programs located in 

the Planning Area is provided on Table 4.G-5. 

Impacts 

Implementation of the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans could 

potentially impact health services and social services in the Planning Area. 

The loss of affordable housing, without replacement, could potentially impact the 

delivery of health and social services in the area. The loss of affordable housing 

would cause low income residents to seek housing in other parts of the City. This 

may result in the displacement of the health and social services' target population. 

The Planning Area's health and social service facilities could also be affected if the 

area in which the facility is located was targeted for redevelopment Implementation 

of the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans could result in the 

displacement of area residents and businesses. The relocation of support services 

may affect the delivery of health and social services by changing the commute 

patterns or distance to areas of the target population. 

Significance of Impacts 

Health and social service programs are so numerous, varied and complex that it is 

difficult to formulate an overall standard for the need for facilities. Facility needs 

vary greatly by program type. Currently mental health facilities are required to meet 

certain facility standards. Such standards are not established for other types of 

health and social service facilities (County of San Diego 1991). 
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Table 4.G-5 

HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICE FACILITIES LOCATED IN PLANNING AREA 

Name 

Adult Rehabilitation Center 

Alcohol Detox Center 

Alcoholism Services Center 

Amigos Sobirios at Parrick House 

Catholic Community Services 

Address 

1335 Broadway 

1123 Island Ave. 

1111 Island Ave. 

Description 

AlcohoVdrug recovery. Drug/Alcohol rehabilitation, 
counseling, med./dental, child placement, 125 beds, 6 mo. 
stay. 

Alcoholism services. 

Alcoholism services. Overnight stays provided for 
mentally ill. 

f"' Convict House 

74111th Ave. 

349 Cedar Ave 

650 11th Ave. 

952 12th Ave. 

1568 6th Ave. 

1145 Broadway 

Residential alcohol recovery, meals, up to 6 months stay. 

Job help, info. & referrals, canned goods, prescriptions. 

Convict pre-release program, 35 beds. a 
~ Downtown Health Services* Primary Healthcare facility. 

Downtown Mental Health Center"' 

Emergency Assistance Program. 
Emergency Housing. 
Homeless Employment Assistance. 

Emergency Lodge 

Endeavors* 

Notes: NA: Information not available. 

756 F Street 

53117th Street 

Crisis support services, outpatient basis. 

Homeless services. Clothing, job referral, canned goods 
to approx. 1,200/mo. Transitional shelter, 28 SRO 
Rooms. Job training & placement, serves 500 
homeless/year. 

Emergency shelter, 45 beds, meals, counseling required. 

Socialization homeless program. 

* Denotes a social service provided by the County of San Diego, operated by a private contractor. 

Source: CIC Research, January 1991. 
Centre City Existing Land Use Projection and Inventory, The Butler Roach Group, 1990. 

Sq. Ft. 

NA 

NA 

20,000 

NA 

13,000 

10,500 

800 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 
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Table 4.G-5 (Continued) 

HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICE FACILITIES LOCATED IN PLANNING AREA 

Natne 

Episcopal Community Service 

First Baptist Church 

Friend-to-Friend* 

GAIN 

GAIN(uptown) 

God's extended hand 

Independent Living Center* 
(Semi-supervised living project) 

Lutheran Social Services 

Men's Shelter 

Neighborhood House Association 
Endeavors 

Notes: NA: Information not available. 

Address 

921 10th Ave. 

930 10th Ave. 

1009 G Street 

1255 Imperial Ave. 

444 W. Beech 

469 16th Street 

743 10th Ave. 

1420 3rd Ave. 

732 8th Ave. 

521 16th Street 

Description 

Ex-Convicts transitional shelter. Housing, job help, 
clothing/medical. 

Meal center/support. Clothing, dinner on Fridays. 

Self-help homeless program. Shelter for mentally ill 
homeless, 35 beds. 

Administrative offices for Gain Program. 

Education/Employment training program for employable 
recipients of" Aid to Families with Dependent Children." 

Homeless services. 1,000 meals/day to 450-500 men, 
women, children. Clothing, blankets, personal hygiene. 

Transitional shelter for mentally ill homeless. 40 beds, 
120 meals/day, job help/referrals for stabilized mentally ill. 

Soup kitchen. Friday lunches, prescriptions, canned 
goods, prescriptions. 

Emergency shelter, 60 beds, coffee/donuts, counseling. 

Day center for mentally ill homeless. Psychiatric clinic, 
job help/referrals, showers, laundry, minor rehab, 600 
served monthly. 

* Denotes a social service provided by the County of San Diego, operated by a private contractor. 

Source: CIC Research, January 1991. 
Centre City Ex.isling Land Use Projection and Inventory, The Butler Roach Group, 1990. 

Sq. Ft. 

NA 

16,000 

10,000 

NA 

NA 

NA 

6,000 

NA 

NA 

2,000 
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Table 4.G-5 (Continued) 

HEAL TH AND SOCIAL SERVICE FACILITIES LOCATED IN PLANNING AREA 

Name 

Neil Good Day Center 

New Vistas Mental Health Center"' 

Project PARA 

Rachel's Women's Center* 

Rescue Mission 

San Diego Plasma 

San Diego Veterans Center 

St. Vincent de Paul 
Bishop Maher Center 

St. Vincent de Paul 
Joan Kroc Center 

Notes: NA: Infonnation not available. 

Address 

270 17th Street 

732-734 lOth Ave. 

1129 Broadway 

753-759 8th Ave. 

1150 J Street 

1025 F Street 

319 W. E Street 

1501 Imperial Ave. 

1501 Imperial Ave. 

Description 

Men's day center. Laundry, phone, showers, lockers, 200 
capacity. 

Crisis residential homeless program. Social 
rehab./stabilization for homeless mentally ill, 30 day stay, 
serves 400/year. 
Health services. 

Homeless women's day center. Meals, counseling, 
showers, lavatory, serves 50-60 women. 

Homeless men's emergency and transitional shelter. 
Counseling, chapel, clothing, dinner/breakfast. 
Transitional program for mission volunteers, 83 beds, 3 
meals/day provided. 

Plasma Center. 

Homeless veteran transitional housing in Capri Hotel. 

Homeless men's emergency shelter, 150 beds. 

Social services, 2,000 meals/day, 200 transitional beds, 
job counseling, day center, shower, medical clinic, school 
(100 children), 75 beds for men, family center for women 
and children . 

* Denotes a social service provided by the County of San Diego, operated by a private contractor. 

Source: CIC Research, January 1991. 
Centre City Existing Land Use Projection and Inventory, The Butler Roach Group, 1990. 

Sq. Ft. 

NA 

6,000 

NA 

5,000 

46,800 

7,500 

NA 

40,000 

129,000 
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Table 4.G-5 (Continued) 

HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICE FACILITIES LOCATED IN PLANNING AREA 

Name 

St Vincent de Paul Thrift Center 

The Store Front 

Toussant Teen Center 

NA 

Cold Weather Shelters 
St. Vincent de Paul 
Salvation Anny 
Rescue Mission 

Notes: NA: Information not available. 

Address Description 

1550 Market Thrift Shop finances St. Vincent de Paul operation. 

1039 12th Ave. Emergency shelter 20 beds. Counseling, sex education. 

633 State Street Long term teen residence/school (Under Construction) 

528 14th Street NA 

Cold weather shelter, 150 emergency beds, temp. below 35 degrees. 
Cold weather shelter, 100 emergency beds, temp. below 35 degrees 
Cold weather shelter, 250 emergency beds, temp. below 35 degrees 

* Denotes a social service provided by the County of San Diego, operated by a private contractor. 

Source: CIC Research, January 1991. 
Centre City Existing Land Use Projection and Inventory, The Butler Roach Group, 1990. 

Sq. Ft. 

12,000 

10,000 

NA 

6,000 
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In implementing the redevelopment program it is possible that some removal of low 

income housing and/or displacement, or other disruptive impact, may occur for 

some of the local population. However, a principle objective of the Redevelopment 

Plan is to accommodate the necessary changes in eliminating blight and causing 

new development in a way that allows people now in the area to benefit from the 

improved services and conditions, and so that any relocation that is necessary is 

accomplished with the least adverse affect possible. Therefore, no significant 

adverse impacts on health and social programs should result (CCDC 199 ld). 

Mitie;ation Measures 

The Redevelopment Agency has adopted the rules and regulations for 

implementation of the California Relocation Assistance Law. Consistent with these 

regulations, the Redevelopment Agency will adopt a relocation plan for the 

displacement of residents and businesses in the Planning Area. Such a relocation 

plan will ensure that persons, businesses and social services agencies will be 

relocated in a manner which will mitigate the adverse impacts associated with such 

displacement. Similar relocation plans have been adopted and implemented in the 

existing Centre City redevelopment projects (CCDC 1991a). 

To mitigate the potentially significant health and social service impacts related to 

increases in the demand, the Redevelopment Agency may participate with San 

Diego County, the City of San Diego, and other public and private organizations to 

provide publicly owned counseling, educational, and training facilities; day centers; 

mental health facilities; and alcohol and drug rehabilitation facilities. Some 

examples of such activities which might be undertaken are as follows: 

Counseling, Educational. and Trainin~ Facilities. The Agency may participate in 

the provision of a counseling, education, and training facility for misdemeanors and 

light felons. It is anticipated that this facility would be approximately 20,000 

square feet in size (CCDC 1991a). 

Day Center. The Redevelopment Agency may participate in the provision of a day 

center that would provide personal services such as restrooms, showers, lockers, 

mail boxes, and counseling for the homeless. The size of the facility would be 

approximately 10,000 square feet (CCDC 1991a). 
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Mental Health Facilities. The Redevelopment Agency may participate in providing 

facilities for both inpatient and outpatient medical, therapy, counseling and day 

services for the mentally ill. The inpatient facility and the outpatient facility are 

estimated to be 20,000 and 10,000 square feet, respectively. 

Alcohol and Drug Rehabilitation Facilities. The Redevelopment Agency may also 

participate in providing a 20,000 square foot facility for medical, detoxification, 

therapy, rehabilitation, and counseling services for substance abusers. 

Agency participation in the provision of space and facilities will be based upon 

demonstration of continued operating income by other public and private entities. 

CCDC, on behalf of the Redevelopment Agency and in cooperation with the 

County, City and non-profit organizations and others, is developing a Social Issues 

Strategy which addresses the need for facilities and services. The final strategy will 

determine the nature of facilities to be provided (CCDC 1991a). 

6. Senior Services 

Existing Conditions 

In March 1970, the County Office of Senior Citizens Affairs was established in 

response to Federal and State mandates. With the 1973 amendments to the Older 

Americans Act (1965), this Office was designated by the State as the Area Agency 

on Aging (AAA). Since 1983 the AAA has been a separate County department 

serving the entire region, including cities, with the goals of securing maximum 

independence for older Americans, preventing unnecessary institutionalization, 

reducing isolation and loneliness, improving nutrition and health and assisting those 

seniors who are, due to infirmities, vulnerable to abuse and exploitation. 

Facilities are provided through contracts with the Area Agency on Aging that are 

targeted specifically to the needs of persons sixty years of age or older. With some 

exceptions, these facilities are provided throughout the County through contracts 

with public and private non-profit organizations using facilities owned or leased by 

these organizations. 
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Services available to senior citizens consist of Adult Daycare, Case Management 

and Nutrition Services. Adult Daycare facilities and Senior Centers are located 

throughout the County. The following is a list of senior services in the Planning 

Area: 

~ 
Adult Daycare/Senior Service Centers 

City of San Diego Senior Center 
Senior Community Center 

Senior Nutritional Facilities 
Horton House 

Impacts 

Address 

202 C Street 
928 Broadway 

333 G Street 

If the percentage of persons aged 60 or older who currently reside in the Planning 

Area is indicative of the percentage of the aged 60 or older Planning Area 

population at ultimate capacity, then approximately 10,634 persons aged 60 years 

or older, would reside in the Planning Area at ultimate capacity. 

Sienificance of Impacts 

Implementation of the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans would 

potentially increase the demand on senior services in the Planning Area. These 

impacts would not be significant because it is anticipated that as additional senior 

housing is developed within the Planning Area, "community rooms" which can 

function as day centers, service centers and nutritional centers, would be provided 

as an integral part of such senior housing. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures are necessary provided that the program contemplated by 

the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans is implemented. 
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7 . Educational Facilities/Services 

San Diego Unified School District 

Existin ~ Conditions 

The San Diego Unified School District provides public school facilities for 

grades K through 12 in the Planning Area. Table 4.G-6 shows the current 

enrollment as of September 28, 1990, and the capacity for schools located in and 

adjacent to the Planning Area. As shown by the table, Memorial Junior High is 

currently the only school operating over capacity. 

Table 4.G-6 

1990 STUDENT ENROLLMENT/CAPACITY 
BY SCHOOL 

School 

Perkins Elementary 
(formerly Lowell Elementary) 

Sherman Elementary 

Washington Elementary 

Memorial Junior High 

Roosevelt Junior High 

San Diego High School 

1990 
Enrollment 

515 

1130 

326 

1102 

1150 

1553 

Source: San Diego Unified School District 1990 

Current 
Capacity 

519 

1,260 

360 

1,100 

1,282 

1,651 

Under/Over 
Capacity 

4 

130 

34 

+2 

132 

98 

Washington Elementary and San Diego High Schools are located within the Centre 

City Planning Area. The remaining schools are located in the vicinity outside of the 

Planning Area. Figure 4.G-1 shows the location of each school. 

Sherman Elementary School is currently operating on a multi-track (year-round) 

schedule but will change to a single-track schedule when a new elementary school 

is eventually built in the area (outside of Centre City). The projected capacity for 

Shennan Elementary will decrease due to this factor. 
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The distribution of students residing in the Centre City Planning Area are shown in 

Figures 4.G-2 and 4.G-3. 

According to the San Diego Unified School District, it is difficult to assess the 

public school facility needs for the Planning Area because it has only a minor 

impact on most of the facilities serving the area and student attendance trends in the 

area. Nearly all of the high density student populations that have been impacting 

these and other nearby schools in recent years are located outside of the Centre City 

area. The school district has estimated that based on 1990 enrollment figures only 

530 students actually resided within the Planning Area, and only 335 (or 

63 percent) attended the schools listed in the table above. The remaining 

195 students attended other district schools through integration and other available 

programs (Silva 1991). 

A major planning tool for the San Diego Unified School District is its Long-Range 

Facilities Master Plan (LRFMP). The primary focus of the LRFMP is first to 

clarify how the district will house all its students, including projected growth in 

student enrollment, and then to identify the required resources. The District Board 

of Education reviews and updates the LRFMP annually. The master plan itself. is 

the district's strategic plan for meeting facility needs for the next ten years and 

beyond The Board of Education each year updates and approves the plan based on 

extensive analysis of demographic and enrollment trends, existing and future 

facilities utilization, educational program considerations, and current and future 

financial resources developed by district staff, parents, and community members. 

The district currently owns approximately 1200 portable classroom buildings. The 

district redistributes many of these portables each year, depending on the enrollment 

demands. The process for determining portable moves within the district is 

established within the district and is closely linked to the implementation and 

revision of the LRFMP. 

Effective January 1, 1987, school districts began collecting $1.50 per square foot 

for new residential construction and increased habitable space in existing residential 

buildings and $0.25 per square foot for new construction of commercial and 

industrial development based on Section 53086 of the Government Code which 

4.G-57 



0 

{~ l~L._'--'.i.lFE~(i,pcta,::2"' ;,,., .•.. >. 
SOURCE: U.S.G.S. 7.5' Pain! Loma Quadrangle 

A 

APPROXIMATE 
PROJECT BOUNDARY 

-- ... .......,. .. _··:: ...... 

~ERCE Location of Schools Currently Serving the Planning Area 

4.G-58 

I 
I ' 

FIGURE 

4.G-1 



0 

FEET 

1500 

APPROXIMATE 
PROJECT BOUNDARY 

SOURCE: San Diego City Schools Planning Department, January 1991 

,,,,, ERC 
~ Environmental 

and Energy 
Services Co. 

Distribution of Students Residing In the Planning Area 
(Elementary Students- K to 6th Grade) 

4.G-59 

FIGURE 

4.G-2 



Q 
Cl 1500 

FEET . 
SOURCE: San Diego City Schools Planning Department, January 1991 

APPROXIMATE 
PROJECT BOUNDARY 

.- ERC 
FIGURE 

..ftJ Environmental 
and Energy 
Services Co. 

Distribution of Students Residing In the Planning Area 
(Secondary Students - 7th to 12th Grade) 

4.G-60 

4.G-3 



authorizes the governing board of any school district to levy a fee against new 

development projects within its boundaries. These fees automatically escalate 

annually. These fees include any new covered or enclosed development including 

garages within the boundaries of the San Diego Unified School District. 

Exemptions to fee payments include permits for SROs, senior housing, mobile 

homes in parks, churches, schools, demolition and razing of buildings and moving 

of buildings. 

San Diego Community College District 

Community Colleees: The San Diego Community College district offers post­

secondary and continuing adult education services on four college campuses and ten 

adult education centers. The District's four college campuses include San Diego 

City College, Educational Cultural Complex (ECC), Mesa College and Miramar 

College. San Diego City College is located in the northeast portion of the Planning 

Area. Enrollment for the 1991 fall semester was 10,614 students. ECC is located 

approximately one-half mile east of the Planning Area and is a key educational 

facility for the Southeast San Diego community. Approximately 615 students 

enrolled for the 1991 fall semester at ECC (Mount 1991). District-wide enrollment 

for the 1991 fall semester totals approximately 40,000 students, not including those 

students enrolled in continuing education courses. 

Continuine Education Centers: The District also operates ten Adult Education 

Centers. These centers offer various continuing education, business skills, and 

general interest courses. The District's Adult Education Centers are listed below: 

Centre City/Skills Center 
1400 Park Boulevard 

Educational Cultural Complex 
4343 Ocean View Boulevard 

Kearny Mesa Center 
7405 Mesa College Drive 

Midway Center 
3249 Fordham Street 

Navajo Center 
6696 Wandermere Drive 
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Clairemont Mesa Center 
3890 Modoc Drive 

Harbor View Center 
1960 National Avenue 

Mid City Center 
5348 University Avenue 

Mira Mesa Center 
10440 Black Mountain Road 

North Shores Center 
4375 Lee Street 



Adult Education Centers have an open enrollment system which allows students to 

join or leave the class at anytime during the semester. This results in fluctuating 

enrollment numbers. 

Day Care: The San Diego Community College District operates a Child 

Development Center on the campus of City College. The day care program is 

provided to the children of City College students. The existing facility has the 

capacity to care for 44 preschool age children and eight infants (Ida Cross 1991). 

The staff consists of three teachers for preschool age children and one teacher for 

infants. The Child Development Center also has four office staff persons. 

Students whose children are enrolled at the Center also work at the Center. The 

San Diego Community College District's Five Year Capital Construction Plan 

( 1992-1997) indicates that the Child Development Center must be expanded to meet 

the needs of City College's ethnically diverse college community. The District 

estimates that the expansion/remcxieling of the Child Development Center will cost 

approximately $2.68 million. Anticipated occupancy is 1997. 

County Office of Education 

The San Diego County Office of Education provides some educational services on a 

San Diego County region-wide basis. 

The San Diego County Office of Education usually uses local schools and other 

rented facilities to provide services in neighborhoods throughout San Diego 

County. 

Programs and services provided to the region include: 

" HOPE Infant Program 

" Regional Occupational Program (ROP) 

" Community/Home Education 

" Instructional Television 

" _School Library Services 

" Film and Tape Library 

• Outdoor Education Child Nutrition 
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.. Outdoor Education Pupil Services 

.. College Ready Writers 

• High School Ready Writers 

" Hispanic Academic Achievement 

" Stand and Deliver Math Challenge 

• Substance Abuse Prevention Education 

" Friendship Support 

" Juvenile Court and Community Schools 

" Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID) 

Further information on the following programs is illustrative of the variety of 

programs provided by the Office of Education. 

Juvenile Court and Community Schools <JCCS). JCCS serves students throughout 

the County. JCCS provides a range of programs in small classroom environments 

for mostly high risk, middle school age students. The pregnant minors and teen 

mothers component combines training in parenting and social survival skills with 

traditional academic subjects and counseling in self esteem building and career 

choices. Another separate component provides schooling for homeless children. 

The majority of client students in the JCCS program are referred through t.he 

County Social Services system, the public school district expulsion process or the 

Probation Department process. 

Toe Advancement Via Individual Determination <AVID}. Toe AVID program is a 

middle and senior high school program to prepare students most underrepresented 

in post secondary education for four year college eligibility. The main components 

of the program are academic instruction, tutorial support and motivational activities. 

Regional Occupational Program {ROP}. The Regional Occupational Program is 

offered in several (5) centers throughout the County. The program provides 

occupational training courses resulting in the acquisition of entry level job skills, 

upgrading or retraining, and/or preparing for advanced technical training. ROP 

Centers and the Dial-a-Course phone number provides information on courses. 

There are no ROP centers within the Planning Area. However, the ROP Metro 

Center, located at 4100 Normal Street, serves the Planning Area. The ROP 
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Program places approximately 12-15 clients into full-time positions monthly. 

Program duration for an average successful client may be up to one year. 

Eligibility for the program is 16 years and older. Students must be California 

residents eligible to attend public school and meet requirements as outlined in 

individual course descriptions. High school students must be of an employable age 

or eligible for advanced training. Groups who are targeted for ROP programs 

consist of drop-out students, semi-skilled, underemployed, unemployed and 

unskilled persons. 

Impacts 

San Diego Unified School District 

The San Diego Unified School District reports a 1990 enrollment of 530 students 

residing in the Planning Area. As indicated in Section III-C of this EIR, the current 

number of residential units in the Planning Area is uncertain .. A land use inventory 

of the Planning Area completed by CCDC in 1990 counted 12,640 units including 

SROs. SANDAG 1990 data suggests 8,038 residential units. The 1990 Census 

reports 6,881 residential units. Inasmuch as there are approximately 5,000 SRO . 

units in the Planning Area and CCDCs land use inventory counted 12,640 units, it 

is evident that SROs were not counted as residential units in the 1990 Census. 

Therefore, the 1990 Census reflects non-SRO housing; such housing is 

demographically similar to the non-SRO housing to be constructed in the Planning 

Area over the 35-year period of the Redevelopment Plan. The 1990 Census 

demonstrates a ratio of students to such housing units of one (1) student for every 

thirteen (13) housing units (CCDC 1991). Therefore, applying the 1:13 student 

housing unit ratio to projected non-SRO housing production (24,050 units) through 

2025, generates on average annual increase of 53 students~ 

Implementation of the Community and Redevelopment Plans will generate school 

impact fees of more than $37 .5 million in current dollars without any escalation in 

fee rates (CCDC 1991) over the 35-yearperiod, an average of more than $1 million 

per year in current dollars without any escalation in fee rates. Such fees would be 

paid by the anticipated new development comprised of 13.8 million sq. ft. of 
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non-government office, 1.5 million sq. ft. of retail, 5,880 hotel rooms, and 21,240 

non-SRO and non-senior housing units (CCDC 1991a). 

The proposed Redevelopment Plan authorizes the Redevelopment Agency to 

provide funds towards the rehabilitation and expansion of the Washington school 

site within the Harborview Redevelopment District ($3.75 million). 

Based on the above, the proposed Community and Redevelopment plans will not 

have a significant impact on school services OT facilities. 

San Diego Community College District 

The San Diego Community College provides continuing educational services to the 

adult population of the community within which the facilities are located. The San 

Diego City College's location downtown provides access to such programs by 

residents and others within the Planning Area. The proposed Redevelopment Plan 

authorizes the Redevelopment Agency to provide up to $1.5 million toward capital 

improvement facilities at City College within the Centre City East Redevelopment 

District; such facilities may include the expansion of the Child Development Center, 

joint use parking facilities, library, OT park and recreational facilities. 

Office of Education 

Potential impacts to the programs which are illustrative of the services of the Office 

of Education follow. 

The ROP program is funded by the State of California Department of Education 

(CCDC 1991d). Only those persons 16 years of age and older are eligible to 

participate in the Regional Occupational Program. The Butler/Roach Group Inc. 

reports that the number of ROP participants County-wide in the 1990/1991 school 

year was 38,000. This is an unusually high number of participants in light of the 

future report that only 12-15 clients are placed into full-time positions monthly 

(144-180 clients annually). The ratio of ROP participants to the County's 1990 

population of 2,498,016 (1990 Census) is 0.0152. Based on this generation rate, 

the number of ROP participants residing in the Planning Area at ultimate capacity 

(year 2025) would be 534 (CCDC 1991d). Because the ROP Metro Center is the 
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office closest to the Project Area, it is assumed that the increase in the demand for 

services would occur at this office. 

The JCCs and AVID programs are primarily directed at students who might 

otherwise (or who may also) be enrolled in school facilities operated by the San 

Diego Unified School District. As discussed elsewhere in this section with respect 

to such school facilities, the San Diego Unified School District reports that only 530 

students resided in the Planning Area in 1990; of these, only 335 (or 63%) attended 

area schools. The remaining 195 students attended other district schools through 

integration and other available programs. 

Significance of Impacts 

Implementation of the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans would not 

result in a significant impact to school services. 

Miti~ation Measures 

No mitigation measures are necessary. 

As proposed in the Redevelopment Plan, the Redevelopment Agency may assist in 

funding rehabilitation and expansion of the Washington Elementary School site, 

and capital improvement facilities at City College. 

The Redevelopment Agency is authorized under Sections 33445 and 33401 of the 

Community Redevelopment Law, to assist school districts to provide facilities to 

accommodate growth from the Project Area during the redevelopment period, 

provided such growth is not mitigated by other sources of revenues (such as school 

fees on new development). 
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H. GEOLOOICAL RESOURCES 

Centre City is located in the coastal sub-province of the Peninsular Range 

physiographic province. In San Diego County, the coastal sub-province consists of 

a gently seaward sloping coastal plain. In the Planning Area, the coastal plain 

slopes to the southwest from an elevation of 160 feet above mean sea level (MSL) 

near Balboa Stadium to sea level along the bay-front (Figure 4.H-1). This section 

of the EIR covers a discussion of lithology, seismicity, soils and ground water and 

is summarized from the Geotechnical Report prepared for this project by ERCE. 

1. Lithology 

Existine: Conditions 

Lithology is the study of rock composition and usually includes a description of 

color, grain size, moisture content, and density. 

A basement complex of Jurassic and Cretaceous plutonic and metavolcanic rocks 

underlies the area at an approximate depth of 4000 feet below MSL. The basement 

rocks are unconformably overlain by Upper Cretaceous, Tertiary, and Quaternary 

sedimentary formations. Upper Tertiary and Quaternary marine and nonmarine 

sediments are of primary concern and generally dip gently to the southwest 

(Figure 4.H-2). Mapping completed by Kennedy (1975) shows that the Centre 

City area is underlain by the San Diego Formation on the eastern border of the 

Planning Area, by the Bay Point Formation in the center of the Planning Area, and 

by artificial fill along San Diego Bay (Figure 4.H-3). 

a. Artificial Fill 

Although the Kennedy (197 5) map only shows artificial fill to exist along the 

bay, numerous geotechnical studies have encountered artificial fill in borings 

and trenches in downtown locations away from the bay. The nature and depth 

of the fill is variable, but generally the depth of fill is greater near the bay-front. 

In the Planning Area, known thickness of fill ranges from O to 20 feet. The 

average depth to fill within the Planning Area is approximately 3 feet. The 

depth of fill is controlled by proximity to bay, and by the original topography 
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and extent of previous excavation. The fill generally consist of gravel, sand, 

silt and clay with organic and demolition debris. The artificial fill ranges from 

damp to saturated, loose to medium dense, often contains voids and is locally 

potentially expansive (LeRoy Crandall and Associates 1980, Owen Consultants 

1989 and Southern California Soil and Testing, Inc. 1988). 

b. Bay Point Formation 

Beneath the fill or at the surface where the fill does not exist is the Bay Point 

Formation. This Late Pleistocene-age formation contains marine and nonmarine 

sediments and generally consists of fine- to medium-grained, thinly laminated, 

moderate- to well-sorted sands, with occasional clayey silts and gravels 

(Kennedy 1975). Depth to this formation ranges from 0 to 10 feet and 

thickness is approximately 120 feet. Generally, this formation is moist to 

saturated and moderately to non-expansive (Figures 4.H-2 and 4.H-3). 

c. San Die~o Formation 

The Bay Point Formation is unconformably underlain by the San Diego 

Formation of Pliocene age. This marine formation is predominantly siltstone 

and sandstone, with lenses of conglomerate, marl and mudstone. Fossil shell 

lenses are common. This formation is dense to very dense, locally cemented 

and generally non-expansive. In past geotechnical investigations, the dense, 

cemented nature of the San Diego Formation has made drilling and excavation 

difficult (Owen Consultants 1989). Depth to the San Diego Formation varies 

by location from Oto 120 feet and reaches a maximum thickness of 1200 feet. 

The San Diego Formation rest unconformably on older pre-Pliocene rocks 

(Figures 4.H-2 and 4.H-3). 

Impacts 

The lithologic impacts are related to the nature of the various formations. 

" The artificial fill is poorly sorted and commonly contains voids and is 

therefore susceptible to settlement. Also in places, the artificial fill is 
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expansive. The potential for settlement and expansion is considered 

significant adverse but mitigable. 

• The Bay Point Formation, in general, creates few impacts; however it 

ranges from moderate to non-expansive. 

" The San Diego Formation also creates few adverse impacts; however, the 

dense to very dense cemented nature has in the past created drilling and 

excavation difficulties. 

Si 1mi ficance of Impacts 

The lithological (rock type) impacts are generally adverse. The impacts created by 

the compactive and expansive nature of artificial fill are considered significant 

adverse. 

Mitigation 

Since the lithology was studied on a general basis, detailed geotechnical field 

studies are a necessity prior to new construction. 

The Seismic Safety Plan for San Diego indicates a geological investigation shall be 

conducted on a site specific basis. The specific mitigation measure shall be selected 

after a detailed geotechnical study has been completed for specific locations. 

Mitigation measures which may be required include: construction on artificial fill 

shall be mitigated by removal and recompaction of the artificial fill, or constructing 

foundation (such as piers or caissons) through the fill into competent formational 

material which underlies the artificial fill. 
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2. Faulting and Seismicity 

Existing Conditions 

a. Tectonic Setting 

Recent fault zones and faults are either classified as active or potentially active, 

according to Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone Act (1972). A fault which has 

exhibited surface displacement within Holocene Epoch (the last 11,000 years) is 

defined as active by the California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG), 

while a fault which is defined as potentially active has exhibited displacement 

during the Quaternary Period (the last 2 million years). 

Much of Southern California, including the Planning Area, is characterized by a 

system of Quaternary-age fault zones. These fault zones typically consist of 

several individual, en-echelon faults that strike in a northwesterly to 

southeasterly direction. Regionally, this system of faults and fault zones 

includes the San Andreas, San Jacinto, and Elsinore to the east and the 

Coronado Bank and San Clemente to the west (Figure 4.H-4). Local fault 

zones include the Coronado Bank, Rose Canyon, and La Nacion fault zones 

(Figure 4.H-5). In general, these faults have displaced the Late Pleistocen~, 

Bay Point Formation, although some faults, as discussed below, have displaced 

more recent sediments. 

b. On site Faulting 

Since the downtown area has been extensively urbanized, the exact location of 

fault traces are difficult to identify and evaluation is primarily dependent on 

subsurface investigations consisting of boreholes, trenches, and seismic 

profiles. 

Of the major fault zones within the San Diego area, only the Rose Canyon fault 

zone is located in close proximity to the Planning Area. The Rose Canyon fault 

zone is a complex system of north-to-northwest trending, en-echelon faults 

extending northward from within San Diego Bay to the continental shelf 

offshore near Carlsbad (Treiman 1984). More specifically, the onshore 
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components of the Rose Canyon fault zone extend from Point La Jolla in the 

north, through Old Town, to the downtown area adjacent to San Diego Bay. 

The fault zone is comprised of a number of fault segments. The longer 

segments include the Rose Canyon, Mount Soledad, and Country Club faults. 

The southern portion of the Rose Canyon fault zone widens into a series of 

minor and major faults including the Silver Strand, Coronado, and Spanish 

Bight faults. These faults are mapped south and southwest of the downtown 

area. Although none of these faults are mapped continuously across the 

Planning Area, it is possible that portions of these fault traces exist within the 

Planning Area. 

Some minor discontinuous short fault segments have been located within the 

Planning Area (Figure 4.H-6). However, the exact termeni of these fault 

segments have not been determined. One such segment is located between 

Front Street and First Street, on the north and south side of Broadway. Four 

short fault segments are generally located in the area bounded by C Street, 

F Street, 12th Avenue and 15th Avenue. 

The Rose Canyon fault zone has generally been designated a potentially active 

based on the guidelines presented in the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone Act 

(1972). However, based on recent geologic investigations conducted by · 

Rockwell (1989-1991) in Rose Canyon, radiometrically determined Holocene­

aged earth materials were observed to be offset by a previously unmapped fault 

segment south of and along the trajectory of the Mount Soledad branch of the 

Rose Canyon fault zone. It is believed that this fault segment may represent the 

southerly continuation of the Mount Soledad branch (Lindvall et al. 1990). 

Based on these recent findings, the Mount Soledad Branch of the Rose Canyon 

fault zone has been upgraded to an active status by the California Division of 

Mines and Geology. 

In addition to upgrading the Mount Soledad branch from a potentially active to 

an active status, the CDMG has also upgraded the faults within the Planning 

Area, which are generally bounded by C Street, F Street, 12th Avenue, and 

15th Avenue, from a potentially active to an active status. The potentially active 

status assigned to the fault segment between Front Street and First Street on the 

north and southside of Broadway (Leighton and Associates, 1985) has not been 
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upgraded. Based on the recently upgraded status of activity for these faults, 

Alquist-Piolo Special Studies Zones have been established, and maps 

delineating the special study zones have been published by the CDMG. 

The seismic safety plan for the City of San Diego assigns hazard-type category 

numbers (Figure 4.H-6) and risk zones (Figure 4.H-7) to specific locations. 

These hazard-type categories and the risks associated with the categories are 

explained in Table 4.H-1. Most of the Planning Area located distal to San 

Diego Bay is in Hazard Category 52, which has risks ranging from nominal to 

moderate (risk zone AB). The portion of the area near the bay is in Hazard 

Category 31, which has a moderate risk of liquefaction (risk zone C). The 

areas directly associated with the fault locations are under either high or 

moderate risk depending on whether the faults are considered active or 

potentially active, respectively. 

The seismic safety plan ranks land use suitability of the different risk zones 

(Table 4.H-2). For example, hospitals and police stations (Group II) are 

suitably located in Zone A, provisionally suitable in Zone B, and not suitable 

to be located in Zones C and D. 

c. Qround Acceleration 

The principal seismic considerations for most structures in southern California 

are surface fault rupture and damage caused by ground shaking or seismically 

induced ground settlement. The seismic hazard most detrimental to the 

Planning Area is ground shaking induced by a large earthquake associated with 

one of the major active regional or local faults. In the last 50 years, the San 

Diego region has been characterized by low seismic activity, and therefore it is 

difficult to predict reoccurrence and intensity of future earthquakes. Based on 

the maximum probable earthquake magnitudes for the faults listed in 

Table 4.H-3, as well as the distance of the site from these faults, the most 

significant probably seismic event most likely to affect the proposed 

development would be an earthquake of Richter magnitude 6.5 (M) on the 

newly designated active components of Rose Canyon fault, which are located 

within the Planning Area. The estimated peak bedrock acceleration and 
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Table 4.H-3 

SEISMIC PARAMETERS FOR ACTIVE AND POTENTIALLY ACTIVE 
FAULTS AND THEIR GROUND SHAKING EFFECTS 

IN THE PLANNING AREA 

Fault 

Active Faults 

Coronado Banks 

Elsinore 

San Jacinto 

San Andreas 

La Nacion 

Rose Canyon 

Distance from 
fault to 

Centre City 
(miles) 

12 

41 

61 

88 

4.0 

onsite 

Maximum 
Probable 

Earthquake 
(Richter 

magnitude)1 

6.2 

7.2 

7 .1 

7.5 

6.0 

6.5 

Peak 
Horizontal 
Bedrock 

Acceleration2 

0.22 

0.11 

0.05 

0.03 

0.39 

0.68 

Sources: 1. After Greensfelder (1974), Bonilla (1970), and Wesnousky (1986). 
2. Seed and Idriss, 1982. 
3. Ploessel and Slossen, 1974. 

Repeatable 
High 

Ground 
Acceleration3 

Design 
Acceleration 

0.15 

0.11 

0.05 

0.03 

0.26 

0.45 

Note: All of the above faults have been classified by the California Division of Mines and Geology 
(CDMG) as active, except the La Nacion fault, which is classified as potentially active. The Mount 
Soledad fault and the fault segments bounded by C and F Streets/12th and 15th Avenues (all of which 
belong to the Rose Canyon fault zone) have recently been upgraded to an active status by the 
CDMG. 
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repeatable high ground acceleration produced by such an event would be 0.68 g 

and 0.45 g, respectively (Table 4.H-3). 

d. Liquefaction 

Liquefaction is defined as the transformation from a solid to a liquid state as a 

result of increased pore pressure and reduced effective stress due to earthquake 

vibrations. The most important parameters in regards to the liquefaction 

potential of soils are the in-situ density, soil type, severity of shaking, and 

duration of shaking. Generally, liquefaction requires loose unconsolidated 

sands or silts at or near the local water table (Woodward, Gizienski and 

Associates 1974). Soils with 30 percent or more clay are not susceptible to 

liquefaction. Table 4.H-4 shows the liquefaction susceptibility of local San 

Diego formations. The geologic hazard map (Figure 4.H-6) shows areas were 

the potential for liquefaction is relatively high (see hazard number 31). 

e. Landslide 

The entire Planning Area is located on flat to gently sloping topography, 

therefore greatly reducing the potential for landslide activity. There have been 

no landslide areas identified on or adjacent to the Planning Area. 

f. Tsunamis and Seiches 

A tsunami is a sea wave generated by submarine earth movement, including a 

submarine earthquake on an active fault. Faults located off the California coast 

area not believed to be characterized by the large vertical displacements which 

are required to generate tsunamis. For this reason, only tsunamis originating 

near the Aleutian Islands or off the Chilean coast are capable of causing 

significant damage in southern California. A U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

study predicted a runup height for a tsunami along the shores of San Diego Bay 

to be 5.3 to 6.4 feet with a frequency of 100 years (Houston and Garcia 

1974). However, the rough submarine topography near San Diego plus the 

protection provided by Coronado Island could reduce the potential damage due 

to a tsunami. 
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Table4.H-4 
Settlement and Liquefaction Susceptibility 

SUSCEPTIBILITY TO SETTLEMENT 
AND LIQUEFACTION 

GEOLOGIC UNIT 
VERY INTER- MEDIUM 
LOW MEDIATE TO 

HIGH 

Poorly Compacted. Dumped, 
or Hydraulic fill 

Quaternary Bay and River 
Alluvial Deposits. 
Beach Sands 

Engineered Fill 
Pleistocene Bay Point 
and Lindavista Formations. 

Pliocene San Diego 
Formation 

Miocene. Eocene. and 
Older Units 

SOURCE: Leighton and Associates, 1983 
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A seiche is an earthquake induced wave occurring in a confined body of water 

such as San Diego Bay. Resulting oscillations could cause waves of tens of 

feet high. There have been no recorded seiches within the San Diego area and 

therefore insufficient data to allow a determination of possible occurrences 

(Woodward, Gizienski and Associates 1974). However if a seiche did occur in 

San Diego Bay, the damage would likely be concentrated along the north and 

south ends of the north/south trending bay, outside of the Planning Area. 

Impacts 

The significant impacts related to faulting and seismicity are ground acceleration 

(ground shaking), liquefaction, tsunamis and seiches. 

• Ground acceleration caused by an earthquake on a local fault could cause 

adverse, significant impacts to the Planning Area. In the Planning Area, an 

earthquake on one of three faults (Coronado Bank, Rose Canyon, and La 

Nacion) would cause a modified Mercalli Intensity ranging from VIII to IX 

(see Table 4.H-5). The most probable event would occur on the Rose 

Canyon fault. On this fault the maximum probable earthquake of 6.5 

would result in ground accelerations of 0.68 and a Mercalli Intensity of 

VIII-IX in the Planning Area. The maximum probable earthquake of 6.0 • 

on the potentially active La Nacion fault would produce ground 

accelerations of 0.39 and Mercalli Intensities of VIII. The maximum 

probable earthquake of 6.2 on the active Coronado Bank fault would 

produce ground accelerations of 0.22 and Mercalli Intensities of VIII in the 

Planning Area 

.. Liquefaction caused by a nearby earthquake could result in significant 

adverse impacts. Figures 4.H-6 and 4.H-7 show areas along San Diego 

Bay where the potential for liquefaction is high (hazard number 31 and risk 

zone C). An earthquake that would produce a Modified Mercalli Intensity 

of VII may be sufficient enough to produce localized liquefaction of highly 

susceptible lithologies such as the artificial fill. An intensity of VIII is 

sufficient to significantly increase the area over which liquefaction may 

occur. An intensity of IX could produce wide-spread liquefaction within all 
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Table 4.H-5 

Modified Mercalll Scale, 1956 

Effects 

Not fclL Marginal and long-period effects of large earthquakes. 

Fell by persons by rest, on upper floors, or favorably placed. 

Fell indoors. Hanging objects swing. Vibration like passing of light trucks. 
Duration cstimlll.cd.. May not be recognized as an earthquake. 

Hanging objects swing. Vibration like passing of heavy trucks; or sensation 
of a joll like a heavy ball suiking walls. Slanding cars rock. Windows, 
dishes, doors raulc. Glasses clinic. Crockery clashes. In the upper range of 
IV wooden walls and frames crcalc. 

Fell ouldoon; direction cstimalcd. Sleepers wakened. Liquids dirnarbed, some 
spilled. Small unslablc objects displaced or upscL Doors swing, close, open. 
Shuucrs, piclures move. Pendulum clocks stop, Slan, change rate. 

Fell by all. Many frightened and run ouldoors. Pc.-sons walk unsteadily. 
Windows, dishes, glassware broken. Knickknacks, books, clC., off shelves. 
Piclurcs off walls. Furniture moved or overturned. W cak plaster and 
masonry D cracked. Small bells ring (church, school). Trees, bushes shaken 
(visibly, or heard lo rustic). 

Difficult lo sland. Nmiccd by drivers of cars. Hanging objects quiver. 
Fumilurc broken. Damar,c lO masonry D, including cracks. Weak chimneys 
broken al roof line. Fall of plaster, loose bricks, wmcs, lites, cornices (also 
unbraced parapets and archilCClural ornaments). Some cracks in masonry C. 
Waves on ponds; Wal.Cr lurbid with mud. Small slides and caving in along 
sand or gravel banlcs. Large bells ring. Conaclc irrigation dilChC5 damaged. 

S1cc.-ing of cars affecled. Damage to masonry C; partial collapse. Some 
damage to masonry B; none to masonry A. Fall of swcco and scmc masonry 

·walls. TwiSling, fall of chimneys, factory slaclcs. monuments, lowers, 
elevated t.anlcs. Frame houses moved on foundations if not bolled down; loose 
panel walls thrown out. .:lccayed piling broken off. Branches broken from 
lrces. Ch:ingcs in flow or lcmpcraturc of springs and wells. Cracks in wcl 
ground and on sleep slopes. 

General panic. Masonry D destroyed; masonry C heavily damaged, sometimes 
with complete collapse; masonry B seriously damaged. (General damage to 
foundations). Frame strucwrcs, it not bolled, shifted off foundations. Frame 
racked. Serious damage lo reservoirs. Underground pipes broken. 
Conspicuous cracks in ground. In alluvialcd areas sand and mud ejected, 
earthquake founlains, sand aal.CrS. 

Mo,;l masonry and frame struclurcs destroyed with lheir foundations. Some 
well-built wooden suucwrcs and bridges dcSlroyed. Serious damage lo darns, 
dikes, embanlanents. Large landslides. Watcr thrown on banJcs of canals, 
rivers, lakes, Cle. Sand and mud shifled horiz.onlally on be.aches and flat land. 
Rails benl slightly. 

Rails bent greatly. Undc.-ground pipelines completely oul of service. 

XU. Damage nearly total. Large rock masses displaced. Lines of sighl and level 
distorted. Objects thrown into the air. 

v, t cm/s 

0.0035-0.007 

0.007-0.015 

1-3 0.0 I 5-0.035 

3-7 0.035-0.07 

7-30 0.07-0.15 

20-60 0.15-0.35 

60-200 0.35-0.7 

200-500 0.7-1.2 

>1.2 

NDlc: Masonry A, B, C, D. To avoid ambiguity of language, the quality of masonry, bricll: or otherwise, is specified by the following leuering (which has 
no connection with the conventional Oass A, B, C conSlruclion). 

Masonry A: Good workmanship, mortar, and design; reinforced, especially lau::ully, and bound togaher by using slcel, concre1<::, Cle.; designed to rcsiSl 
lateral forces. 

Masonry B: Good worlcm&rlship and mortar; reinforced, bul nol designed to resist lalc,-al forces. 

• Masonry C: Ordinary worlananship and mona:· no extreme wcalcncsscs such as non-tied in comers, bul masonry is ncilhcr reinforced nor designed against 
horiz.onLal f on:es. 

Masonry D: Weak materials, such as adobe; p .. · mortar; low standards of wori<manship; weak horizonlally. 

t Ava-age peak ground velocity, cm/s. 

; Ava-age pca1t accclaaticn (away from source). 

§ Magniwdc com:laticn. 



susceptible deposits which could include nearly the entire downtown area 

(Table 4.H-3) (Woodward, Gizienski and Associates 1974). 

• There is a potential for tsunamis and seiches to produce adverse effects. 

The impacts due a possible tsunami wave of 5.3 to 6.4 feet would 

adversely affect the property immediately adjacent to the bay. The 

likelihood of a seiche affecting the Centre City bayfront area is low because 

the geometry of San Diego Bay would cause the majority of the damage to 

be concentrated along the north and south ends of the bay. 

Significance of Impacts 

Seismically-induced ground acceleration and liquefaction could cause significant 

adverse impacts in the Planning Area. The waterfront area is particularly 

susceptible due to the fill characteristics of the area (Figure 4-H.6, areas marked 

31). Ground acceleration from local faults could cause earth shaking on the 

Modifie~ Mercalli Intensity ranging from VIII to IX. An intensity of IX could 

produce widespread liquefaction even though the susceptibility to liquefaction of the 

Bay Point and Linda Vista Formations are generally considered intermediate to low, 

and the San Diego Formation is considered to be of low potential (Refer to Figure 

4.H-3 for locations). Potential impacts due to tsunamis and seiches would be 

considered adverse but not significant. 

Miti~ation 

The proper geotechnical investigations for each individual development site should 

be identified through consultation with the City Engineering and Development 

Department and be conducted prior to construction. The seismic safety plan for the 

City of San Diego recommends that particular geotechnical investigations (see 

Table 4.H-6) be completed dependent on the risk wne (from the land use capability 

map), geotechnical hazard-type category number, and building type/land use group. 

The risk zone is obtained by comparing the site location to Figure 4.H-7 and the 

hazard-type category number is obtained by comparing the site location to 

Figure 4.H-6. The building type/land use group (I-VI) is obtained by comparing 

proposed building type to the Table 4.H-2. After the risk zone, hazard-type 

category number and building type group are obtained, the required type or types of 
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Table 4.H-6 

Recommended Geotechnical Investigation 

COMMENTS, SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS 
TYPE INVESTlGATICN(l) 

By Bldg. Type/Land Use l"OOTNOTES: 
Group I 

(I) Scope of lnvelt'9otlon con range from very prelimlnory, feasibility.' 
type studies lo Investigations requiring extensive field exploration and i.,eol ogi cl' J K,eol ogic lJJ 

Seismic ( 4 l analysis. A cofr4)rehensive description of types of studies Is contained Reconnals- lnvesti- In the current edition of •Technical Guidelines for Soll .and Geology sance qation Reports•, City of San Diego Engineering and Development 
~rlment. 

Ill l-11 1-111 (2) A geologic reconnaissance study Includes review of available dotu, 
aerial photographs, site visit, and rnopplng/r..cardlng af surficlal site 
condlt Ions. Such studies ore often conducted as general feasibility or 
EIR studies and If geologic problems are suspected, o detailed qeologlc 

111-V 1- l l 1- I I I Investigation may be recommended. 

(3) A geologic Investigation Includes all the tasks af o reconnaissance 

--- 1-V 1-V 
study but also typically Includes subsurface field exploration and 
extensive geologic analysis. 

--- 1-V I II 4) Refer ta special stale regulations regarding lnve,stlgatlon standards --- l-V Pll.(l-V\31 and construction codes for schools and hospitals; also federal regula-
lions for nuclear focilltles. Commonly, anly "high-rise" structures In 

NOTE: Roman Num•rala I through IV rell•cl building lyp•. llel8' ta Tobi• 4.H-2 Groups II and Ill would require o seismic investigation In Risk Zones A 
and B. 

(5) Land uses, such as disposal sites or mineral resource development 
(open.pit mines, oU fields) may require a geoloqic Investigation lo 
evaloote their environmental Impact, as regards slope stability or 
subsidence effects. Environmental lfr4)acl reports may be required lo 
meet stale as well as federal guidelines, depending on jurisdiction. 

(6) Refer ta stale legislation regarding ldenliflcotlan af active and 
potentlally oc:llve faults (Alquist-Priala Hazard Zones Act); investlgo-
!Ions ta evaluate ground rupture hazard and seismic shaking. H.U.D. 
requires seismic analysts af F.H.A, financed developments In vicinity 
of active or potent lolly active faults. 

SOURCE: Leighton and Associates, 1983 



geotechnical investigation(s) is determined on a site-by-site basis from 

Table 4.H-6. The results of the required geotechnical investigation(s) could 

potentially upgrade the risk zone. For example, faulting not previously detected 

could increase the risk zonation. 

Following the proper geotechnical investigations, project approvals shall be 

contingent on the suitability of the proposed land use to the risk zone or modified 

risk zone of the proposed site. The suitability shall be determined using 

Table 4.H-2. 

Effects of seismic shaking may be mitigated by adhering to the Uniform Building 

Code, state-of-the-art seismic design parameters of the Structural Engineering 

Association of California (SEAOC), and applicable local building codes. Seismic 

design parameters developed as the result of a site-specific geotechnical 

investigation should be provided to the project structural engineer utilized for 

project design and construction. 

3. Soils 

Existing Conditions 

According to the soil survey of San Diego County, identification of the soils in the 

Planning Area is difficult due to the vast urbanization of the area (SCS 1973). Most 

of the native soils have been removed during construction phases and the remainder 

covered by streets, and sidewalks. There are probably a few small areas of 

exposed native soils; however, they are too small to be identified. In short, there 

are no soil data for the area 

Impacts 

Due to the difficulty of defining the native soil type of the downtown area and the 

lack of native soil, there are no readily apparent soil impacts. Possible site specific 

impacts could include problems related to compaction, corrosion and expansion. 
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Native soil impacts are expected to be minimal. However, without site-specific 

geotechnical examination, the potential for significant impacts cannot be totally 

eliminated. Therefore, possible adverse impacts would be identified on a site by 

site basis, as described below. 

The site-specific geotechnical study required by the City Engineering and 

Development Department to support structural design and obtain a building permit 

would identify and require the necessary mitigation for any identified specific soil 

problems associated with a specific development site. 

4. Ground Water 

Existin~ Conditions 

The Pleistocene deposits contain ground water that is presently not utilized. 

Generally throughout the Planning Area, the groundwater occurs under unconfined 

conditions and the ground-water level is approximately at mean sea level (MSL). 

Actual ground-water levels may be within 1 foot below MSL to 10 feet above MSL. 

The ground-water levels vary depending on the mean high tide elevation and diurnal 

tidal fluctuations. Ground-water depths below the ground surface range from 

160 feet (±10) in the northeast portion of the Planning Area to 8 feet or less along 

the bay-front 

Throughout the Planning Area, the general direction of ground-water flow is to the 

southwest, toward San Diego Bay. Proximal to Balboa Stadium, the ground water 

appears to flow toward the south. There is also an area between 13th and 16th 

where the apparent ground-water flow direction is to the south (Owen Consultants 

1989). In general, ground-water levels remain constant due to the proximity of San 

Diego Bay and the relative lack of ground-water withdrawal. One area of known 

ground-water level change is associated with the Convention Center, where 

long-term dewatering is occurring. 
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Several geotechnical studies have found areas of localized perched ground water. 

These local perched ground-water zones are associated with high permeability 

layers on top of lower permeability layers. These zones are discontinuous and 

vary. 

The ground water in the Planning Area is part of the San Diego Mesa hydrographic 

subunit and is listed as having no existing or potential uses (RWQCB 1975). 

Portions of the ground water are contaminated, including an area of approximately 

six square blocks which is underlain by a plume of free fuel hydrocarbons. The 

plume roughly extends from the corner of Market Street/Third A venue to Island 

Avenue/Third Avenue to Front Street/Market Street to Front Street/Island Avenue 

(Geomatrix Consultants 1990). The floating product was first discovered at the 

Super Plating Works Site at the corner of Market Street/First Street in 1986. The 

plume is currently being monitored and remedial action plans have been developed 

to mitigate the free product contamination. Section IV.J, Hazardous Materials 

Contamination, discusses other areas of contamination. 

Impacts 

The high ground-water levels (25 feet or less from ground-surface) near San Diego 

Bay promotes an increased risk of liquefaction (see seismic impacts section). 

Additional impacts include the temporary constraints of _perched ground-water 

zones and the primary water table during construction (requiring dewatering), and 

the construction of below-ground structures to withstand the hydrostatic pressures 

of the permanent ground-water table. The temporary dewatering necessary for 

construction in areas with high ground-water levels would cause a temporary, 

localized drop in the ground-water table and could result in land subsidence. There 

are current ordinances that deter permanent dewatering. See Section IV-I for 

discussion of potential water quality impacts associated with the disposal of water 

during dewatering. 

The dewatering of areas near the hydrocarbon plume could cause movement of the 

contamination toward the area of ground-water extraction. In addition, 

volatilization of contaminants from the free product situated near the water table and 
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migration into buildings situated at ground surf ace could create public health and 

explosion hazards (See Section IV.J). 

Si~ficance of Impacts 

High ground-water levels would cause temporary impacts (during construction) and 

long-term impacts (hydrostatic pressure on below ground structures). The 

dewatering necessary to complete construction may cause a temporary localized 

lowering of the ground-water table and could result in soil subsidence and/or the 

movement of contaminants in the ground water. 

During the period May, 1988 through September, 1990, CCDC's civil engineer, 

VTN Southwest, monitored a portion of the Marina Sub Area for settlement as a 

result of the dewatering operation at the San Diego Convention Center. The general 

boundaries of the area monitored was Front Street to Fifth A venue, Market Street to 

"K" Street. 

VTN installed 23 benchmarks in this area and periodically measured the vertical 

location of each monument. The daily pumping rate during this period of rime at 

the San Diego Convention Center fluctuated from a high of approximately 

1,100,000 gallons to approximately 400,000. 

VTN reported the last measurements were taken in September, 1990 and during the 

period May, 1988 to September, 1990, no significant vertical movement of the 

monuments occurred. The settlement survey has been discontinued. 

In addition, volatilization of the identified hydrocarbon plume could result in 

significant adverse impacts to public health. There is a potential for occurrence of 

other sources of groundwater contamination besides "the plume" which could 

impact public health in the Planning Area. These potentials are discussed in 

Section IV.J. 

Mitigation 

Ground-water mitigation measures for shallow ground-water areas could include 

dewatering of the main water table and perched zones during construction, and the 
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design of structures to withstand hydrostatic pressures. However, dewatering near 

any plume of free product contamination (which would be identified by the 

hazardous materials site assessment Section IV.J) shall be kept to a minimum and 

short duration to prevent movement of any plume. Site-specific ground-water 

investigations will be necessary in areas identified as problematic by the hazardous 

materials site assessment to be undertaken on a site-by-site basis (see 

Section IV.J). Any necessary site-specific studies shall include ground-water level 

monitoring and aquifer characterization by aquifer testing. 

Buildings constructed above any areas of free product contamination may require 

active or passive vapor barriers to prevent migration of toxic and explosive vapors 

into building foundations. (See Section IV.J for other measures discussing 

hazardous contamination). 
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I. HYDROLOGY/W AIBR QUALTIY 

This section of the EIR is summarized from the Hydrology/Water Quality Technical 

Report prepared by ERCE. 

Existin~ Conditions 

l. Surface Water 

The Planning Area is located within the Lindbergh Hydrologic Subarea of the San 

Diego Mesa Hydrologic Area (Figure 4.I-1). The Planning Area drains generally to 

the southwest and directly into San Diego Bay. 

The Planning Area is currently serviced by a stormwater drainage system composed 

of gutters and subsurface conduits. There are no major flood hazards or surface 

water resources in the Planning Area, except for the San Diego Bay. The Planning 

Area is located on the eastern side of San Diego Bay (see Figure 2-1). Refer to the 

Hydrology/Water Quality Technical Report for a detailed description of the quality 

of San Diego Bay. 

The Planning Area is essentially developed with buildings, streets, sidewaiks, 

parking lots, and landscaped areas. Storm water runoff from urbanized lands such 

as the Planning Area can be highly degraded and is considered a potential source of 

water pollution (U.S. EPA 1983). Contaminants accumulate on impervious 

surfaces in dry periods and are subsequently washed off during rainfall events. 

Concentrations of contaminants in urban runoff are extremely variable. Federal and 

state legislation pertaining to stormwater quality has been recently adopted in order 

to establish stormwater permitting and management control programs (RWQCB 

1990a). A detailed discussion of stormwater runoff quality and of evolving 

storm water quality management programs for San Diego County is included in the 

Hydrology/Water Quality Technical Report. 
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Generally throughout the Planning Area, ground water occurs under unconfined, or 

water table conditions and the ground-water level is approximately at mean sea level 

(MSL). Actual groundwater levels may be within 1 foot below MSL to 10 feet 

above MSL. The ground-water levels vary depending on the mean high tide 

elevation and diurnal tidal fluctuations. Ground-water depths below the ground 

surface range from 160 feet (± 10) in the northeast portion of the Planning Area to 

8 feet or less along the bayfront. 

Several geotechnical studies have identified areas of localized perched ground 

water. These local perched ground-water zones are associated with high 

permeability layers on top of lower permeability layers. These zones are 

discontinuous and vary. 

Ground-water resources in the Planning Area are limited and are not used for 

domestic, agricultural, or industrial purposes. The ground water is typically of 

poor quality and is not considered suitable for beneficial use due to high total 

dissolved solids (TDS) and sodium chloride (NaCL) content (City of San Diego 

1991). The salinity alone makes it unsuitable for irrigation, aquaculture, or most 

industrial uses. There are no existing or potential beneficial use designations·or 

water quality objectives identified by the Regional Water Quality Control Board 

(RWQCB) for ground waters of the San Diego Mesa Hydrologic Unit (RWQCB 

1975). 

Ground-water contamination within the Planning Area is known to occur. There 

are known sites of soils or ground-water degradation with petroleum related 

(hydrocarbon), heavy metal, and other types of contaminants. Based on the 

historical industrial and urban land uses of the Planning Area, there is the potential 

for additional unreported contamination to exist. Refer to the Hazardous Waste 

Technical Report for a more detailed discussion of soils and ground-water 

contamination in the Planning Area. 

Portions of the Planning Area are at low elevations with shallow ground water. A 

standard practice in the design of structures in shallow ground water areas has been 

to remove the ground water, known as dewatering, from the area immediately 
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adjacent to the proposed structure during construction and discharge the ground 

water to a storm drain. In some instances, a permanent dewatering system is 

implemented to maintain the ground-water levels beneath the lowest level of the 

structure through continuous or intermittent pumping after construction is 

completed. An alternative solution is to design and construct the underground 

levels to be waterproof and able to withstand the force of the water (hydrostatic 

pressure) against the walls and floor. 

Due to the concern that contaminated ground water could be drawn into dewatering 

systems and discharged into San Diego Bay, the RWQCB has recently developed 

permitting procedures to regulate the discharge of dewatering effluent to San Diego 

Bay (RWQCB 1990b). Refer to the Hydrology/Water Quality Technical Report for 

a detailed discussion of ongoing dewatering operations and regulatory standards 

pertaining to dewatering in the Planning Area. 

The proposed redevelopment project has the potential to generate hydrology/water 

quality effects associated with four issues: (1) storm water runoff; (2) erosion; (3) 

dewatering; and (4) dredging. More detailed discussions of these potential impacts 

is included in the Hydrology/Water Quality Technical Report. Each of these issues 

areas are discussed separately below. 

3. Stormwater Runoff 

Impacts 

Since the Planning Area is currently developed with buildings, streets, sidewalks, 

and parking areas, redevelopment of the Project Area is not expected to 

substantially increase the volume of stormwater runoff. It is anticipated that the 

existing storm drain system would handle minor flow increases. 

While the quantity of storm water runoff does not represent a significant problem, 

potential water quality impacts resulting from stormwater runoff is a concern which 

is currently receiving attention. Water quality studies in many urban areas have 

shown that urban runoff typically contains contaminants at elevated levels which 

can adversely impact water quality of receiving waters (U.S. EPA 1983). At the 

time of document preparation, initial efforts had begun to develop a comprehensive 
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storm water management program for San Diego County. This program is being 

developed in compliance with Order No. 90-42 adopted by the RWQCB pursuant 

to federal regulations. Order No. 90-42 (included in Appendix G) is a general 

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit process 

established to set forth waste discharge requirements for stormwater and urban 

runoff. 

It is currently unknown how and to what extent future requirements for stormwater 

and urban runoff control will be implemented in the Planning Area. Since the 

proposed land use changes identified in the proposed Community and 

Redevelopment Plans would not result in substantial modification to the character of 

the drainage basin, the quality of stormwater and urban runoff is not expected to 

significantly change as a result of the proposed Redevelopment Project. Therefore, 

no significant water quality impacts are identified for the proposed Redevelopment 

Project in association with stormwater and urban runoff. However, the 

Redevelopment Agency and individual project applicants would be required to 

implement stormwater runoff control measures (both structural and non-structural) 

in compliance with any future applicable regulatory requirements developed under 

Order 90-42. 

Significance of Impacts 

The Redevelopment Agency and individual project applicants will be required to 

implement stormwater runoff control measures (both structural and nonstructural) 

in compliance with any future applicable regulatory requirements developed under 

Order 90-42. No significant impacts will occur in relation to stormwater quality. 

Mitigation 

No mitigation is required. 
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4. Erosion 

Impact 

Implementation of the proposed Plans would potentially result in short-term, 

adverse erosion impacts as a result of construction activities. Since the Planning 

Area is essentially developed with few areas of steep slopes, the opportunity for 

substantial erosion impacts to occur is relatively minor. Even so, grading and 

excavation activities in conjunction with the proposed Redevelopment Project could 

expose soils to rain and surface runoff, and subsequent erosion. If uncontrolled, 

erosion could result in engineering problems and adverse environmental impacts by 

undermining structures, blocking storm drains, causing downstream sedimentation, 

and transporting contaminated soil materials. 

To protect against uncontrolled erosion, the City of San Diego currently implements 

a set of standard erosion control procedures (refer to the Hydrology/Water Quality 

Technical Report for a description of erosion control regulations). Because there is 

only a moderate potential for erosion impacts associated with the proposed 

Redevelopment Project, it is anticipated that the implementation of required erosion 

control measures, when necessary, would reduce potential erosion impacts to 

below a level of significance. 

Significance of Impact 

No significant impacts have been identified in relation to erosion. 

Mitigation 

No further mitigation measures are required as long as standard erosion control 

procedures are implemented. 
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5. Dewatering 

Impact 

Dewatering activities would most likely be necessary for developments involving 

excavations in those areas near San Diego Bay where ground-water levels are 

expected to be relatively shallow. However, perched ground-water conditions can 

occur in the upland portions of the Planning Area and could also necessitate 

dewatering efforts be taken. On a project-specific basis, the individual project 

applicants will be required to identify the elevation of the water table at the site and 

determine whether or not ground water is expected to be at or above the lowest 

finish floor of the proposed structure. Ground-water evaluations are usually 

conducted as part of a geotechnical study required for all projects involving 

excavation activities. 

For developments in the Planning Area which involve dewatering, the discharge or 

disposal of dewatering effluent can be problematic. Discharging dewatering 

effluent into San Diego Bay has the potential to cause adverse water quality impacts 

shou.ld the dewatering effluent include contaminants. Because there is a relatively 

high potential for ground-water contamination in the Planning Area and because the 

assimilative capacity of San Diego Bay for pollutant mass loading is limited, the 

RWQCB adopted a general NPDES permit (Order No. 90-31) to control and 

regulate ground-water dewatering discharges to San Diego Bay. This permit was 

established to help protect the beneficial uses of Bay waters from excessive mass 

loading of pollutants as a result of escalating numbers of waste discharges to San 

Diego Bay. 

Order No. 90-31 (included in the Technical Report) includes prohibitions for the 

discharge of groundwater dewatering effluent to San Diego Bay from new 

permanent (i.e., long-term) ground-water dewatering operations. For short-term 

discharges of dewatering effluent, Order No. 90-31 specifies the appropriate 

technology necessary to remove organic pollutants commonly found in petroleum­

and solvent-polluted ground waters. Discharges in compliance with Order No. 90-

31 are not expected to have a measurable impact on the beneficial uses of San Diego 

Bay relative to the discharge of petroleum related compounds since the 
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implementation of control measures reduce contaminant concentrations to acceptable 

levels. 

As an alternative to discharging dewatering effluent to San Diego Bay, the City of 

San Diego allows disposal of dewatering effluent to the sanitary sewer system on a 

temporary basis. While this method of disposal effectively eliminates the potential 

for water quality impacts to local receiving waters, the City of San Diego does not 

consider this a preferred alternative because it is not an efficient use of the sewer 

system (Rippel 1990). 

The discharge of dewatering effluent generated from short-term construction 

activities would not be expected to result in adverse water quality impacts as long as 

these activities are performed in compliance with either RWQCB or City of San 

Diego standards. In addition, the RWQCB and City prohibit new permanent 

dewatering discharges to either San Diego Bay or the sanitary sewer system. 

Because there are no other feasible alternatives for the long-term discharge of 

dewatering effluent, it will be necessary for structures constructed in the areas of 

shallow ground water to have the underground levels be waterproofed and 

structurally designed to withstand hydrostatic pressures. Compliance with this 

requirement will eliminate the necessity for long-term dewatering operations and the 

potential for water quality impacts. 

Redevelopment activities should be conducted in compliance with regulatory 

procedures pertaining to long-term dewatering discharges. For developments 

involving excavation and underground levels, the designer must identify the 

elevation of the water table at the site and state whether or not ground water is 

expected to be at or above the lowest finish floor of the proposed structure. If the 

designer anticipates that ground water will occur at or above the lowest finish floor, 

a ground-water dewatering system will not be allowed other than as required and 

permitted during construction, and the structure, once completed, must be 

waterproof and able to withstand hydrostatic pressure in the areas which are 

affected. Exceptions will not be made for developments where the designer does 

not anticipate groundwater above the lowest finish floor and it is encountered 

during construction. Where this occurs, a revised design for the structure shall be 

submitted meeting the requirements as outlined above. 
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Si~nificance of Impact 

No significant impacts have been identified as long as all applicable regulatory 

requirements are complied with. 

Miti~ation 

No mitigation is required assuming all applicable regulatory requirements described 

herein are complied with. 

6. Dredging 

Impact 

Redevelopment activities off the shoreline of the Planning Area could require 

dredging of bay sediments for the construction of piers, docks, and other in-water 

structures. Dredging may also be necessary to facilitate greater boat traffic in the 

Planning Area. Dredging activities have the potential to cause adverse water quality 

impacts through the resuspension of pollutants trapped in the Bay sediments. In 

addition, the disposal and treatment of dredged sediments represents an 

environmental concern if the sediments are found to be contaminated. Dredging 

operations require that a Section 404 (Clean Water Act) permit be issued from the 

United State Army Corps of Engineers, and may require a permit from the RWQCB 

if water quality impacts are considered an important issue. 

Even though the proposed Community Plan does identify land use options which 

could involve dredging activities, the shoreline and bay properties are under the 

jurisdiction of the San Diego Unified Port District. Environmental review of 

dredging operations in San Diego Bay is the responsibility of the Port District. 

Therefore, no hydrology/water quality impacts are identified in relation to dredging 

with the implementation of the proposed Plans. 

Significance of Impact 

Potential water quality impacts associated with dredging operations are not under 

the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego and is an issue the Unified Port District 
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would have to address. No significant impact to water quality is identified in 

relation to the implementation of the proposed Plans. 

Miti~ation 

No further mitigation is required. 
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J. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS CONTAMINATION 

This section of the EIR is summarized from a Hazardous Materials Technical 

Report prepared for this project by ERCE. 

1. Hazardous Waste Release Sites 

Existin& Conditions 

A review of a number of federal, state, and local lists of known hazardous waste 

release sites was performed to identify sites in the Planning Area. The federal lists 

that were consulted were the National Priorities List (NPL) with a validity date of 

August 1990; and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 

and Liability Information System (CERCLIS) L.8-Site/Event Listing, dated 

September 1990. The state lists that were consulted were the State of California 

Governor's Office, Office of Planning and Research's (OPR) Hazardous Waste 

and/or Substances Sites List dated March 1990; and the State Water Resources 

Control Board (WRCB) Report of Releases of Hazardous Substances from 

Underground Storage Tanks dated January 1990. In addition, the San Diego 

County, ~~partment of Health Services, Hazardous Materials Management 

Division's (HMMD) Unauthorized Release Listing, dated May 30, 1990 was 

reviewed. 

A "hazardous waste release" as used in this section is defined as an entry in one or 

more of these lists and therefore as any of the following: 

• A site included in the NPL pursuant to Section 300.425(c)(3) of the 

National Contingency Plan, the Federal regulation by which the 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 

(CERCLA) is implemented (55 Federal Register, March 8, 1990). 

= A site included in the CERCLIS - the U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency's (EPA) data base. 

= A hazardous waste facility subject to corrective action pursuant to 

Section 25187 .5 of the California Health and Safety Code. 
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• Land designated as hazardous waste property or border zone property 

pursuant to Article 11 (commencing with Section 25220) of Chapter 6.5 of 

Division 20 of the California Health and Safety Code. 

" A site reported to the State Department of Health Services pursuant to 

Section 25242 of the California Health and Safety Code on hazardous 

waste disposals on public land. 

" A site pursuant to Section 25356 of the California Health and Safety Code. 

" A site included in the Abandoned Site Assessment Program. 

" An underground storage tank for which an unauthorized release report is 

filed pursuant to Section 25295 of the California Health and Safety Code. 

• A solid waste disposal facility from which there is a migration of hazardous 

waste and for which a California Regional Water Quality Control Board has 

notified the State Department of Health Services pursuant to subdivision (e) 

of Section 13273 of the California Water Code. 

" A cease-and-desist order issued after January 1, 1986, pursuant to 

Section 13301 of the California Water Code, and all cleanup or abatement 

orders issued after January 1, 1986, pursuant to Section 13304 of the 

Water Code, which concern the discharge of wastes which are hazardous 

materials. 

" A solid waste disposal facility from which there is a known migration of 

hazardous waste, pursuant to Section 18051 of Title 14 of the California 

Administrative Code. 

Only hazardous waste release sites included in the above-mentioned lists were 

evaluated. The Port of San Diego has planning authority for the portion of San 

Diego Bay within the Planning Area, therefore hazardous waste releases in the Bay 

were not evaluated as a part of this study. 

4.J-2 



-

Ninety reported hazardous waste release sites were identified that are located within 

the Planning Area. These sites were identified from the above-mentioned lists, with 

the exception of the NPL. As of August 1990, 88 sites in California were included 

on the NPL; none of the NPL sites, however, are located within the Planning Area. 

Of the 90 hazardous waste release sites in the Planning Area, 52 of the sites are 

"open cases" meaning the release site has not been closed by the lead agency, and 

further investigation or response action at the site is planned. Of the 52 open cases, 

46 cases are known to be the result of underground storage tank releases. Further, 

of the 52 open cases, 20 are reported to have contributed to ground-water 

contamination. 

Of the 90 sites, 74 sites are located in the Expansion Sub Area, 13 sites are located 

in the Marina Sub Area, 2 sites are located in the Columbia Sub Area, and 1 site is 

located in the Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area. 

Impacts 

The 90 identified hazardous waste release sites may impact the Planning Area as 

remediation of the sites may be required. Remediation may involve the removal of 

contaminated materials, or the onsite treatment of contaminated material to remove 

hazardous constituents. Federal and state legislation created policy and procedures 

to identify and remediate sites contaminated by releases of hazardous substances, 

and to finance these remedial activities. There are extensive provisions for site 

investigations, selection of cleanup methods, and establishing levels of cleanup to 

be attained. 

Each of the identified hazardous waste sites within the Planning Area must be 

delineated and remediated to the satisfaction of the designated lead agency. 

Typically the HMMD and the RWQCB are the "lead agencies" for providing 

regulatory overview for release sites in the City of San Diego. Other impacts to the 

project resulting from hazardous waste releases include the increased residential use 

of the land, resulting in increased potential for human receptors of contaminated 

material. 
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Si~ificance of Impacts 

The impacts resulting from the identified hazardous waste release sites are 

potentially significant; the significance can only be ascertained on a case-specific 

basis. The sites may threaten public and environmental health, and may delay, 

restrict, or halt construction plans in the Planning Area. 

Hazardous waste release sites within the Planning Area must be delineated and 

remediated to the satisfaction of the designated lead agency. The established 

cleanup methods and cleanup levels identified for a particular site are based upon 

associated risks to human health and the environment. The remediation is required 

and approved by the lead agency, with legal authority from either state or federal 

statutes. A general mitigation plan may be considered as follows: 

• The nature and extent of contamination of concern must be defined. 

• The human and environmental receptors must be evaluated. 

., The risks to receptors must be evaluated. 

• Methods of cleanup, considering effectiveness and time and cost 

implications must be evaluated. 

" Levels of cleanup must be defined. 

2. Hazardous Materials 

Existing Conditions 

A historic land use survey of the Planning Area identified a number of businesses 

that may have used hazardous materials or generated hazardous waste in their 

business operations. 

In addition, a review of regulatory agency records was conducted. Two hundred 

seventy-seven permitted establishments in the Planning Area were found in the 

HMMD data base of hazardous materials/waste generation, storage, treatment, 

disposal and/or violations. Nearly all the establishments are hazardous waste 

generators, and over 50 percent of the establishments maintain inventories of 
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hazardous materials. One hazardous waste treatment/storage/disposal facility was 

identified in the Planning Area. In addition, 50 establishments within the Planning 

Area were identified as permitted to discharge wastewater to the sanitary sewer 

system, and 10 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 

permitted establishments within the Planning Area were identified. One hundred 

twelve establishments located within the Planning Area maintain one or more air 

emission permits, and eight of these establishments are APCD AB2588 facilities 

(Assembly Bill 2588 is the Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Information and Assessment 

Act of 1987) with emissions exceeding 10 tons per year. 

In general, the identified permitted establishments are located throughout the entire 

Planning Area. 

Impacts 

The impacts of the use of hazardous materials in business operations or the 

generation of hazardous waste are the potential for the release of regulated materials 

into the environment, threatening public and environmental health. 

A goal of the proposed Community Plan is to substantially increase the number of 

people living downtown. Therefore public health threats are increased due -ro 

potential releases of regulated materials into residential areas from establishments 

that retain large hazardous materials inventories, or retain air emission permits. 

Businesses that use and store hazardous materials and/or generate hazardous waste 

in their operations on their property have been issued permits only in recent years. 

Likewise, the issuance of wastewater discharge permits and air emission permits 

has only occurred in recent years. Regulatory agencies ensure compliance with 

permit requirements for proper use, handling, storage, and disposal of regulated 

materials, as well as require that permittees provide notification of unauthorized 

releases of hazardous wastes to the environment. In addition, inventories of the 

types and quantities of hazardous materials used and stored by permitted 

establishments are maintained. If all businesses that operated within the Planning 

Area in the past (or are currently operating) that use, store, or dispose of hazardous 

materials or wastes completely follow all current requirements for containerization, 

compatible and limited onsite storage, and off site treatment and disposal, these 
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businesses would not significantly affect the Planning Area due to unauthorized 

releases. However, as regulation of hazardous materials and hazardous wastes has 

occurred only in recent years, it is possible that inadequate storage or improper 

disposal of hazardous materials or wastes in the past has resulted in a release to the 

environment that is not included in the hazardous waste release site listings. 

Siwificance of Impacts 

Numerous identified permitted establishments which use hazardous materials or 

generate hazardous waste in their business are located throughout the Planning 

Area. 

Impacts associated with the use of hazardous materials or hazardous waste disposal 

by businesses in the Planning Area are potentially significant. Site-specific 

significance can only be ascertained by identifying likely release scenarios for each 

development project, on a case by case basis at such time as development plans are 

submitted to the Redevelopment Agency for a specific site. Assuming all sites are 

significant, the following mitigation is proposed. 

Miti~ation 

Specific mitigation measures can only be ascertained after the nature and extent of 

environmental contamination have been delineated. A general mitigation plan, as 

follows, may be carried out on a site-specific basis to assess the potential for 

environmental contamination. The following is a recommended procedure to be 

completed for each individual development project. 

A Phase I hazardous materials site assessment shall be conducted on individual 

development project properties to assess the potential for a hazardous materials 

release, and incorporated into the project implementation documents. The Phase I 

assessment shall include a site-specific land use survey, a review of regulatory 

agency records, and a physical inspection. A site-specific historic land use survey 

for a particular parcel shall be conducted. In addition, a review of regulatory 

agency records concerning the particular parcel shall be conducted to provide more 

detailed information. In addition, an inspection of the property by qualified 

individuals shall be conducted. 
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If evidence of environmental contamination is found during the Phase I hazardous 

materials site assessment, confirmation shall be made through collection of samples 

of suspected contaminated environmental media, and laboratory analysis of the 

samples. Mitigation of environmental contamination would be required, pursuant 

to applicable federal, state and local regulations. 

3. Underground Storage Tanks 

Existing Conditions 

Through a review of resources including the HM:MD database and Sanborn Maps, 

414 underground storage tanks were located in the Planning Area. The tanks are of 

varying capacity, age, and permitting status. The contents of the underground 

storage tanks are primarily fuel and waste oil. Of the 414 underground storage 

tanks, 136 have reportedly been closed by removal. 

In general, the identified underground storage tanks are located throughout the 

entire Planning Area 

It is estimated that a great many more underground storage structures, possibly 

4 times more than those identified, existed within the Planning Area in the past, 

and have either been removed or still are in place, although records of their 

existence are not included in the HMMD's data information system (Gagliardo 

1991). The City of San Diego Fire Department also maintains information on 

underground hazardous materials storage tanks. Prior to the HMMD's 

implementation of their underground storage tank permitting program in the mid-

1980s, the Fire Department was the primary agency for permitting hazardous 

materials storage structures and the Fire Department maintains records from as early 

as 1930. A comprehensive evaluation of the Fire Department's permitting records 

could not be accomplished during the course of this study. However this 

information source shall be accessed at such time as specific redevelopment projects 

are proposed. 

4.J-7 



Impacts 

The primary impacts of the identified underground hazardous material storage 

tanks, as well as any unidentified underground storage structures such as 

underground sumps, piping and other underground impoundment structures located 

within the Planning Area are permitting requirements and potential environmental 

contamination resulting from releases from these structures. 

The California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6. 7, Section 25286 

requires that an underground storage tank permittee notify the local permitting 

agency of any changes in the usage of any permitted underground storage tank. 

This includes operational changes incurred by the proposed project. Further, 

permanent closure requirements apply to those underground storage tanks in which 

the storage of hazardous substances has ceased and where the owner or operator 

has no intent within the next 2 years to use the underground storage tank for storage 

of hazardous substances. 

Permits to operate underground storage tanks are granted for those tanks that meet 

strict requirements for secondary containment, leak detection, corrosion and overfill 

protection, and tightness testing. Typically, underground tanks are not equipped 

with these rather modem requirements (most requirements were instigated with the• 

passage of California underground tank laws in 1984) and are generally more than 

5 years old. Of the hazardous waste release sites identified in Section 1, nearly 

90 percent were the result of releases from underground storage tanks. 

Significance of Impacts 

Impacts associated with the presence of underground storage structures such as 

tanks, sumps, and piping are potentially significant. The significance can only be 

ascertained through required permitting of individual storage structures, and 

mitigation measures outlined for proper abandonment and operating procedures. 

These potential impacts must be assessed on a case by case basis at such time as 

specific development plans are submitted to the Redevelopment Agency. Assuming 

all sites are significant, the following mitigation is proposed. 

4.J-8 



Mitigation 

The nature of mitigation measures are specific to individual underground storage 

structures within the Planning Area. However, a general mitigation plan may be 

considered as three phases. 

First, on a site-specific basis, a review of underground tank information provided 

in the Hazardous Materials Contamination Technical Report shall be supplemented 

by a review of permits recorded at the City of San Diego Fire Department and other 

historic documents of the specific property to identify locations of underground 

hazardous materials storage structures. In addition, geophysical methods may be 

utilized to identify suspected locations of underground hazardous materials storage 

structures as oftentimes record searches will not indicate their presence. 

Second, permits to close (or operate if a tank is to remain in use) shall be obtained 

by the tank owner or operator. Closure permits for hazardous materials storage 

structures shall be filed if a tank will no longer be used. Requirements of the 

closure permit include the pumping and purging of the structure to eliminate all 

residual hazardous substances, the collection of confirmatory soil samples, and the 

proper disposal of the structure and any associated piping. Permits to operate 

underground hazardous materials storage tanks shall be obtained for those that will 

remain in operation in the Planning Area. If the tanks do not meet operating and 

construction requirements such as leak detection monitoring, and corrosion and 

overfill protection, the existing tanks shall be closed and replaced. 

Lastly, remediation of environmental contamination due to underground storage 

tanks shall be required. 

Asbestos 

E,xistin~ Conditions 

A thorough asbestos survey of the existing buildings within the Planning Area to 

identify types and locations of friable and/or non-friable asbestos was not 

performed as a part of this study due to the size and complexity of such a task. 
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However, it is likely that a great majority of buildings within the Planning Area 

contain friable and/or non-friable asbestos-containing building materials (ACBM), 

as the use of ACBM was an accepted and often required practice in building 

construction until the mid-1970s, and ACBM has been found in buildings 

constructed as recently as the mid- l 980s. Asbestos has been used as an insulator 

material, for fireproofing, and in such materials as floor tile, roof shingles and tar, 

and acoustical ceilings. A variety of types of buildings may contain asbestos, such 

as single family residential buildings, apartments and hotels, outdoor recreational 

buildings, stores, warehouses, factories, hospitals, and schools. 

Impacts 

The primary impact of ACBM to the proposed Redevelopment Project would result 

from building demolition or renovation. The U. S. Environmental Protection 

Agency's (EPA) National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 

(NESHAPS) 40 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 61, Subpart M, requires the 

removal of friable asbestos prior to demolition and renovation activities and 

provides the requirements for handling asbestos during building demolition or 

removal of ACBM. In addition, notification to the San Diego County APCD and 

the EPA Region IX, must be made prior to demolition of any buildings within the 

Planning Area, whether or not asbestos is present The notifications must provide a. 

variety of information including estimates of the amounts of friable asbestos 

material present, the amounts of non-friable asbestos that is likely to tum friable 

should demolition occur without prior removal of the ACBM, and procedures that 

will be employed to comply with NESHAPS Section 61.147 and 61.152 

(procedures for asbestos emissions control and standards for waste disposal). 

Therefore a thorough and accurate asbestos survey of buildings intended for 

demolition or renovation is required 

All demolition and renovation procedures on buildings within the Planning Area 

must comply with the above regulations which are designed to limit the emissions 

of asbestos fibers to the outside air. Construction schedules and techniques would 

be impacted should the presence of ACBM be confirmed within any of the 

buildings that are to be demolished. 
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Siimificance of Impacts 

Impacts associated with the presence of ACBM within the Planning Area are 

potentially significant, with significance dependent upon the potential for asbestos 

release. Release of asbestos may result from unidentified ACBM in a structure to 

be renovated or demolished, inadequate renovation or demolition techniques, or 

inadequate asbestos abatement techniques. A thorough asbestos survey of 

buildings to be demolished or renovated should be undertaken on a case by case 

basis at such time as specific development plans are submitted to the 

Redevelopment Agency. Assuming asbestos is a significant issue in all cases, the 

following mitigation is proposed. 

Mitigation 

The extent and nature of specific mitigating measures cannot be ascertained without 

the knowledge of specific locations, types, and amounts of ACBM in existing 

buildings that are to be demolished or renovated as a result of the proposed Plans. 

However, the following mitigation plan shall be carried out, as a general policy. 

Existing buildings that are to be demolished or renovated shall be thoroughly 

inspected for the presence of ACBM. The inspector must be qualified to identify 

building materials that may contain asbestos. Samples of suspect building materials 

shall be collected, and submitted to a analytical laboratory that is certified by the 

State Department of Health Services for asbestos analysis. Results of the 

inspection shall reveal locations, types, and amounts of friable and non-friable 

ACBM. 

Should the inspection reveal friable and/or non-friable ACBM, proper notification 

shall be made prior to demolition or renovation activities. Public health may be 

protected by performing proper abatement of the ACBM prior to building 

demolition or renovation, altering demolition or renovation techniques to prevent 

non-friable ACBM from becoming friable, and/or by complying with NESHAPS 

procedures for asbestos emissions control, and standards for waste disposal. 

Only a California Licensed Contractor, certified in asbestos abatement, shall be 

used for any ACBM removal activities. The abatement project shall be monitored 
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by an independent third party to insure that the work is performed properly and in 

compliance with all regulatory standards, to insure a safe and healthful environment 

prior to reoccupancy, and to document all of the abatement activities. Abatement 

activities shall comply with all federal and state occupational safety and health 

requirements. 
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K. P ALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

1. Existing Conditions 

Fossils are the remains or traces of plants and animals that have been preserved in 

sedimentary rocks since some past geologic or prehistoric time. Fossils include 

casts of the hard parts of an organism (such as bone or shell), the original bone or 

shell material, petrified portions of an organism (where the original substance, such 

as wood or bone, has been replaced by mineral matter from circulating solutions 

within the rocks or by infilling of pore spaces with mineral matter), preserved traces 

of animals, such as burrows, tracks or scat, and a numerous number of other 

forms. Fossils are important in that they provide information on past environmental 

conditions and are important time indicators for correlating rocks of similar ages 

from different places. Only a tiny fraction of the organisms that lived during the 

past geologic time have been preserved as fossils. Usually when an organism dies, 

its remains are rapidly eaten by other organisms or decomposed by bacteria. 

However, in certain cases, the remains may be buried quickly by sediment, thereby 

removing the dead organism from the environment where the forces of decay are 

the greatest. Sometimes this rapid burial along with other special conditions results 

in the preservation of the organism as a fossil. The potential for a rock formation to 

have a fossil record has many variables, including the environment in which it was 

deposited, the extent to which the layers have been disturbed, etc. The oldest 

known multicelled fossils date from the Precambrian Era, and are approximately 

700 million years old. The age of the earth is thought to be close to 4.6 billion 

years old. 

Rock formations can be thought of as possessing a specific paleontologic resource 

sensitivity which is based on ,the rock's type (sedimentary, igneous, etc.) and 

previous fossil discoveries made in that formation. A sedimentary formation that 

has produced important or significant amounts of fossil remains is considered to 

have a high resource potential. A sedimentary formation that has produced few 

fossil remains, or is limited by the nature of its deposits is considered to have a low 

paleontological resource potential. Rock formations which crystalized from a 

magma (such as granite), or have a molten volcanic origin (i.e., basalt) cannot 

contain preserved fossil remains, and are considered to have zero paleontological 

resource potential. 



The Centre City Planning Area is underlain by (from oldest to youngest); the 

Pliocene aged San Diego Formation, the Pleistocene aged Bay Point Formation and 

recent artificial fill (Kennedy 1975) (Figure 4.K-1). The Bay Point formation 

underlies the majority of the project area except for the northeastern corner which is 

underlain by the San Diego formation and an area of artificial fill associated with the 

harbor, which is generally located west of the ATSF Railway (Figure 4.K-1). The 

Planning Area is generally entirely covered with development (pavement, buildings, 

landscaping and streets) and little if any geologic material is exposed at the surface. 

Fossil discoveries are generally made when construction excavations extend into the 

rock formations below the surface of the ground (i.e., during the excavation for 

foundations, basement levels or underground structures). 

San Die~o Fonnation 

The San Diego Formation is composed generally of yellow-brown, fine to medium 

grained sandstone with thin interbeds of bentonite (a type of clay), brown mudstone 

and marl (a mixture of clay and shell fragments). It is found in the northeastern 

portion of the Planning Area, from I-5 south to B Street and west to 3rd Avenue, 

and from I-5 east to about 16th Street between Broadway and F Street 

(Figure 4.K-1). The San Diego Formation in the Planning Area is considered to 

have a high to very high paleontological resource potential. The formation is 

known to produce a rich assemblage of marine vertebrate and invertebrate fossils. 

Significant fossil discoveries have occurred in this formation just north of the 

Planning Area and include the remains of baleen whales, dolphins, sea lions, 

aquatic birds and sharks. Within the Planning Area boundaries, one fossil locality 

site has been recorded within this formation by the City of San Diego. The site is 

an area along Park Boulevard from I-5 to "A" Street. The San Diego formation can 

be found in the subsurface under the majority of the Planning Area, beneath 

variable thicknesses of the younger Pleistocene deposits, such as the Bay Point 

Formation (City of San Diego undated). 
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Bay Point Fonnation 

The Bay Point Formation is composed predominantly of marine and non-marine, 

fine and medium grained pale brown sandstone. This formation comprises the 

bedrock along most of the Planning Area (Figure 4.K-1). The Bay Point 

Formation (Downtown Pleistocene of the City of San Diego) is considered to have 

a low to moderate paleontological resource potential. Within the Planning Area 

several fossil localities have been identified in this formation generally in the 

vicinity of Horton Plaza. In the Planning Area the fossil remains are generally 

confined to the subsurface, due to the lack of canyon and hillside exposures, and 

are generally only encountered during deep (basement) excavations (City of San 

Diego undated). These discoveries most likely are the result of this area's recent 

redevelopment. It is expected that fossil discoveries will be made elsewhere in this 

formation as redevelopment proceeds. Fossils recovered from these deposits are 

generally a variety of molluscan species, foraminifera and ostracods. Mollusks 

include snails, clams, mussels and other small shelled creatures. Foraminifera are 

single celled organisms with outer skeletons (tests) made of calcium carbonate. 

Ostracods are microscopic bivalved organisms with calcium carbonate shells. 

Artificial Fill 

The areas of artificial fill were placed by man as part of the construction of harbor 

facilities. It is not a naturally occurring formation, and is recent in age; therefore, it 

is considered to have zero paleontological resource potential. 

2. Impacts 

Whenever rocks containing fossils are excavated, there is the potential for adverse 

impacts to the region's paleontological resources. If fossils are discovered onsite 

during grading for redevelopment within the proposed Community Planning Area 

boundaries, measures described below would mitigate potential adverse impacts to 

the resources to below a level of significance. 
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3. Significance of Impacts 

The physical destruction of important fossil remains during construction activities 

results in the loss of a non-renewable resource, and is considered to be significant. 

If construction and excavation activities are conducted using the mitigation program 

described below, no impacts to paleontological resources would occur. 

4. Mitigation 

a. Because fossil remains are expected to be encountered during excavation in rock 

units in the Planning Area which are identified on Figure 4.K-1 as having a 

moderate or high paleontological resource sensitivity, a qualified paleontologist 

or paleontological monitor shall be retained by the building developer to carry 

out an appropriate mitigation program. (A qualified paleontologist is defined as 

an individual with a M.S. or Ph.D. in paleontology or geology, who is familiar 

with paleontological procedures and techniques). 

b. The developer shall be required to submit evidence of retaining the appropriate 

required professional as a condition of approval by the Redevelopment Agency, 

and the developer shall certify that the required mitigation or monitoring 

personnel will be given adequate advance notice of the start of the subject 

activities and adequate coordination with the contractor will be guaranteed by 

the developer. 

c. When fossils are discovered, the paleontologist or paleontological monitor (an 

individual who has experience in the collection and salvage of fossil materials 

who works under the direction of a qualified paleontologist) shall recover them. 

In most cases this fossil salvage can be completed in a short time. However, 

some fossil specimens may require extended salvage time. In these instances 

the paleontologist (or paleontological monitor) shall be allowed to temporarily 

direct, divert, or halt excavation work to allow recovery of fossil remains in a 

timely manner. 

d. A paleontologist or paleontological monitor shall be present onsite at all times 

during the original cutting of previously undisturbed sediments within the San 

Diego Formation which is known to have a high resource sensitivity, to inspect 
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the excavation and spoils for the presence of fossil remains. A paleontologist or 

paleontological monitor shall be onsite at least half-time during the original 

cutting of previously undisturbed sediments in the Bay Point Formation which 

is known to have a moderate resource sensitivity, except if a representative 

initial sample of the site reveals no significant fossil remains to the satisfaction 

of the paleontological monitor, then such monitoring may be terminated. A 

monitor is not required for cutting operations in zero sensitivity deposits (i.e., 

artificial fill). 

e. Fossil remains collected during the monitoring and salvage portion of the 

mitigation program shall be cleaned, sorted, and cataloged and then with the 

owner's permission, deposited in a scientific institution with paleontological 

collections. 

f. A ~nal summary report shall be prepared outlining the methods followed and 

summarizing the results of the mitigation program. This report shall also 

include a list of the kinds of fossils recovered, and a summary of the 

stratigraphic context of all collecting localities. This report shall be submitted to 

the Redevelopment Agency, the San Diego Natural History Museum and any 

scientific institution that received salvaged fossils from the project. 
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V. OTHER REQUIRED CEQA SECTIONS 

A. GROWTH INDUCEMENT 

Section 15126(g) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines 

requires a discussion of the ways in which the proposed project could foster 

economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either 

directly or indirectly. Induced growth is distinguished from the direct employment, 

population, or housing growth of a project. A project could induce growth by 

lowering or removing barriers to growth or by creating or allowing an amenity such 

as an industrial facility that attracts new population or economic activity. 

The expected primary economic effects of the proposed Community and 

Redevelopment Plans are continued growth in investment, and increased population 

and employment. Tax increments collected by the Redevelopment Agency would 

be used for further investment in affordable housing, public improvements and 

facilities, and private development. It is expected that the Redevelopment Agency 

activity would attract substantially more development to the Planning Area than 

would occur otherwise. 

The adoption of the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans allows the 

goals and objectives of the San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan to be 

effectively implemented. As such, long-term, positive economic and physical 

growth are expected to occur within the Planning Area. The intent of the proposed 

Community and Redevelopment Plans is to ensure orderly and well planned growth 

within the Planning Area, thereby not only eliminating severe blighting conditions 

within the Planning Area, but also redirecting the demand for growth elsewhere in 

the region where such growth may have an adverse impact. The proposed 

Community and Redevelopment Plans can serve as a key component in the City of 

San Diego's continuing struggle to manage regional growth. 

The SANDAG Series 7 Regional Growth Forecast only identifies a total population 

increase in the Planning Area of 3,944 persons over the next twenty years; the 

change in direction of the Planning Area afforded by the proposed Community and 

Redevelopment Plans is beneficial in capturing growth which otherwise would 

occur elsewhere in the region. County-wide growth for the twenty year period is 

5-1 



forecasted to be 640,700 persons. Earlier SANDAG estimates of a Planning Area 

population of 3,944 persons provided the Planing Area with only .6% of regional 

growth; the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans project a population 

increase in the Planning Area for the same twenty year period of 19,530 residents, 

or 3% of projected County-wide growth. 

Significant growth is forecasted within the Planning Area with respect to 

employment. According to 1990 Census estimates, approximately 72,950 persons 

are employed in the Planning Area. Based on employment generation rates of 

1 person per 225 square feet of office, 1 person per 350 square feet of retail, 

.8 person per hotel room, 1 person per 1,000 square feet of 

industrial/transportation, and 1 person per 4,000 square feet of culturaJ/institutional 

uses, it is projected that approximately 154,233 persons will be employed in the 

Planning Area by the year 2025. This intensity of employment will require an 

increase in the efficiency of public transportation which hubs into and from the 

Planning Area and will create a beneficial synergistic effect for all land uses in the 

Planning Area. 

The proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans call for a substantial increase 

in the number of people living in the Planning Area, positively affecting the . 

jobs/housing balance. As discussed in Section IV.A., the typical strategy for 

achieving a greater jobs/housing balance includes locating higher density housing 

near employment centers, promoting in-fill development, actively recruiting 

businesses that will utilize the local workforce, and providing affordable housing 

opportunities within the community. The primary effect of greater jobs/housing 

balance is to reduce congestion and commute times, thereby positively affecting air 

quality and the quality of life for commuters. The cumulative effect of residential 

construction downtown is a positive impact to the jobs/housing balance. 

Employment and population projections as estimateed indicate that the jobs to 

housing ratio will decrease (improve) from 72,950 persons/6,880 non-SRO 

housing units in 1990 (10.6: 1) to 154,233 persons/24,050 non-SRO housing units 

in 2025 (6.4:1). As the Planning Area further redevelops, beneficial spillover 

effects on neighboring areas such as Uptown/Hillcrest, North Park and Golden Hill 

are anticipated, attracting residents working downtown, which would further 

reduce commute times. 

5-2 



Although it is likely that all population and employment growth projected for the 

Planning Area would occur elsewhere in the region, if not in the Planning Area, 

there is an unquantifiable effect that redevelopment may have on inducing additional 

growth to the region. Cities' images to the nation and world are most often 

associated with their downtowns. To the extent that the implementation of the 

proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans continue the success of existing 

redevelopment programs, the image of the City of San Diego will be even more 

greatly enhanced to those who may be impressed enough to consider relocating to 

the region. 

Growth impacts relating to population increases, employment increases and 

enhanced business opportunities have been addressed in the proposed Community 

and Redevelopment Plans which define the availability of financial and planning 

resources so that growth is accommodated in an efficient, orderly manner. The 

proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans promote infill development within 

the Project Area rather than encouraging the development of currently undeveloped 

areas. The net effect on regional growth as a result of the proposed Plans is not 

considered to be significant. Growth would be shifting to the Planning Area, 

reducing commutes, promoting in-fill development and providing enhanced 

opportunities for utilizing the local workforce. For these reasons, the proposed 

Community and Redevelopment Plans are considered growth inducing in the 
# 

Planning Area, as downtown captures growth from other competing centers of 

growth in the County. Regionally, there is no growth, or significant growth, 

inducement. There is no change in overall forecasted growth as a result of the 

proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans but rather a small shift in where 

the growth occurs in the County. All negative impacts to the Planning Area from 

additional localized growth can be mitigated, to accommodate growth in an orderly, 

phased manner. 

B. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Cumulative impacts refers to two or more individual effects which, when 

considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other 

environmental impacts (Section 15355 of the State CEQA Guidelines). Cumulative 

impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects 

taking place over a period of time. The CEQA guidelines also state that cumulative 
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impacts shall be discussed when they are significant (Section 15130a). The 

discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and their 

likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as is 

provided of the effects attributable to the project alone. The discussion should be 

guided by the standards of practicality and reasonableness (Section 1513Gb). 

The following Cumulative Impact analysis is divided into two subsections for the 

purpose of analysis: 1) Cumulative Impacts within the Planning Area, and 

2) Regional Cumulative Impacts. The environmental impact discussion in 

Section IV of this EIR analyzes ultimate capacity development at year 2025 which 

is, in effect, an analysis of cumulative impacts within the Planning Area. The 

following discussion in subsection I is similar to the discussion of environmental 

impacts in Section IV. Because the Planning Area is already highly urbanized, 

implementation of the proposed Plans would not result in significant cumulative 

impacts in the areas of noise, urban design, geological resources, hydrology and 

water quality and paleontology. 

Cumulative Impacts within the Planning Area 

Implementation of the proposed Plans would result in a cumulative change in the 

existing character of the Plannin~ Area. The land use mix would change, and the 

intensity of development would increase within the Expansion Sub Area. 

Implementation of Redevelopment Agency activities woµld result in the 

redevelopment of areas that may not otherwise be redeveloped. The long-term 

effect of redevelopment would be a decrease in existing adverse land use impacts 

such as incompatible land uses, obsolete and unsafe land uses, and existing 

conditions of blight within the Expansion Sub Area. 

Redevelopment of obsolete, deteriorated, and dilapidated structures would result in 

the development of new structures in accordance with existing city codes and local, 

state and federal requirements. Positive effects of this include the remediation of 

toxic and hazardous materials contamination prior to construction, the installation of 

fire sprinklers and handicap access, and reinforcement of unreinforced masonry 

structures. This is considered a positive cumulative effect on the health, safety, and 

welfare of the inhabitants of these buildings. 
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Positive economic effects of the proposed Plans are continued growth in 

investment, increased population and employment, appreciating property values and 

increases in retail sales. The project's social impacts are related to changes in the 

population and housing mix, changing the Planning Area from a predominantly low 

and low-moderate income center to one in which a balance of low, moderate and 

high incomes would exist. Further expansion and enhancement of the Planning 

Area as a cultural and community center would result in enhanced opportunities for 

development of the arts, recreation and social programs. 

Downtown currently has one of the highest trip end densities in San Diego County. 

Implementation of the proposed Plans would result in a cumulative increase in the 

amount of trips to and from the Planning Area each day, however, the new office, 

retail and residential development proposed under the Plans would improve the 

jobs/housing balance in the Planning Area which would reduce commute times. 

As indicated in the air quality impact discussion in Section IV.C, pollutant 

emissions from construction activities and motor vehicles associated with various 

land uses in the Planning Area are predicted to contribute additional pollution to the 

local air pollution background. This increase due to the proposed project would be 

in addition to existing vehicular and stationary source emissions in the area, as well 

as emissions from any other local projects that will be completed before the Plans 

have been finished. 

Implementation of the proposed Plans would result in a cumulative increase in the 

demand for the public facilities/services, discussed in Section IV of this EIR. 

However, implementation of the proposed Plans would also facilitate installation 

and replacement of aging utilities throughout the Planning Area that may not 

otherwise occur. A phased Planning Area-wide public improvements program 

would be implemented to provide improvements to infrastructure and a library, 

courts, health and social facilities. Community facilities such as neighborhood 

parks and community centers would be developed to accommodate the increased 

population in the Planning Area. These improvements would result in a 

cumulative, and beneficial impact. Surface improvements, including sidewalks, 

curbs and gutters, medians, streets, landscaping, street lights, and traffic signals 

located within the public right-of-way would also occur with the implementation of 

the proposed Plans. Positive cumulative impacts related to surf ace improvements 

5-5 



include the provision of necessary vehicular, pedestrian, and handicap access to 

property, drainage of surface runoff, and increased pedestrian and vehicular safety 

within the Planning Area. 

Re~onal Cumulative Impacts 

Transportation and Circulation. The traffic study prepared for this project was 

based on traffic forecasts prepared by SANDAG for the region. The SANDAG 

Regional Model had 2010 as its horizon year, so traffic data was projected forward 

to 2025 ultimate capacity. As discussed in Section V.A, the growth inducement 

potential for this project is viewed as being a non-issue for the region as a whole, 

because the project would provide for a shift in regional population from other areas 

to the Planning Area. The project would be considered growth inducing for the 

Planning Area however as the plan allows for the capturing of 3 percent of the 

county-wide population growth, while SANDAG estimated 0.6 percent. 

As such, the following conclusions can be drawn regarding cumulative traffic 

impacts. If redevelopment proceeds as planned, relocation of corporate offices and 

other businesses from other parts of the county to downtown would be expected 

over time. With this increase in jobs, is expected an increase in the number of 

people living downtown (or in surrounding communities) and thus a reduced 

commute to work for these people. As stated above, the Planning Area expects to 

capture 2.4 percent more regional growth than SANDAG had estimated for the 

Planning Area. Therefore, the assumption is made that this shift to downtown 

living/working would reduce congestion areawide as less people would be 

attempting to travel greater distances to get from home to downtown jobs. 

Therefore, no regional traffic circulation impacts would be expected to result from 

implementation of the Plans. 

Implementation of the Plans however, would increase traffic congestion within and 

near the Planning Area (as discussed in Section IV.B, Traffic and Circulation). 

While this kind of project-specific congestion is anticipated in an urban area (and is 

analyzed in detail in Section IV .B), particularly if more residential use is expected, 

as well as greatly increased public transportation, using the street, system, it is the 

adjacent freeway system that is of concern from a cumulative perspective. 
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Freeways are area-wide serving facilities. As such, identified impacts to traffic 

circulation on freeway segments (I-5, SR-163 and SR-94) and ramps in the vicinity 

of the Planning Area are considered significant adverse localized cumulative impacts 

of project development. As discussed in Section IV.B, mitigation for these 

cumulative impacts is recommended, and includes specific roadway improvements 

as well as incorporation of a 60 percent transit mode split. If all measures detailed 

in Section IV.B for Freeways and Ramps can be implemented, no significant 

localized cumulative impacts to area-wide serving freeway facilities would be 

expected. 

Air Quality. Because the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans represent 

greater land use densities, the increased traffic associated with this greater density 

will likely add to the air pollutant burden in the San Diego Air Basin. Unless the 

increased traffic projected to occur through implementation of the proposed Plans is 

offset with a decrease of traffic elsewhere in the County, cumulative air emissions 

from this plan, elsewhere in the County, cumulative air emissions from the Plans, 

other future proposed projects, and current existing sources will exceed the 

assumptions on which the RAQS is based, thus making compliance with state and 

federal air quality standards difficult to achieve. 

Water Service. Sewer Service and Solid Waste. The cumulative demand placed on 

water, sewer, and solid waste disposal services would not result in an increase to 

service capacities since implementation of the Plans would not encourage new 

growth on a region-wide basis. Instead, redevelopment of the Planning Area 

would result in the redistribution of population within the San Diego region as 

residents move from other parts of the County into the Planning Area. Without 

implementation of the proposed Plans, the provision of these services would still be 

required. Therefore, regional cumulative impacts from the proposed Plans would 

not be significant. 

Courts and Jails and Health and Social Services. Implementation of the proposed 

Plans would not encourage growth on a region-wide basis, but instead would result 

in the redistribution of population within the region as residents move to the 

Planning Area from other parts of the County. The proposed Plans would improve 

many of the conditions currently contributing to the overcrowding of courts and 

detention facilities and the demand for health and social services. Without 



implementation of the proposed Plans, the provision of these services would still be 

required. Therefore, regional cumulative impacts from the proposed Plans would 

not be significant. 

Senior Services. The addition of senior housing in the Planning Area would attract 

senior citizens from other areas of the county. Without implementation of the 

proposed Plans, senior housing and associated services would still be required, 

therefore, implementation of the proposed Plans would not result in regional 

cumulative impacts. 

Refiional Cumulative Impacts on Surroundin~ Communities. Implementation of the 

proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans would not have a negative impact 

on surrounding communities (Middletown, Uptown, Balboa Park, Golden Hill, 

Southeast and Barrio Logan). Middletown is separated by Laurel Street which is 

heavily traveled. Barrio Logan is substantially separated by railroad yards and 

heavily traveled streets. The remaining communities are physically separated by 

Interstate 5. 

Overall, implementation of the Community and Redevelopment Plans is anticipated 

to have beneficial impacts on surrounding communities. The elimination of 

deteriorated and dilapidated conditions, incompatible uses, and building 

obsolescence would increase investment within and around the Planning Area. 

Adverse social conditions that spill over to surrounding communities would be 

alleviated through the provision of court and social service facilities. 

Implementation of the redevelopment program also includes the provision of 

community and neighborhood parks. Although designed to meet the needs of the 

Planning Area population, these facilities would undoubtedly serve residents in 

surrounding communities as well. 

No significant traffic impacts to surrounding communities are anticipated resulting 

from implementation of the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans. 

Implementation of the redevelopment program provides freeway ramp, local street, 

and Bay Park Link/streetscape improvements which mitigate the effects of increased 

traffic. 
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C. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES OF MAN'S 

ENVIRONMENT AND THE MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM 

PRODUCTIVITY 

Implementation of the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans would 

involve certain short-term and long-term effects on the Planning Area. The 

short-term physical effects of implementing the proposed Plans includes 

construction-related impacts on transportation systems, aesthetics, air and noise 

quality. During the short-term development phase of the project, all of these factors 

would be impacted as construction activities proceed. Transportation systems 

would be affected as circulation patterns are detoured to accommodate 

developments within the Planning Area. Construction-related effects also include 

anticipated increases in noise and air pollution. Short-term aesthetic effects in the 

Planning Area would result from disruption caused by construction activities. 

Short-term socioeconomic impacts include changes in land use, impacts from 

relocation of businesses and residents, and changes in the economic base 

characteristics of the area. During redevelopment, land use in the Planning Area 

would be affected in the short-term, as land and buildings are temporarily 

withdrawn from productive use. To accommodate the changes in land use, 

businesses and residents in the Planning Area would have to relocate. The 

relocation would produce short-term changes in lifestyles and create certain 

psychological and physiological effects upon the individuals. Businesses that must 

relocate would be expected to experience some short-term effects upon their 

employment and productivity. Residential displacement may magnify the 

psychological effects on residents who would experience a loss of a familiar social 

network, as well as their homes. 

Notwithstanding these short-term effects, implementation of the proposed Plans 

would create gains in long-term productivity of the Planning Area. Implementation 

of the proposed Plans would alter the present deteriorating conditions and scattered 

land uses in the Expansion Sub Area to areas of compatible land uses. The 

resultant long-term changes in land use would generate changes in the economic 

base characteristics of the area. Increased office and commercial activity in the Core 

Redevelopment District would create a high level of employment. Expansion of the 

residential community downtown would support employment in the Planning Area 
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as well as retail sales. These long-term productivity gains in the land use and 

economic character of the Planning Area would ultimately result in higher assessed 

property valuation and increased tax revenues. 

In addition to the land use-economic productivity gains, the social environment in 

the Planning Area would be affected by implementation of the proposed Plans. 

Increased multi-family residential developments could be expected to create 

long-term effects on the regional housing demand. Moreover, if the housing to 

jobs ratio is improved in the Planning Area, long-term productivity gains could be 

expected as a result of lower energy consumption resulting from decreased levels of 

commuting to and from work. 

Long-term gains in the aesthetic quality of the Planning Area would also occur. 

Developments proposed in the Planning Area would be required to conform to 

approved urban design guidelines and development criteria. Implementation of the 

proposed Plans would therefore create a more aesthetically attractive environment. 

D. ANY SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENT AL CHANGES WHICH WOULD BE 

lNVOL VED IN TIIE PROPOSED ACTION SHOULD IT BE IMPLEMENTED 

Should the approval of the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans occur, 

the following irreversible changes are anticipated: 

Cultural Resources 

The proposed Plans have the potential to significantly impact important historic 

structures and archaeology. The historic architecture and its associations with the 

City would be lost. Potential historic information and material elements such as 

these are irreplaceable. However, mitigation measures described herein would 

preserve, to the extent feasible, and/or document cultural resources within the 

Planning Area for the benefit of future generations. 

Paleontolo~ 

The physical destruction of important paleontological remains during construction 

activities would result in the loss of a non-renewable resource. However, 
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mitigation measures described herein would allow for the collection and 

preservation of these resources for the benefit of future generations. 

E. EFFECTS NOT FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

Due to the highly urbanized nature of the Planning Area, it was determined during 

the preliminary analysis that no significant environmental impacts of redevelopment 

activities would occur to biological and mineral resources. 

Biological Setting 

The highly urbanized setting of the Planning Area is not likely to contain any 

sensitive biological resources. 

Mineral Resources 

The potential for economically viable extraction of mineral resources is limited due 

to the urbanized nature of the Planning Area. The area has not been designated as 

having a high potential for mineral resources. 
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VI. ALTERNATIVES 

In accordance with Section 15126(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines, a range of 

project alternatives "which could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project" 

must be addressed in this EIR. In addition, these alternatives must include a 

comparative evaluation of the No Project Alternative, per Section 15143 of the 

CEQA Guidelines. This discussion focuses on alternatives "capable of eliminating 

any significant adverse environmental effects or reducing them to a level of 

insignificance." 

The following section describes the project alternatives and discusses their potential 

environmental impacts. Alternatives identified for the proposed project include: 

(A) no project, and (B) reduced density alternative. The existing conditions for 

both alternatives are similar to those described in Section IV of the EIR. 

A. ALTERNATIVE A - NO PROJECT 

Under the no-project alternative, the proposed Community and Redevelopment 

Plans would not be adopted. The Planning Area would be regulated by the existing 

Community Plan; the existing Columbia, Marina and Gaslamp Quart€r 

Redevelopment Plans; and related existing documents. 

The land use, transportation, and development regulations of the existing 

Community Plan are generally less restrictive than the proposed Community Plan. 

The land use and development regulations of the existing redevelopment plans are 

similar to the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans. 

Redevelopment Agency activities such as land acquisition, demolition, disposition, 

and implementation of the proposed redevelopment program would not occur 

outside of the existing redevelopment project areas. Existing adverse conditions 

such as incompatible land use, deteriorated and dilapidated buildings, and 

inadequate infrastructure would continue to exist outside of the existing 

redevelopment project areas. Less investment would be expected in the Expansion 

Sub Area without the application of Redevelopment Agency resources. 

Improvement costs would be borne by the City and private sector. 
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Since existing adverse conditions would remain, it is expected that the rate of 

development outside of existing redevelopment project areas would be significantly 

less than that developed through the proposed Community and Redevelopment 

Plans. Portions of the Planning Area would probably not redevelop at all over the 

35-year period of time. 

Land Use 

Under this alternative, the Planning Area would develop according to the land uses 

permitted by the existing Centre City Community Plan and existing Redevelopment 

Plans which include office, commercial, retail, hotel, residential, 

cultural/institutional, and industrial/transportation uses. 

Commercial, office and retail development would be permitted through a greater 

portion of the Planning Area. The existing Community Plan does not establish 

predominantly residential areas. New development would not occur in a manner 

that would create residential neighborhoods, an amenity and catalyst to residential 

development. Therefore, less residential development would be expected. This is 

confirmed by the SANDAG Series 7 Regional Growth Forecast which identifies a 

total population increase in the Planning Area of 3,944 persons over the next twenty 

years. This projection was based on the existing Community Plan. 

Under the no-project alternative, new development is expected to occur primarily 

within existing redevelopment project areas due to more severe adverse conditions 

in the Planning Area. 

Potential land use incompatibilities would occur whenever sensitive land uses such 

as residences, parks or schools are proposed in proximity to land use such as 

railroads, freeways, parking structures, or industrial land uses. 

Transportation and Circulation. Air Quality and Noise. 

Under the no-project alternative, development within the Planning Area would 

continue, although at a reduced rate than that provided for through implementation 

of the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans. Existing traffic impacts 

associated with unacceptable levels of service on north Harbor Drive, Hawthorn 
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Street and Second Avenue as well as on Planning Area freeway segments and 

ramps would be expected to increase as development continues over time (Refer to 

Section IV.B, Traffic and Circulation, Figure 4.B-1 and Table 4.B-1). 

Associated noise and localized air quality impacts would be expected to increase 

proportionately with traffic. Although the increase of impacts would be relatively 

less under the no-project alternative than for the proposed project, freeway ramp, 

roadway, and transit improvements would still be required. Necessary capital 

improvements would be funded by the City of San Diego, private sector, or other 

agencies. 

Cultural Resources 

Under the no-project alternative, although occurring at a significantly reduced rate, 

new development may impact cultural resources within the Planning Area. Under 

the no-project alternative, floor area ratio incentives provided for in the proposed 

Community and Redevelopment Plans would be eliminated reducing the long term 

viability of historic structures outside of existing redevelopment project areas. 

Urban Design 

Under the no-project alternative, less comprehensive urban design guidelines and 

development criteria would exist. Sun access is not protected and wind studies are 

not required. New development approved and constructed under these criteria 

would be less aesthetically pleasing and would have environmental impacts. As the 

amount of new development would be less under this alternative, the scope of 

pedestrian improvements would be reduced. 

It is also likely that park and public right-of-way improvements, such as community 

parks, neighborhood parks, the extension of the Linear Park, the enhancement of 

Pacific Highway, and Bay Park Link/streetscape improvements would be 

implemented to a much lesser extent, if at all, under the no-project alternative 

thereby reducing the environmental, aesthetic, and social quality of the Planning 

Area. 
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Public Facilities/Services 

Toe no-project alternative would not demand the same increase in the level of public 

facilities/services required through implementation of the proposed Community and 

Redevelopment Plans. New development within the Planning Area would still 

require water, sewer, storm drain, and surface street improvements. The existing 

public infrastructure and street system that has been identified as inadequate 

throughout the Expansion Sub Area would presumably be replaced by the private 

sector on a project-by-project basis. 

Toe improvements to public facilities, including social service facilities, proposed in 

the redevelopment program would not be made. Alternative funding sources, such 

as impact fees, the general fund, and private sector would be required to make 

necessary improvements. 

Hazardous Material Contamination 

Under the no-project alternative the remediation of contaminated sites would be 

delayed due to lack of funding, or not made at all. Unremediated contaminated sites 

may pose hazards to the health and safety of those living and working in the 

vicinity, which may be spread to other sites through ground water. 

Geolo~ical Resources 

Because the Planning Area is already a highly urbanized area, impacts to geologic 

resources expected as a result of the no-project alternative would be similar to those 

described for the proposed project. 

Hydrolo[Y and Water Quality 

Because the Planning Area is already a highly urbanized area, impacts to hydrology 

and water quality expected as a result of the no-project alternative would be similar 

to those described for the proposed project. 
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Paleontology 

Because the Planning Area is already a highly urbanized area, impacts to 

paleontology expected as a result of the no-project alternative would be similar to 

those described for the proposed project. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Under the no-project alternative, new development would continue within the 

Planning Area but at a substantially reduced rate. Existing adverse conditions, and 

the high costs associated with necessary improvements will hinder new 

development. Incompatible uses would remain. Significant residential 

development would not occur and the downtown would not become a viable mixed 

use community. A reasonable job/housing balance would not be achieved. Traffic 

congestion, and resulting air quality and noise related impacts would increase but 

no mitigation measures would be implemented. 

The no-project alternative would not improve the overall land use, social and 

economic conditions within the Planning Area. 

Implementation of the no-project alternative would not alleviate existing adverse 

conditions, and, would create significant unmitigated long-term adverse impacts. 

The no-project alterative is not considered to be an environmentally superior 

alternative. 

B. ALIBRNA TIVE B - REDUCED DENSITY AL IBRNA TIVE 

Under the reduced density alternative, the proposed Community and 

Redevelopment Plans would not be adopted as proposed. The Plans would be 

modified to provide for reduced intensity of development throughout the Planning 

Area. It is assumed that only the floor area ratios would be adjusted, all other land 

use, transportation and development regulations would remain as proposed by the 

Community and Redevelopment Plans .. 

Redevelopment Agency activities such as land acquisition, demolition, disposition, 

and implementation of the proposed redevelopment program would occur as 

6-5 



proposed. However, revenues to the Redevelopment Agency, particularly tax 

increment, would be less than that projected to be generated through implementation 

of the proposed project. As a result, the ability of the Redevelopment Agency to 

carry out all aspects of the proposed redevelopment program would be reduced. 

Overall, less development of all types would result in the Planning Area through 

implementation of the reduced density alternative. The impacts of the reduced 

density alternative would be similar to those of the proposed Community and 

Redevelopment Plans with the exception of transportation and circulation, air 

quality, and traffic related noise. Land use projections for the reduced density 

alternative are summarized in Table 6-1. 

• Under the reduced density alternative, a total of 26,101,493 square feet (sf) 

of office development would exist within the Planning Area at buildout. 

This is 4,702,287 sf less office space than the 30,803,780 sf which would 

exist under the ultimate capacity scenario analyzed in Section IV of this EIR. 

• A total of 5,281,417 sf of retail development would exist within the 

Planning Area at buildout. This is 317,023 sf less retail space than the 

5,598,440 sf which would exist under the ultimate capacity scenario. 

.. A total of 12,001 hotel rooms would exist within the Planning Area at 

buildout. This is 1,599 less rooms than the 13,600 hotel rooms which 

would exist under the ultimate capacity scenario. 

• A total of 25,854 residential dwelling units would exist within the Planning 

Area at buildout, or 10,816 less dwelling units than the 36,670 dwelling 

units which would exist under the ultimate capacity scenario. 

• A total of 5,138,695 sf of industriaVtransportation land use would exist 

within the Planning Area under the reduced density alternative. This is 

973,485 sf more than the 4,165,210 sf which would exist under the 

ultimate capacity scenario. 
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Land Use Category 

... 

Table 6-1 

REDUCED DENSITY ALTERNATIVE 
LAND USE COMPARISON 

Existing 
Land Use Ultimate Capacity 

Planning Area Total Planning Area Total 

Reduced 
Density 

Total 

Office (sf) 17,037,490 30,803,780 26,101,493 

Retail (sf) 4,509,710 

Hotel (rooms) 8,510 

Residential (units) 12,640 

Industrial/fransport. (sf) 5,152,980 

Cultura]/Institution (sf)* 808,240 

() = less sf under reduced density alternative. 
+ = more sf under reduced density alternative. 

5,598,440 5,281,417 

13,600 12,001 

36,670 25,854 

4,165,210 5,138,695 

1,202,800 1,202,787 

*Cultura]/Institutional may be expressed in square feet, number of seats, number of beds or marina berths. 

Difference Under 
Reduced Density 

Alternative 

(4,702,287) 

(317,023) 

(1,599) 

(10,816) 

+973,485 

(13) 



• Under the reduced density alternative, as under the ultimate capacity 

scenario, industrial and transportation related land uses are restricted by the 

proposed Community Plan and are not anticipated to increase in the future, 

however, less demolition of industrial and transportation related land uses 

would occur resulting in a larger number of remaining uses under this 

alternative than would remain at buildout of the ultimate capacity scenario. 

Land Use 

Under this alternative, the Planning Area would develop according to the land uses 

permitted by the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans. A mix of office, 

commercial retail, hotel, residential, cultural/institutional, and 

industrial/transportation uses would be permitted in specific geographic areas. 

Commercial, office and retail development would be permitted throughout the 

Columbia Sub Area, Core Redevelopment District, and Horton Plaza 

Redevelopment Project. Residential uses would be required in specific areas within 

the Harborview, Cortez and Centre City East Redevelopment Districts and the 

Marina Sub Area. Residential uses would be encouraged throughout the remaining 

Planning Area. 

Potential land use incompatibilities would occur whenever sensitive land uses such 

as residences, parks or schools are proposed in proximity to land sues such as 

railroads, freeways, parking structures, or industrial land uses. 

Transportation and Circulation 

Under the reduced density alternative, the total amount of development within the 

Planning Area would be less than that of the proposed project. Transportation and 

circulation impacts would increase over existing conditions. A 40 percent transit 

mode split is assumed to be achieved. With this mode split, street segments 

operating at an LOS of E or worse would number 21 as compared to 30 segments 

for the proposed project (see Table 6-2 and Figure 6-1 ). Impacts at freeway 

ramps and segments would be similar to the proposed project under the reduced 

density alternative with 9 ramps and 9 segments (both AM and PM peak) 

operating at a LOSE or worse (see Tables 6-3 and 6-4). As shown on Table 6-5, 
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TABLE6-2 
Centre City 

Screenline AM Peak Volumes and LOS: 
Reduced Density Alternative 

Screenline A Northbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM 
VOLUME 

N.Harbor Dr 700 700 
Pac.Hwy 2700 2780 
India St 500 700 
State St 1000 2190 
Union St 50 700 
First Ave 1850 4000 
Second Ave 50 700 
Third Ave 200 2190 
Fifth Ave 1700 4000 
Seventh Ave 10 990 
Eighth Ave 10 700 
Ninth Ave 10 725 
Park Blvd 700 1830 
Overall 9480 22205 

Screenline A Southbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM 
VOLUME 

N.Harbor Dr 800 700 
Pac.Hwy 2800 2780 
Kettner Blvd 1800 2990 
India St 600 700 
Columbia St 600 700 
Union St 200 700 
Front Ave 2800 4000 
Second Ave 1450 1430 
Fourth Ave 2900 4000 
Sixth Ave. 2950 4000 
Seventh Ave 400 700 
Eighth Ave 300 700 
Ninth Ave 100 700 
Park Blvd 800 1830 
Overall 18500 25930 
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(if worse than C) 
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E 
D 

AM LOS 
(if worse than C) 
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TABLE 6-2b 
Centre City 

Screenline AM Peak Volumes and LOS: 
Reduced Density Alternative 

Screenline B Northbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

N.Harbor Dr 600 700 D 
Pac.Hwy 2700 2780 E 
Kettner Blvd 500 1830 
India St 800 2990 
State St 750 2990 
Union St 350 700 
First Ave 2200 2990 
Third Ave 600 1430 
Fifth Ave 1400 2990 
Seventh Ave 250 1430 
Eighth Ave 200 1430 
Ninth Ave 300 700 
Eleventh Ave 1700 4000 
Fourteenth St 100 725 
Sixteenth St 300 1830 
Overall 12750 29515 

Screenline B Southbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

N.Harbor Dr 700 700 E 
Pac.Hwy 3100 2780 F 
Kettner Blvd 950 1830 
Columbia St 1550 2990 
Union St 300 700 
Front St 1200 4000 
Third Ave 600 700 D 
Fourth Ave 2000 4000 
Sixth Ave 1650 2990 
Seventh Ave 550 1430 
Eighth Ave 600 2990 
Ninth Ave 200 700 
Tenth Ave 1400 4000 
Sixteenth St 700 1830 
Overall 15500 31640 
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TABLE 6-2c 
Centre City 

Screenline AM Peak Volumes and LOS: 
Reduced Density Alternative 

Screenline C Northbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

N.Harbor Dr 700 700 E 
Pac.Hwy 2350 2780 D 
Kettner Blvd 1050 1830 
State St 600 725 D 
Union St 600 725 D 
First Ave 1850 4000 
Fifth Ave 1400 1450 E 
Seventh Ave 500 1430' 
Eighth Ave 500 1430 
Ninth Ave 600 700 D 
Eleventh Ave 1750 2990 
Thirteenth St 50 700 
Fourteenth St 50 2190 
Sixteenth St 650 1830 
Overall 12650 23480 

Screenline C Southbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

N.Harbor Dr 600 700 D 
Pac.Hwy 2000 2780 D 
Kettner Blvd 1000 1830 
State St 400 725 
Union St 50 725 
Front St 1100 4000 
Fourth Ave 700 4000 
Sixth Ave 800 1430 
Seventh Ave 400 1430 
Eighth Ave 350 2990 
Ninth Ave 200 700 
Tenth Ave 700 2990 
Thirteenth St 150 725 
Sixteenth St 600 1430 
Overall 9050 26455 
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TABLE 6-2d 
Centre City 

Screenline AM Peak Volumes and LOS: 
Reduced Density Alternative 

Screenline D Northbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM 
VOLUME 

Harbor Or 3500 1830 
First Ave 2700 2990 
Fifth Ave 500 700 
Eighth Ave 700 1830 
Overall 7400 7350 

Screenline D Southbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM 
VOLUME 

Harbor Dr 740 1830 
Front St 400 2990 
Fifth Ave 375 700 
Eighth Ave 1400 1830 
Overall 2915 7350 
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TABLE 6-2e 
Centre City 

Screenline AM Peak Volumes and LOS: 
Reduced Density Alternative 

Screenline E Eastbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Grape St 1500 4000 
Fir St 50 700 
Cedar St 100 700 
Beech St 500 700 D 
Ash St 1500 2780 
Broadway 1550 1830 D 
G St 1150 1980 
Harbor Dr 800 2780 
Overall 7150 15470 

Screenline E Westbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Hawthorn St 3200 4000 D 
Fir St 50 700 
Cedar St 100 700 
Beech St 150 700 
Ash St 1550 2780 
Broadway 1350 1830 D 
G St 600 1830 
Harbor Dr 3700 2780 F 
Overall 10700 15320 
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TABLE 6-2f 
Centre City 

Screenline AM Peak Volumes and LOS: 
Reduced Density Alternative 

Screenline F Eastbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Cedar St 50 1450 
Beech St 150 700 
Ast 1500 4000 
Broadway 1220 2780 
E St 50 700 
F St 200 2860 
G St 300 990 
Market St 575 1830 
Island Ave 100 840 
Harbor Dr 925 1830 
Overall 5070 17980 

Screenline F Westbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Beech St 700 700 E 
Ash St 3200 4000 D 
B St 3200 4000 D 
Broadway 2650 1830 F 
E St 50 700 
F St 300 1430 
Market St 2400 2780 D 
Island Ave 800 840 E 
Harbor Dr 3100 1830 F 
Overall 16400 18110 
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TABLE 6-2g 
Centre City 

Screenline AM Peak Volumes and LOS: 
Reduced Density Alternative 

Screenline G Eastbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Cedar St 800 1450 
Beech St 200 700 
Ast 1250 4000 
Broadway 1350 1830 D 
E St 400 2190 
G St 200 4000 
Market St 600 1830 
Island Ave 50 700 
J St 250 700 
K St 50 700 
Harbor Dr 950 1830 
Overall 6100 19930 

Screenline G Westbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Beech St 600 700 D 
Ash St 2950 4000 
B St 3000 4000 D 
Broadway 2250 1830 F 
F St 1850 4000 
Market St 2400 2780 D 
Island Ave 600 700 D 
J St 400 700 
KSt 300 700 
Harbor Dr 3850 1830 F 
Overall 18200 21240 
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TABLE6-2h 
Centre City 

Screenlioe AM Peak Volumes and LOS: 
Reduced Density Alternative 

Screenline H Eastbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

C St 650 2190 
Broadway 300 1830 
ESt 250 1430 
G St 900 4000 
Market St 550 1830 
Island Ave 50 700 
J St 50 700 
K St 50 700 
Imperial Ave 200 1830 
Overall 3000 15210 

Screenline H Westbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

B St 2450 2990 D 
Broadway 1550 1830 D 
E St 1300 1430 D 
F St 3000 4000 D 
Market St 1850 2780 
Island Ave 550 700 D 
J St 450 700 D 
KSt 300 700 D 
Imperial Ave 1450 1830 D 
Overall 12900 16960 
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TABLE 6-2i 
Centre City 

Screenline AM Peak Volumes and LOS: 
Reduced Density Alternative 

Screenline I Eastbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM 
VOLUME 

Laurel St 1000 2780 
Grape St 1500 4000 
Overall 2500 6780 

Screenline I Westbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM 
VOLUME 

Laurel St 3600 2780 
Hawthorn St 3200 4000 
Overall 6800 6780 
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TABLE 6-2j 
Centre City 

Screenline AM Peak Volumes and LOS: 
Reduced Density Alternative 

Screenline J Northbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM 
VOLUME 

N.Harbor Dr 3900 2780 
Pac.wy 2300 2780 
India St 1100 2990 
Overall 7300 8550 

Screenline J Southbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM 
VOLUME 

N.Harbor Dr 2300 2780 
Pac.Hwy 3500 2780 
Kettner Bl 2600 2990 
Overall 8400 8550 
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TABLE 6-3 
FREEWAY RAMP SEGMENTS WITH UNACCEPTABLE LEVELS OF SERVICE 

FOR REDUCED DENSITY ALTERNATIVE 

RAMP LOCATION: 2010 2010 
AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

Interstate 5: 

NB OFF TO J ST. AND 19TH ST. 

NB ON FROM PERSHING DR. AND B ST; B ON 

NB OFF TO 6TH AVE. 
NB ON FROM 1ST AVE. 
SB OFF TO FRONT ST. 
SB OFF TO 2ND AVE. 
SB ON FROM GRAPE ST. 
NB OFF TO HAWTHORN ST. 

State Route 94: 

EB ON FROM G ST. 

State Route 163: 

NB ON FROM 11TH AVE. 
SB OFF TO 4TH AVE. 
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V/C 

1.12 

1.36 

2.58 
0.95 
1.17 
1.04 
0.57 
1.52 

V/C 

0.53 

1.02 
1.66 

LOS 

F 

F 

F 
E 
F 
F 
A 
F 

LOS 

A 

F 
F 

V/C 

1.97 

1.1 i 
1.43 
1.91 
0.57 
0.75 
1.37 

0.93 

V/C 

1.21 

1.69 
1.06 

LOS 

F 

F 

F 
E 
A 
C 
F 
F 

LOS 

F 

F 
F 



TABLE 6-4 
FREEWAY RAMP V/Cs AND LOS 

IN THE VICINITY OF CENTRE CITY SAN DIEGO FOR THE 
REDUCED DENSITY ALTERNATIVE 

RAMP LOCATION: REDUCED DENSITY ALTERNATIVE 
0-', Peak Hour Peak Hour 

Interstate 5: ADT CHANGE AM V/C LOS PM V/C 

NB OFF TO J ST. AND 19TH ST. 23733 2.7 1680 1.12 F 2960 1.97 

NB ON FROM IMPERIAL AVE. AND 19TH S 6346 1.0 585 0.39 A 644 0.43 

SB OFF TO IMPERIAL AVE. AND 17TH ST. 9834 1.9 835 0.56 A 891 0.59 

SB ON FROM J ST. AND 17TH ST. 4568 1.0 295 0.20 A 457 0.30 

SB ON FROM E ST. 2991 0.6 430 0.29 A 249 0.17 

NB OFF TO PERSHING DR. 4388 0.8 375 0.13 A 439 0.16 

NB OFF TO B ST. 4593 0.8 810 0.54 A 342 0.23 

SB ON FROM PERSHING DR. AND C ST. 6780 0.9 455 0.30 A 642 0.43 

NB ON FROM PERSHING DR. AND B ST; B 22828 4.8 2045 1.36 F 1665 1.11 

NB ON FROM PERSHING DR. 8566 1.1 900 0 '50 A 727 0.48 

SB OFF TO PERSHING DR. AND B ST; B S 4471 1.1 380 0.25 A 34 0.02 

SB OFF TO PERSHING DR. 3051 0.2 180 0.12 A 285 0.19 

NB ON FROM PARK BL 311 0.2 20 0.01 A 29 0.02 

SB ON FROM PARK BL AND SR-163 15297 0.9 1485 0.53 A 1548 0.55 

NB ON FROM 11TH AVE. 1542 0.2 100 0.04 A 188 0.07 

SB OFF TO 10TH AVE. 3212 0.5 405 0.27 A 223 0.15 

NB OFF TO 6TH AVE. 57088 3.4 7220 2.58 F 3996 1.43 

SB ON FROM 5TH AVE. 7470 0.8 487 0.33 A 960 0.64 

NB ON FROM 1ST AVE. 20448 0.6 1420 0.95 E 2859 1.91 

SB ON FROM 1ST AVE. 5657 0.5 330 0.22 A 775 0.52 

SB OFF TO FRONT ST. 22025 1.6 3280 U7 F 1585 0.57 

SB OFF TO 2ND AVE. 19179 2.8 2905 1.04 F 1354 0.48 

SB ON FROM GRAPE ST. 19630 0.9 860 0.57 A 2057 1.37 

NB OFF TO HAWTHORN ST. 44864 1.8 4255 1.52 F 2617 0.93 

NB ON FROM HAWTHORN ST. 11068 1.2 455 0.30 A 1291 0.86 

Slale Roule 94: 

WB OFF TO F ST. 15503 0.7 2140 0.50 A 835 0.19 

EB ON FROM G ST. 42343 2.3 2280 0.53 A 5211 1.21 

State Route 163: 

NB ON FROM 11TH AVE. 27699 1.0 1840 1.02 F 3047 1.69 
NB ON FROM PARK B~ 4038 1.3 265 0.18 A 480 0.32 
SB OFF TO 10TH AVE. 13263 0.5 1555 0.56 A 928 0.33 
SB OFF TO 4TH AVE. 20231 3.1 2490 1.66 F 1587 1.06 
SB OFF TO PARK BL 13619 0.8 1285 0.86 D 1239 0.83 
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TABLE 6-5 
Centre City 

Screenline AM Peak Volumes and LOS: 
Reduced Density Alternative with Mitigation 

Screenline A Northbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

N.Harbor Dr 550 1430 
Pac.Hwy 2250 2780 D 
India St 500 700 D 
State St 1450 2190 
Union St 200 700 
First Ave 1800 4000 
Second Ave 50 700 
Third Ave 200 2190 
Fifth Ave 1700 4000 
Seventh Ave 50 700 
Eighth Ave 50 700 
Ninth Ave 50 700 
Park Blvd 600 1830 
Overall 9450 22620 

Screenline A Southbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LO::5 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

N.Harbor Dr 1100 1430 D 
Pac.Hwy 2400 2780 D 
Kettner Blvd 2400 2990 D 
India St 400 700 
Columbia St 500 700 D 
Union St 200 700 
Front Ave 2800 4000 
Second Ave 1200 1430 D 
Fourth Ave 2900 4000 
Sixth Ave. 2950 4000 
Seventh Ave 400 700 
Eighth Ave 300 700 
Ninth Ave 100 700 
Park Blvd 800 1830 
Overall 18450 26660 
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TABLE 6-Sb 
Centre City 

Screenline AM Peak Volumes and LOS: 
Reduced Density Alternative with Mitigation 

Screenline B Northbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

N.Harbor Dr 1100 1430 D 
Pac.Hwy 2150 2780 D 
Kettner Bl 500 1830 
India St 950 2990 
State St 1150 2990 
Union St 350 700 
First Ave 1900 2990 
Third Ave 400 1430 
Fifth Ave 1350 2990 
Seventh Ave 250 1430 
Eighth Ave 200 1430 
Ninth Ave 300 700 
Eleventh Ave 1700 4000 
Fourteenth St 100 725 
Sixteenth St 300 1830 
Overall 12700 30245 

Screenline B Southbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

N.Harbor Dr 700 1430 
Pac.Hwy 2300 2780 D 
Kettner Blvd 1400 1830 D 
Columbia St 1550 2990 
Union St 300 700 
Front St 1900 4000 
Third Ave 600 700 D 
Fourth Ave 2000 4000 
Sixth Ave 1650 2990 
Seventh Ave 550 1430 
Eighth Ave 600 2990 
Ninth Ave 200 700 
Tenth Ave 1100 4000 
Sixteenth St 700 1830 
Overall 15550 32370 
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TABLE 6-Sc 
Centre City 

Screenline AM Peak Volumes and LOS: 
Reduced Density Alternative with Mitigation 

Screenline C Northbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

N.Harbor Dr 600 700 D 
Pac.Hwy 2350 2780 D 
Kettner Blvd 1200 1830 
State St 600 725 D 
Union St 500 725 
First Ave 1850 4000 
Fifth Ave 1300 1450 D 
Seventh Ave 500 1430 
Eighth Ave 600 1430 
Ninth Ave 600 700 D 
Eleventh Ave 1750 2990 
Thirteenth St 50 700 
Fourteenth St 50 2190 
Sixteenth St 650 1830 
Overall 12600 23480 

Screenline C Southbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

N.Harbor Dr 500 700 D 
Pac.Hwy 2100 2780 D 
Kettner Blvd 1000 1830 
State St 400 725 
Union St 50 725 
Front St 1100 4000 
Fourth Ave 700 4000 
Sixth Ave 800 1430 
Seventh Ave 400 1430 
Eighth Ave 350 2990 
Ninth Ave 200 700 
Tenth Ave 700 2990 
!Thirteenth St 150 725 
Sixteenth St 600 -1430 
Overall 9050 26455 

6-24 



TABLE 6-Sd 
Centre City 

Screenline AM Peak Volumes and LOS: 
Reduced Density Alternative with Mitigation 

Screenline D Northbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Harbor Dr 1550 1830 D 
First Ave 2700 2990 D 
Fifth Ave 500 700 D 
Eighth Ave 700 1830 
Overall 5450 7350 

Screenline D Southbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Harbor Dr 740 1830 
Front St 400 2990 
Fifth Ave 375 700 
Eighth Ave 1400 1830 D 
Overall 2915 7350 
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TABLE 6-Se 
Centre City 

Screenline AM Peak Volumes and LOS: 
Reduced Density Alternative with Mitigation 

Screenline E Eastbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Grape St 1500 4000 
Fir St 50 700 
Cedar St 100 700 
Beech St 500 700 D 
Ash St 1500 2780 
Broadway 1550 1830 D 
G St 1150 1980 
Harbor Dr 800 2780 
Overall 7150 15470 

Screenline E Westbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Hawthorn St 3100 4000 D 
Fir St 50 700 
Cedar St 100 700 
Beech St 150 700 
Ash St 1550 2780 
Broadway 1250 1830 
G St 600 1830 
Harbor Dr 2450 2780 D 
Overall 9250 15320 
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TABLE 6-Sf 
Centre City 

Screenline AM Peak Volumes and LOS: 
Reduced Density Alternative with Mitigation 

Screenline F Eastbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Cedar St 50 725 
Beech St 150 1430 
Ast 1500 4000 
Broadway 1220 1830 
E St 50 700 
F St 200 1430 
G St 300 990 
Market St 575 1830 
Island Ave 100 840 
Harbor Dr 925 1830 
Overall 5070 15605 

Screenline F Westbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Beech St 900 1430 D 
Ash St 3200 4000 D 
B St 3200 4000 D 
Broadway 1550 1830 D 
E St 400 700 
F St 500 1430 
Market St 2300 2780 D 
Island Ave 700 840 
Harbor Dr 1550 1830 D 
Overall 14300 18840 
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TABLE 6-Sg 
Centre City 

Screenline AM Peak Volumes and LOS: 
Reduced Density Alternative with Mitigation 

Screenline G Eastbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Cedar St 800 1450 
Beech St 300 1430 
A st 1250 4000 
Broadway 1250 1830 
ESt 400 2190 
G St 200 4000 
Market St 600 1830 
Island Ave 50 700 
J St 250 700 
KSt 50 700 
Harbor Dr 950 1830 
Overall 6100 20660 

Screenline G Westbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Beech St 700 1430 
Ash St 3300 4000 D 
B St 3300 4000 D 
Broadway 1550 1830 D 
F St 2400 4000 
Market St 2300 2780 D 
Island Ave 600 700 D 
J St 600 700 D 
KSt 600 700 D 
Harbor Dr 1550 1830 D 
Overall 16900 21970 
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TABLE6-Sh 
Centre City 

Screenline AM Peak Volumes and LOS: 
Reduced Density Alternative with Mitigation 

Screenline H Eastbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

C St 500 2190 
Broadway 300 1830 
E St 250 1430 
G St 950 4000 
Market St 550 1830 
Island Ave 50 700 
J St 50 700 
K St 50 700 
Imperial Ave 200 1830 
Overall 2900 15210 

Screenline H Westbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

B St 2450 2990 D 
Broadway 1550 1830 D 
E St 1300 1430 D 
F St 3000 4000 D 
Market St 1850 2780 
Island Ave 550 700 D 
J St 450 700 D 
K St 300 700 D 
Imperial Ave 1450 1830 D 
Overall 12900 16960 
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TABLE 6-Si 
Centre City 

Screenline AM Peak Volumes and LOS: 
Reduced Density Alternative with Mitigation 

Screenline I Eastbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Laurel St 1000 1830 
Grape St 1500 4000 
Overall 2500 5830 

Screenline I Westbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

Laurel St 3250 3700 D 
Hawthorn St 3100 4000 D 
Overall 6350 7700 
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TABLE 6-Sj 
Centre City 

Screenline AM Peak Volumes and LOS: 
Reduced Density Alternative with Mitigation 

Screenline J Northbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

N.Harbor Dr 3250 3700 D 
Pac.Hwy 2450 2780 D 
India St 1500 2990 
Overall 7200 9470 

Screenline J Southbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR CAPACITY-AM AM LOS 
VOLUME (if worse than C) 

N.Harbor Dr 3100 3700 D 
Pac.Hwy 2450 2780 D 
Kettner Bl. 2800 2990 D 
Overall 8350 9470 
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the impacts to street segments could be mitigated by incorporation of specific 

roadway improvements (described in Section IV.B, Traffic and Circulation), so 

that all segments would operate at a minimum of LOS D. Freeway and ramp 

impacts would be more difficult to mitigate as they would require freeway 

improvements (described in Section IV.B) that may prove infeasible due to right­

of-way constraints. As with the proposed project, it is likely that unmitigated 

freeway and ramp impacts would remain. 

Under the reduced density alternative, parking spaces would still be in short supply 

in the unmitigated condition (Table 6-6), however, the deficit of spaces would be 

less: 7,877 spaces short compared to 9,618 best case; 17,069 spaces short 

compared to 18,810 worst case (refer to the Traffic Technical Report for this 

project for more detailed information on the reduced density alternative (available 

for review and/or purchase at the offices of CCDC). 

Although the relative increase in impacts would generally be less under the reduced 

density alternative, mitigation measures such as transit, freeway ramp and street 

improvements will still be required. Under this alternative, the ability of the 

Redevelopment Agency to carry out transit, freeway ramp and street improvements 

will be significantly reduced due to the reduced revenues generated by the 

redevelopment program. 

Air Quality 

Even though the reduced density alternative would have a lower density than the 

proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans, it still represents a higher density 

than is currently projected in the existing Community Plan. The traffic associated 

with the reduced density alternative will be expected to add more pollutant 

emissions to the air quality background. The reduced density alternative is expected 

to generate more trips than the existing Community Plan, however, it is not 

considered a growth inducing project but rather a redistribution of planned county­

wide growth. Therefore significant regional air quality impacts are not anticipated. 

Increases in localized emissions, however, due to CO hot spot occurrance would be 

less than those associated with the proposed project. 
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'TABLE 6-6 
CENTRE CITY 

PARKING DEMAND AND SUPPLY BY TAZ FOR 
REDUCED DENSITY ALTERNATIVE 

PRESENT PRESENT 
PARKING STALLS STALLS STALLS STALLS STALLS STALLS 

DEMAND ON-SITE ON-SITE ON-STREET ON-STREET OFF-SITE OFF-SITE 
SANDAG RETAINED NEW(*) RESTR'D UNRESTR'D MAX. MIN. 
TAZ 

180 682 1556 0 157 154 -874 -1185 
181 6489 2530 3180 315 903 779 -439 

f I 
182 7271 2921 5313 344 878 -963 -2185 
183 153 550 0 0 0 -397 -397 
185 8518 5652 2174 512 75 692 105 
186 7762 4902 1973 200 3 887 684 
187 10848 4744 2450 331 20 3655 3304 
188 7950 1520 2195 218 388 4235 3629 
189 12543 6388 4577 154 211 1579 1214 
190 9694 5774 852 239 24 3069 2806 
191 5621 1706 2004 468 16 1912 1428 
192 8586 1706 4131 364 460 2749 1925 
193 3336 2086 1149 186 79 102 -164 
194 1117 2000 565 186 79 -1449 -1714 
195 8424 1934 4692 247 696 1798 855 
196 5676 2400 3980 108 1177 -704 -1989 

TOTAL 104671 48369 39233 4029 5163 17069 7877 



Noise 

Under the reduced density alternative aircraft and rail noise would remain 

unchanged. The traffic related noise levels would decrease proportionally to the 

decrease in traffic volumes. Industrial noise, however, would occur in more areas 

as compared to the proposed project because the industrial land use would decrease 

by 40 percent under the proposed project but would be reduced by less than 

20 percent under the reduced density alternative. 

Cultural Resources 

Under the reduced density alternative, new development may impact cultural 

resources within the Planning Area. The amount of floor area ratio incentive 

provided for in the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans would be 

reduced, which may reduce the financial feasibility of rehabilitating and reusing 

designated historic structures within the Planning Area. 

Urban Design 

Under the reduced density alternative, the potential for significant long-tern;i. 

aesthetic and urban design impacts would be better sun access. The overall quality 

of, or scope of, park and public right-of-way improvements such as community 

parks, neighborhood parks, the extension of the Linear Park, the enhancement of 

Pacific Highway, and Bay Park Link/streetscape improvements may not be 

implemented to the extent proposed in the Community and Redevelopment Plans. 

A reduction in the quality or scope of improvements would impact the overall 

environmental, aesthetic, and social quality of the Planning Area. 

Public Facilities Services 

The reduced density alternative would increase population within the planning area, 

but not to the extent that the proposed project would. The increases in square 

footage of office space, residential units, commercial/retail facilities and hotels over 

existing conditions would require public utility and surface street improvements 

similar to those required for the proposed project. Existing deficiencies in the water 

distribution, sewer and storm drain systems described earlier this EIR would still 
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require remediation under the reduced density alternative. Surface street 

improvements (street, curb and gutter, sidewall, streetlights and traffic signals) will 

be required to the same degree as under the proposed project although demands on 

police, fire and other services would be expected to be less. 

Revenues to the Redevelopment Agency would be less under the reduced density 

alternative and the ability of the Redevelopment Agency to carry out public utility 

and street improvements would be significantly reduced. Therefore alternative 

funding sources (that are as yet unidentified) would be necessary to implement 

required improvements, or the scope of improvements would have to be reduced 

and existing adverse conditions would not be alleviated. In addition, no revenues 

would be available to contribute to the payment of additional police or fire service as 

would be the case if the proposed project were implemented. 

Geolo~cal Resources 

Impacts due to lithology, seismically-induced ground acceleration and liquefaction, 

possible native soil impacts, and high water levels are similar under this alternative 

to the proposed project. Geotechnical investigations would be required on a 

project-specific basis. 

Hydrolo~y 

The Redevelopment Agency and individual project applicants would be required to 

implement stormwater runoff control measures under the reduced density alternative 

similar to the proposed project 

Hazardous Materials Contamination 

Impacts under this alternative would be similar as those under the proposed project. 

It is possible that remediation of contaminated sites would be delayed due to lower 

funding amounts, therefore reducing future development. 
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Paleontolo~cal Resources 

Impacts to paleontological resources under the reduced density alternative are 

similar to the proposed project. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Under the reduced density alternative, new development would continue within the 

Planning Area but at a substantially reduced build out level. It may be more 

difficult for the Redevelopment Agency to alleviate adverse conditions due to lower 

levels of projected funding. The existing jobs/housing balance would be improved 

but not to the extent possible through the proposed project. 

No regional traffic circulation impacts would be expected to result from 

implementation of the reduced density alternative. Implementation of the reduced 

density alternative however, would increase congestion to a level below 

significance near the Planning Area on the area-wide serving freeway facilities. 

These impacts would be considered adverse localized cumulative impacts of the 

proposed development. Air quality impacts associated with CO hot spots generated 

by poor traffic circulation on area-wide serving freeways such as 1-5, SR-163 an9 

SR-94 would also be considered cumulative impacts of the implementation of the 

reduced density alternative. 

Traffic congestion, and resulting air quality and noise related impact would still be 

significant and require the implementation of mitigation measures to improve traffic 

circulation. 

The reduced density alternative would improve some of the overall land use, social 

and economic conditions within the Planning Area but not to the extent possible 

through implementation of the proposed Plans. The reduced density alternative is 

not considered to be an environmentally superior alternative. 
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We hereby affirm that to the best of our knowledge and belief, the statements and 

information contained herein are in all respects true and correct and that all 

information concerning the potentially significant environmental effects of the 

project has been included and fully evaluated in this EIR. 

David A. Potter, AICP 
Project Director 
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225 Brocdwoy 
Suite 1100 
San Diego. California 92101-5074 
619/236-7101 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

Project Title: 

Project Location: 

Centre City 
Development 
Corporation 

I.~"'~"' 
~ '- ~"'"­
I., Lr L,. L,. d.,.. 
L. L. L- l-L. 
LLLLL 

John G. uav1es 
PRESIDENT 
Gil R. Ontai 
VICE PRESIDENT 
Philip C. Blair 
SECR~TARY 
Janay P Kruger 
TREASURER 

Thomas F. Carter 
Patrick Kruer 
Henri S. Lagatella 

Pamela M. Hamilton 
EXECUTIV£ \1CE PRESIDENT 

September 14, 1990 

CENTRE CITY SAN DIEGO COMMUNITY 

PLAN UPDATE AND REDEVELOPMENT 

PLANEIR 

Bounded on the nonh by Laurel Street and 

Interstate 5; on the east by Interstate 5, 

Commercial, 16th, Newton, Sigsbee, Harbor 

and the extension of Beardsley Street; and on the 

south and west by the San Diego Bay and the 

mean high tide line. 

The Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diego will be the Lead Agency and intends 

to prepare an EIR for the Centre City San Diego Community Plan Update and 

Redevelopment Plan. 

We need to know the views of your agency or organization as to the scope and context of 

the environmental information which is germane to your agency's statutory responsibilities 

or your organization's interests in connection with the proposed action. If your agency is a 

responsible agency as defined by Section 15381 of the State CEQA Guidelines. your 

agency will need to use the environmental document prepared by the Redevelopment 

Agency when considering your permit or other approval for the project. 

The project description, location map and preliminary identification of the potential 

environmental effects are contained in the attached materials. 



September 12., 1990 
NOTICE OF PREPARATION 
PAGE2 

Due to the time limits mandated by State law and the Redevelopment Agency's 

environmental procedures for compliance with State law, your comments should be sent by 

the earliest possible date but no later than 30 days after your receipt of this notice. Please 

send your response to the following address: Centre City Development Corporation 

(CCDC). 225 Broadway. Suite 1100, San Diego. CA 92101. ATTN: 

Beverly Schroeder. Any questions regarding the proposed. project may be directed to Paul 

Desrochers at CCDC. We will need to know the name for a contact person in your agency. 

A copy of this notice appeared in the San Diego Daily Transcript on Friday, September 14, 

1990. 

CENTRE CITY DEVELOP:MENT CORPORATION 

Paul Desrochers 

Assistant Vice President 

Attachment 



CENTRE CITY SAN DIEGO COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE AND 

REDEVELOPMENT PLAN EIR 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Centre City Community Plan and Redevelopment Plan Area is located in the City of 

San Diego Metropolitan area (Figure 1). The City of San Diego is located approximately 

15 miles from the United States International Border with Mexico and approximately 

130 miles south of Los Angeles. Major north-south access routes to San Diego are 

Interstate 5, Interstate 805, State Route 163, and State Route 15. Major east-west access 

routes to San Diego are Interstate 8 and State Route 94. 

Centre City includes approximately 1535 acres of the metropolitan core, bounded on the 

north by Laurel Street and Interstate 5; on the east by Interstate 5, Commercial, 16th, 

Newton, Sigsbee, Harbor and the extension of Beardsley Street; and on the south and west 

by the San Diego Bay and the mean high tide line. 

The Effi. will address the Centre City Community Plan Update and Redevelopment Plan 

located within Centre City (Figure 2). The Centre City San Diego Community Plan was 

preliminarily approved by the San Diego City Council on July 23, 1990, although cenain 
'· 

specific issues were referred to staff for a subsequent public hearing. The Centre City 

Preliminary Redevelopment Plan was approved by the City of San Diego Planning 

Commission on September 13, 1990. The Redevelopment Plan is intended to promote an 

arrangement of land use, circulation, and services which will eliminate blight, provide 

affordable housing for persons and families of low and moderate income, and encourage 

and contribute to the economic, social and physical health, safety, welfare and convenience 

of the community. The fundamental purpose of State Law redevelopment projects is to 

expand the supply of low and moderate income housing, to expand the employment 

opportunities for jobless, under-employed, and low-income persons, and to provide an 

environment for the social, economic, and psychological growth and well-being of all 

citizens. Fiscal too1s include the use of tax increment financing for the implementation of 

project activities. 

Goals of the Centre City Community Plan include development of Centre City with a 

strong financial/commercial core surrounded by distinct but well integrated mixed-use and 

residential neighborhoods along with the amenities, commerce, and services necessary to 
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support a vibrant urban downtown. The plan would substantially increase the number of 

people living downtown and provide a range of housing to meet the need of an 

economically and socially balanced population. The plan would also accommodate a 

comprehensive multi-modal transponation system that suppons planned development 

intensities and land use patterns in Centre City. A plan objective is to increase use of mass 

transit, especially by daily commuters, with less reliance on automobiles and long-term 

downtown parking. 

The plan proposes to take maximum advantage of Centre City's unique topography and 

waterfront setting by orienting it to people and their activities in a dynamic expanding 

downtown. An urban open space system is provided for in the Centre City plan that is 

designed to take advantage of San Diego's climate and setting; the open space system also 

offers both formal and informal places, and active-recreational and passive areas for 

downtown workers, residents and visitors. 

An objective of the plan is to make Centre City the dominant c_enter of the region for music, 

theatre, dance and the visual ans, for dining out and for entenainment and public festivals, 

and to preserve historic structures and districts which provide a tangible link to the past. 

The plan also proposes to promote the growth and vitality of Centre City as the primary 

business, educational, cultural and entertainment magnet of the region. Finally, the P.lan 

provides for the establishment of a comprehensive program to provide facilities and 

amenities in Centre City which are determined to be of benefit to the public. 

The probable environmental effects of the proposed community plan update and 

redevelopment project to be addressed in the EIR include: 

.. Land Use; 

.. Transponation/Circularion; 

.. Air Quality; 

.. Noise; 

.. Urban Design/Aesthetics; 

" Cultural Resources; 
.. Geotechnical; 

" Water Resources; 
.. Hazardous Waste Contamination; 
.. Public Services and Utilities; 
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• Socioeconomics; and 

.. Paleontological Resources. 

Alternatives to the proposed project will also be discussed in the EIR. 



Suite 1100 
San Diego. California 92101-5074 
619/236-7101 

September 25, 1990 

<.;anue 1.,11y 
Development 
Corporation 

""- ~"~~ 
~ ........ ..... 
l. L., .... L,.L,. 
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LL LLL 

~Ul1r\ '=7. UOVl85 
PRESIDENT 
Gil R. Ontai 
VICE PRESIDENT 
Philio C. Blair 
SECll£TARV 
Janay P Kruger 
TREASURER 

Thomas F. Carter 
Patrick Kruer 
Henri S. Lagatella 

Pamela M. Hamilton 
EXECUTIVE \/!CE ffiESIDENT 

Subject: Scoping Meeting to Solicit Agency Comments on the Centre City San Diego 
Community Plan Update and Redevelopment Plan EIR 

Dear Agency Representative: 

Centre City Development Corporation (CCDC) and ERC Environmental and 
Energy Services Company (ERCE) is holding an environmental scoping meeting on 
Wednesday, October 3, 1990 at 9:00 am to solicit your comments regarding the preparation 
of an EIR for the Centre City San Diego Community Plan Update and Redevelopment 
Plan. The meeting will be held at CCDC offices, 225 Broadway, Suite 1100, San Diego, 
California 92101. Please RSVP if you plan to attend to Beverly Schroeder at (619) 236-
7101. . 

A copy of the NOP and Scope of Work for the environmental document is attached 
for your review. We look forward to seeing you at the scoping meeting next month. 

CENTRE CITY DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 

Paul Desrochers 
Assistant Vice President 

Attachments: NOP and EIR Scope of Work 



S.TA.TI! o; CAt.JFORNtA4FICE Of THI! GoVl!RNOR 

OFFICE OF·· PLANNING AND RESEARCH 
1400 Tl!Nlll STR.EET 
~AClAMENTO, CA 9581-4 

DATE: ~p 18, 1990 

TOx Reviewing Agency. 

RE:: CITY OF SAN DIEGO, s NOP for 

GEORGE Ol!UKMf.Jl-'N, 0o't.:::: 

'CENTRE CITY SAN DIEGO COMMUNITY PLAN t'PDATE AND REVIEW 
SCH # _90010898 

A1:,tached. for your comment is the CITY OF SAN DIEGO'S . 
Notice of Preparation of a. draft EnvironmentAl Impact Report ( EIR) f_or the 
CENTRE CITY SAN· ,_DIEGO COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE· ANO REVIEW. 

Responsible agenciea must transmit their concerns and comments on the scope 
and content of ,the· EIR,. focusing on specific. information related to their 
own statutory responsibility, -within 30 days of receipt cf this notice. we 
encourage commenting agencies to respond to this notice and express their 
concarna early in the environmental review• process. 

Please- direct your· comments tor 

PAUL DESROCHERS 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
225 BROADWAY, SUITE 1100 
SAN DIEGO, C;A, 92101 

with a copy to the Office of Planninq and Research. Please refer· to the 
SCH n'I.Ullber noted above, in all correspondence• concerning this project. 

If you have any questions about the review process, call 
Terri Lovelady at (916) 445-0613. 

Sincerely, 

~~✓~----•u 
\. '. ~ • I ' 

David c. Nunenka.mp 
Deputy Director, Permit Assistance 

Attachments 

c;;:c: t.ead Agency 
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NOIIIMAN W. MICKEY 
~H1£F A~MINIITMT!Vl Of"f"ICEM 

111191 1131·11221'1 
1~oc"'ior, Coaa 730) 

CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 

1800 PACIFIC MIOMWAV. SAN 011!00. CA!..IFORNIA 9.2101-24'72 

October 17, 1990 

Centre city Development Corporation 
ATTN: Beverly Schroeder 
225 Broadway, Suite 1100 
San Diego, CA 92101 

CENTRE CITY 
DEVELOPMEN·r 
CORPORATl(V,• 

OCT 2 :i 1990 

Orig. To·:oeJ.J 
Copv To: ____ _ 

RE: Comlilents Regarding Proposed Environmental Impact Report 
for the Centre City San Diego Community Plan Update. and 
Redevelopment Plan 

Dear Ms. Schroeder: 

On behalf of the Chief Administrative Officer of the County of 
San Diego, I am responding to the Notice of Preparation ct an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Centre city 
San Diego Community Plan Update and Redevelopment Plan~ The 
County is a responsible agency since it provides regional 
services to the Community Plan and proposed Redevelopment Plan 
area. Our comments are as follows: 

1. The California Environmental Quality Act provides a means 
!or evaluating the economic and fiscal effects of 
projects. The EIR should include data reflecting the 
fiscal impact which may occur as a result of this project. 

2. The project description should include a discussion of the 
project as a redevelopment area. This discussion should 
evaluate the appropriateness of the site as a redevelop­
ment area and its conformance to criteria in the 
California Community Redevelopment Law which define blight 
(Health and Safety Coda Sections 33031 and 33032). 

3. The EIR should contain a description of the regional 
services provided by the County O including social 
services, public health, welfare, courts, criminal justice 
and other services provided both within the project area 
and throughout San .Diego County. Existing capital and 
operating deficiencies should be identified, particularly 
with 
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respect to justice system services. Unless a pass-through 
of the County I s share of property tax growth is part ot 
the project proposal, loss or annual tax increment would 
undermine the County's ability to provide regional 
services. 

4. The EIR should identify potential impacts on the demand 
tor County services which would result !rom population 
growth or other factors. s1--.::-!!:al needs of indigent and 
low-income residents of the area, the extent to which 
those needs may be affected by project activities, and any 
effects on delivery of County services (e.g., higher 
delivery costs resulting from greater dispersion of the 
service population) also should be addressed. 

5. The EIR should also include the environmental impacts that 
would result from the loss of the County's share of prop­
erty tax growth. We are aware that certain agencies have 
indicated this type of information will be brought to 
light if a Fiscal Review Committee is established. 
However, we feel this information should be presented as 
part of the EIR. 

6. The EIR should address the potential use or redevelopment 
funds to assist in providing open space in Centre City, 
including open space proposed on the County Administration 
Center parking lot sites and !or twin plazas at the corner 
of Cedar Street and Pacific Highway, identified in the 
Preliminary Center community Plan, County Administration 
Center Design Zone. 

If you have any questions on these comments, please contact me at 
531-5200. 

Sincerely, 

cc: Robert Griego, Deputy Chief Administrative Officer 
Lari Sheehan, Deputy Chief Administrative Officer 
Rod Calvao, Auditor and Controller 

CCDCNOP.SSL 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

STATE LANDS COMMISSION 
"'0 T. McCARTHY, Ui,ur&nam Governor 

IAV DAVIS. Conrroller 
... eSSE R. HUFF, D1t11cror of F/nanr::fl 

Mr. Paul Desrochers 
City of San Diego 
225 Broadway, Suite 1100 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Mr. Desrochers: 

October 29, 1990 

GEORGE OE\.JKMl:JIAN. Govtu,ior 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE 
1807 • 13th Street 
Sacramento. CA 95814 

CHARLES WARREN 
Executive Officer 

Staff of the State Lands Commission (SLC) bas reviewed the Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Centre City San Diego 
Community Plan Update and Review. Based on this review, we offer the following 
comments. 

The SLC has jurisdiction and authority over all ungranted tidelands, submerged lands, 
and the beds of navigable rivers, sloughs, lakes, etc. The SLC has an oversight responsibility 
for tide and submerged lands legislatively granted in trust to local jurisdictions (Public 
Resources Code Section 6301). All tide and submerged lands, granted or ungranted, are 
impressed with the Common Law Public Trust. The Public Trust is a sovereign p'ublic 
property right held by the State or its delegated trustee for the benefit of all the people of 
the State. This right limits the uses of these lands to waterborne commerce, navigation, 
fisheries, open space, recreation, or other recognized Public Trust purposes. A lease from 
the Commission is required for any portion of a project extending onto State-owned lands 
which are under its exclusive jurisdiction. 

The proposed project area includes sovereign lands of the State of California that 
have been transferred in trust to the San Diego Unified Port District, pursuant to Chapter 
67, Statutes of 1962. The project location as described in your NOP is inconsistent with the 
attached map showing the Centre City Redevelopment Project Area Boundaries (Figure 2). 
The description states the area is bounded on the south and west by the San Diego Bay and 
the mean high tide line. What is depicted on Figure 2 as the south and west boundary is. 
for the most part, the pier head line. 

We have enclosed a copy of Figure 2 which depicts the adjudicated mean high tide 
line per Superior Cl>urt Case H35473 City of San PiciO y Arrow Pack:ini Co .. et al (1921) 
in red. The pier head line is depicted in green and that portion of the Centre City Planning 
Area boundaries coincidental with the mean high tide line in blue. The lands lying 
waterward of this line are subject to the above discussed Public Trust land use restrictions. 



Mr. Paul Desrochers 
October 29, 1990 
Page 2 

In addition to the water dependent or water oriented restrictions on the land the Port 
District holds in trust. revenues generated from these trust lands may not be spent outside 
the trust boundari~s for for nontrust uses. 

The SLC is particularly concerned with the natural resources and recreational 
opportunities of lands under its jurisdiction. We arc concerned that the environmental 
review and decision-making processes of all agencies take into account the impacts that 
projects may have on Public Trust resources in and along the State's waterways. Please be 
sure to consider these resources within the "redevelopment11 plan. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions, please contact 
Cunis Fossum (916) 322-Tl.77. 

Sincerely, 

~c,_~ 

j (;: Dwight E. Sanders. Chief 10 Division of Environmental 
Planning and Management 

Attachment 

cc: Curtis Fossum 
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Port of San Diego 
and Lindbergh Field Air Terminal 

(619) 291-3900 • P.O. Box 488, San Diego, California 92112 

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

ATTN: Beverly Schroeder 

October 15, 1990 

SUBJECT: CENTRE CITY SAN DIEGO CO~UN!TY PLAN UPDATE and 
REDEVELOPMENT PLAN EIR (EIR) 
Response to Notice of Preparation 

Dear Ms. Schroeder: 

The proposed Centre City Redevelopment Project Expansion Area includes 
transportation systems serving District lands and facilities, and includes 
airspace proximate to San Diego International Airport, Lindbergh Field, which 
is operated by the District. 

The District understands that the Redevelopment Plan is intended to promote an 
arrangement of land use, circulation, and services which will eliminate 
blight, provide affordable housing, and encourage and contribute to the 
economic, social and physical health, safety, welfare and convenience of the 
community. 

The EIR for the Redevelopment Plan should address the Plan 1 s effect on local 
transportation systems, including truck movements to the Tenth Avenue Marine 
Terminal and the San Diego Convention Center, and vehicular access to the 
San Diego Embarcadero and Airport facilities. 

The EIR should also address the Plan 1 s effects on the arrangement of land uses 
within the airport 1 s influence area with respect to the compatibili of such 
uses with the operations of Lindbergh Field. 

RTH/KLA/nac 

cc: - F. Tru 11 

File: - EIR Review/CCDC 

Sincerely, 

RALPH T. HICKS, 
Environmental Management Coordi nat0ENTRE CITY 

DEVELOPMEN"i 
CORPORATl()I\' 

OCT 161990 J­
Ong. To:~• 
Copy To: __ 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA-BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HCl.JSING AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
\STRICT 11, P.O. BOX 85406, SAN DIEGO 92186-5406 

October 12, 1990 

Beverly Schroeder 
CCDC 
225 Broadway, Suite 1100 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Ms. Schroeder: 

GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governor 

ll-SD-005 
(Centre City-SD) 

Notice of Preparation of a DEIR for the 
Centre City San Diego CPU and 

Redevelopment Plan - SCH 90010898 

Caltrans District 11 will appreciate the opportunity to review 
the draft document. Our review will especially focus on the 
environmental issues of Traffic/Circulation and Air Quality. Our 
contact person for Interstate Route 5 is Jim Linthicum, Project 
Manager, Project Studies Branch 11 B, 11 (619) 688-6952. · 

Sincerely, 

JESUS M. GARCIA 
District Director 

By 

✓-~7¼'~ r c4 ~ 
/ JAMES T. CHESHIRE, Chief 
\.....-----.,,,.·Environmental Planning Branch 

MO:wkb CENTRE CITY 
DEVELOPMEN; 
CORPORAT1,,..... •• 

OCT 1 61990 

Orig. To:~J. 
Copy To: __ __ 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
OFFICER IN CHARGE 
WESTERN DIVISION 

NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND DETACHMENT 
BROADWAY COMPLEX 

555 W. BEECH STREET, SUITE 101 
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92101-2937 

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

Dear Ms. Schroeder: 

CENTRE CITY 
OEVELOPMEW, 
CORPORATI0~1 

0~:.1T~;~. 
CopvTo: __ _ 

00 
Ser 0764 
0 4 DC; 1990 

Thank you for providing the Navy and this office an opportunity 
to provide "scoping" comments regarding the preparation of the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Centre City San Diego 
Community Plan Update and Redevelopment Plan. 

As you are aware, the Navy owns the eight city blocks bounded by 
Broadway, Harbor Drive and Pacific Highway known as the Navy 
Broadway Complex. The property is currently included within two 
redevelopment project areas (Marina and Columbia). Although not 
subject to redevelopment jurisdiction under California 
redevelopment laws, the Redevelopment Agency will benefit from 
tax increments associated with the anticipated public/private 
redevelopment of the Complex. The Navy has been working with the 
City of San Diego, the Centre City Development Corporation 
(CCDC), the San Diego Unified Port District, the Centre City 
Planning Committee, the Broadway Complex Coordinating Group and 
others over the past five years on a project to redevelop the 
Navy Broadway Complex in such a way to provide the Navy the 
office facilities it needs and yet enhance and extend the City's 
plans for th~ Centre City. 

Consistent with a Memorandum of Understanding between the City 
and the Navy, a Development Agreement will be presented to the 
City Council for approval in the near future. The city's Final 
EIR for the proposed action incorporates the Navy 1 s Final EIS on 
the project. Both documents are at the printers and represent, 
in large measure, the cooperative efforts of City and Navy 
staffs. The draft documents were distributed to the city and 
CCDC for review and comment. The final documents will be 
distributed later this month. These environmental documents were 
based on information provided to the Navy by the City identifying 
projected development plans and intensities in Centre city. The 
Navy Broadway Complex Project Final EIS fully analyzes the 
project's impacts within the context of the projected downtown 
development and identifies the mitigation measures necessitated 
by the project. The Centre City EIR should acknowledge and 
consider the Navy Broadway Complex Project, the EIS, the 
mitigation measures identified therein and in the proposed City 
Findings. 
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00 
Ser 0764 

0 4 OCT 1990 

While the Navy is proceeding with plans to redevelop this 
property, the land will continue to be owned by the Navy and 
therefore outside CCDC or City of San Diego authority in matters 
of zoning, land use or redevelopment. The EIR for the Centre 
City should acknowledge this governmental relationship. 

The point of contact from the Navy Broadway complex Project for 
the CCDC EIR for the Centre city San Diego Community Plan Update 
and Redevelopment Plan is Louis Misko, at 532-3289. 

Copy to: 

Sincerely, 

W. K. Goodermote 
CAPT, CEC, USN 
Officer in Charge 

SOUTHWESTNAVFACENGCOM, San Diego, CA 

2 



ENGINEERING 
and 

DEVELOPMENT 

DEPARTMENT 

THE CITY OF 

SAN DIEGO 
EXECUTIVE COMPLEX 

JOJO SECOND AVENUE • SUITE 444 (West Wing) 

SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92101-4154 

TELEPHONE: (619) 533-3174 

October 3, 1990 

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

Attn: Beverly Schroeder 

CENTRE CITY 
DEVELOPMEN-:· 
CORPORATIO' I 

OCT 04 1990 
Orig. To: 1--,1: ( /, 

Copy To: __ 

RE: NOTICE OF PREPARATION - CENTRE CITY SAN DIEGO COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE AND 
REDEVELOPMENT PLAN EIR 

We are part of the Engineering and Development Department, Design Division -
Tank Mar: :,gement Program. We have and will continue to assist CCDC in dealing 
with geotechnical, water resources, and hazardous waste contamination issues. 

In preparing your EIR we urge you to place a strong emphasis on researching and 
investigating potential sources of hazardous waste contamination especially 
underground storage tanks. Often times record searches will not indicate their 
presence. Many tanks have been found where there wa·s no record of' their 
existence. In the area of project expansion it is likely a great number of 
underground storage tanks exist. Groundwater and soil contaminated by 
unauthorized releases from underground storage tanks can greatly affect a 
project's progress. 

We are aware of several active earthquake faults within the project expansion 
area and expect that the EIR will adequately address these. 

If we can be of assistance, please do not hesitate to call at 533-3174. 

Sincerely, 

cdOL-
Ted Olson 
Project Officer 

cc: Paul Gagliardo 



The San Diego 
Community College District 
',375 Camino del Rio South, San Diego, CA 92108-3883 (619) 584-6500 

September 20, 1990 

Mr. Paul Desrochers 
Assistant Vice President 
Cantre City Development Corporation 
225 Broadway, Suite 1100 
San Diego, CA 92101-5074 

Dear Mr. Desrochers: 

Facllltles Services 
584-6546 

We are in receipt of your Notice of Preparation of the Centre City San Diego 
Community Plan Update and Redevelopment flan Enviromnental Impact Report. Even 
prior to receipt of this notice, San Diego Community College District staff has 
corresponded with you on downtown redevelopment. The District is also ac 
various stages of negotiating agreements with the Redevelopment Agency of the 
City of San Diego on redevelopment projects throughout the City. 

There are several District-owned facilities and a considerable number of 
educational programs offered in and around the Centre City area. The District 
derives substantial revenues from taxes collected in this region and will be 
significantly impacted by the expanded redevelopment project area. 

A reading of the information enclosed with the above-named notice suggests that 
the Centre City Development Corporation (CCDC) is at a very preliminary stage in 
the preparation of the environmental documentation, The District should be 
specifically mentioned in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in terms· of both 
impact and the mitigation of such impact. It is not stated within the provided 
information; however, there will be probable environmental effects in housing 
and commercial development. Both of these will translate into the need to 
accommodate greater numbers of students at our facilities, 

The District, as a special agency of the State of California, has an autonomous 
mandate to carry out its mission of making education available to all who may 
benefit from it. Further documentation from CCDC is awaited; the District 
expec~s to be fully informed by GCDC as it prepares substantial redevelopment 
plans, the EIR, and other related materials, The overall goal is to negotiate a 
mutually beneficial agreement. 

Sincsrely, 

Damon Sch.a.mu, P.E, 
Director, Plant and Equipment Services 

rkb 

c: Chancellor Wenrich 
Augie Gallego 
Na.deem Shafi 

C .• .• 99 
0c./' 2-~ 1 l1 

1--:) " 
JCU<-(;..,.-



Toa 

Subject: 

Gentle:men1 

San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. 
Environmental Impact Report Review Committee 
P. 0. Box A-81106 San Diego, CA 92138 

September 16, 1990 

Cantre City Development Co~poration 
225 Broadway, Suite 1100 
San Diego, California 92101-5074 

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Centre City San Diego Community Plan Update and 

Redevelopment Plan EIR 

Thank you for the subject Notice of Preparation, received by this Society 
laat Yeek, 

We are pleased to note the inclusion of cultural resources in the list of 
iasuea to be addressed in the DEIR for this project. We look forward to the 
opportunity to review the DEIR and its cultural resources technical report(s) 
when the public review period begins, 

._ The San Diego County Archaeological Society appreciates being included in 
CCDC's environmental review process for this project. 

Sincerely, 

~oyle,'-"JrU.;'7"&"'\JJIIQ.:::-,... 

Chairperson, EIR Rev 

cc: fila 

SEP 2 l 199\"1 

--7~ 

' -



Centre City Development Corporation 
225 Broadway 
Suite 1100 
San Diego, California 92101 

,Attention: Beverly Schroeder 

Notice of Preparation 

Date Qcltka, :!. lt/f ~ 
) 

Subject. 
Centre City San Diego Community Plan Update and Redevelopment Plan EIR 

Dear Ms. Schroeder: 

I have reviewed the Notice of Preparation for the Centre City Community Plan Update and 
Redevelopment Plan EIR and recommend that the following issues be discussed in the EIR: 

~ ;=~~~ br:/;t/;-f ~ft: 
4,-, klsti,,., ·qre tn<{Jp..,_,,,n 1zi IIJ,/t.- el. :f;. M.t:/Wt; ~ Ir , 

0th Co 
;; ,17-t. 1); -c1v,,.~ p" (T Ji, /. r s "' -:n 'hr) ~ s 

er mments: ) 77,,,,e. 71 ~ z.00<1 y~ . 

Nrune 

/{i ,I I} u flt t )t ( 'rf( ee,,f 
Address 

slj-,V £3~ Gk. P..1,j/ 
City. State, Zip Code1 

Phone Number 

CENTRE CITY 
DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION 

OCT 031990 
Orig.To:~. 
Copy To: __ 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE USOURc:!5 AGl!NC'f G!OR.GE DEIJKME.JIAN, Govemor 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
330 Golden Shore, Suite 50 
Long Beach, CA 90802 
''>13) 590-5113 

September 28, 1990 

Ms. Beverly Schroeder 
Centre City Development Corporation 
225 Broadway; Suite 1100 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Dear Me. Schroeder: 

We have reviewed the Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR for 
the Centre City San Diego Community Plan Update and 
Redevelopment Plan EIR project. To enable our staff 
toadequately review and comment on thia project, we recommend 
the following information be included in the Draft EIR: 

1. A complete assessment of flora and fauna within and 
adjacent to the project area, with particular 
emphasis upon identifying endangered, threatened and 
locally unique species and sensitive and critical 
habitats. 

2. A discussion of direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impacts expected to adversely affect biological 
resources, with specific measures to offset such 
impacts. 

3. A discussion of potential adverse impacts from any 
increased runoff, sedimentation, soil erosion, and/or 
urban pollutants on streams and watercoureea on or 
near the project site, with mitigation measures 
proposed to alleviate such impacts. Stream buffer 
areas and maintenance in their natural condition 
through non-structural flood control methods should 
also be considered in order to continue their high 
value as wildlife corridors. 

More generally, there should be discussion of alternatives to 
not only minimize adverse impacts to wildlife, but to include 
direct benefit to wildlife and wildlife habitat. Those 
discussions should consider the Department of Fish and Game's 
policy that there should be no net loss of wetland acreage or 
habitat values. We oppose projects which do not provide 
adequate mitigation for such losses. 

CENTRE CITY 
DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATl0"' 

OCT0~9J 
Orig. To: ✓ • 
Copy To: __ _ 



Ms. Beverly Schroeder -2- September 28, 1990 

Diversion, obstruction of the natural flow; or changes in the 
bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake will 
require notification to the Department of Fish and Game as 
called for in the Fieh and Game Code. Notification should be 
made after the project is approved by the lead agency. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this 
project. If you have any questions, please contact Kris Lal 
of our Environmental Services staff at (213) 590-5137. 

Sincerely, 

w~ 
Fred Worthley 

cc: Office of Planning & Research 

Regional Manager 
Region 5 
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6AN Dl~GO COUNTY OFFIC~ OF ~DUCATION 

September 28, 1990 

Paul Desrochers 
Assistant Vice President, Operations 
Centre City Redevelopment Agency 
225 Broadway, Suite 1100 
San Diego CA 92101 

Dear Mr. Desrochers: 

CENTRE CITY 
DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION 

OCT Q:) 1990 
---....., / 

subject: Centre City Redevelopment Project Orig. To: :,..· >...._--

This letter is part of our continuing outreach ef~J~O"" work with 
you on achieving an agreement for mitigation of impacts of the 
referenced redevelopment project on the San Diego County Office of 
Education (COE). 

The COE, as a regional education agency, is affected by every 
redevelopment project within the boundaries of San Diego County and 
has been successful in reaching agreements with redevelopment 
agencies throughout the area. The following information is 
provided to assist in our deliberations. 

INPUT ON DRAFT EIR PREPARATION 
The COE has prepared extensive analysis of redevelopment projects 
and their impact on our operations. Exemplary impact information 
is provided in attachment #1. These same components of impact and 
methodology will be used in assessing the impact of your project as 
appropriate. Your EIR documents will need to address these areas 
of impact at a minimum. 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION IF FURTHER QUANTIFICATION IS NEEDED BY RDA 
If you are going to hold the COE to a higher level of detailed 
impact assessment in light of the mitigation me·asures we propose, 
then additional information may be needed from the RDA to allow the 
COE to respond. Attachment #2 is a list of exemplary data based on 
past experience. A specific request will be made to you if 
necessary. 

LANGUAGE AND PROVISIONS OF DESIRED AGREEMENT 
Attachment #3 is a draft memorandum of understanding with exemplary 
boiler plate language and provisions we desire. They are similar 
to those contained in agreements reached with other redevelopment 
agencies. It is provided to you at this early date so that these 
aspects of an agreement between our agencies can be ironed out now 
and not cause time delays later in the negotiation process when 
deadlines are eminent. 

BOARD OF EDUCATION: Martin Block □ Ann Navarra □ Jack Port □ Joe Rindone □ Amy VIiiaiobos 
Thomas C. Boysen, County Superintendent of Schools 

. -=·; 



Paul Desrochers 
September 28, 1990 
2. 

I will contact you to set a meeting for further negotiation. 

Sincerely, . ~/! 
i---_, 

;,.t/ 6' .· ~-
~:y~ f v\.:J/...,__ 

Thoma~ E. Robinson 
Director, Facility Planning 

TER:ms 
Enclosures 

cc: Bowie Arneson Kadi & Dixon 
David Taussig & Associates 



APPENDIX B 

R~CENTLY APPROVED AND CONSTRUCTED PROJECTS 



APPENDIX B 

The following list of recently constructed or approved projects, included in the Centre City 

Development Corporation's existing land use data base, includes projects approved and 

considered likely to be constructed. CCDC also considered these projects as "retained 

uses," not be redeveloped, when developing the various buildout scenarios. The reader 

should be aware that some of these projects may not develop. 

La Pensione Hotel at India and Date, Columbia Renaissance Building, McCormick & 

Mitchell Building, Radisson Hotel, Harborview, Harborview, La Pensione on Second 

Avenue, Ashforth Building, 400 West A, Parking Palace, Sandford Hotel, Columbia 

Square, Union Street Bank, One Courthouse Plaza, City Suites at Old Columbia Square, 

11/B Clubsuites, Great American Plaza, Emerald-Shapery Center, Towne Square, 

Broadway Pier, Reidy O'Neil Building, City Villas, City Views, Seabridge Apartments, 7 

On Kettner, Jacob Weinberger Courthouse, The Paladion, Horton Fourth Avenue, 

Peachtree Inn, Watermark, The Courtyard, Roger Morris Plaza, Market Street 

Townhomes, Harbor Place Inn, Marina Court, Seaport Village, Hyatt Regency Hotel, 

Marina Linear Park, J Street Inn, Chinese Regal Hotel, Hotel Metro/Hotel 434, One 

Harbor Drive, Pioneer Warehouse Lofts, and the Hotel At Brunswig Square. 

B-1 



APPENDIX C 

DEFINITIONS OF ACOUSTICAL TERMINOLOGY AND 
TABLE OF FAMILIAR NOISE SOURCES 



Term 

Ambient Noise Level 

A-Weighted Sound Level, dB(A) 

Community Noise Equivalent Level, CNEL 

Ldn 

Decibel, dB 

Equivalent Noise Level, Leq 

L10 

Lso 

Appendix C 

DEFINITIONS 

Definition 

The composite of noise from all sources near and far. The normal or 
existing level of environmental noise at a given location. 

The sound pressure level in decibels as measured on a sound level meter 
using the A-weighted filter network. The A-weighting filter network. The 
A-weighting filter deemphasizes the very low and very high frequency 
components of the sound in a manner similar to the frequency response of 
the human ear and correlates well with subjective reactions to noise. All 
sound levels in this report are A-weighted. 

CNEL is the average sound level during a 24-hour day and it is calculated 
by adding 5 decibels (dB) to sound levels in the evening (7 p.m. to 
10 p.m.) and adding 10 dB to sound levels in the night (10 p.m. to 
7 a.m.). 

Similar to CNEL, however, there is no penalty for sound levels in the 
evening (7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.). There is approximately a 1 decibel 
difference between Ldn and CNEL. 

A unit describing the amplitude of sound, equal to 20 times the logarithm to 
the base 10 of the ratio of the pressure of the sound measured to the 
reference pressure, which is 20 micropascals (20 micronewtons per square 
meter). 

The energy mean "A" weighted sound level during the measured time 
interval 

The L10 is the sound level exceeded 10 percent of the time and corresponds 
to the peaks of noise. 

Lso is the sound level exceeded 50 percent of the time and corresponds to 
the average noise. 



Term 

1--9() 

Lmin 

Lmax 

Appendix C (Continued) 

DEFINITIONS 

Definition 

L90 is the sound level exceeded 90 percent of the time and corresponds to 
the residual noise. 

The lowest A-weighted sound level measured during a designated time. 

The greatest A-weighted sound level measured during a designated time. 



Appendix C 

SOUND LEVELS OF TYPICAL NOISE SOURCES AND NOISE ENVIRONMENTS 
(A-Weighted Sound Levels) 

Scale of 
Human Judgement 
of Noise Loudness 

A-Weighted (Relative to a 
Noise Source Sound Level Reference Loudness 

(at a Given Distance) in Decibels Noise Environment of 70 Decibels*) 

140 
Military Jet Take-off 

with After-burner (50 ft) 130 Carrier Right Deck 
Civil Defense Siren (100 ft) 

Commercial Jet Take-off (200 ft) 120 ThreshQld Qf Pain 
*32 times as loud 

110 Rock Music Concert *16 times as loud 
Pile Driver (50 ft) 

Ambulance Siren (100 ft) 100 Vei:yLQud 
Newspaper Press (5 ft) 
Power Lawn Mower (3 ft) 

*8 times as loud 

Motorcycle (25 ft) 90 Boiler Room *4 times as 101.,J 
Propeller Plane Ryover (1000 ft) Printing Press Plant 
Diesel Truck, 40 mph (50 ft) 
Garbage Disposal (3 ft) 80 High Urban Ambient 

Sound *2 times as loud 
Passenger Car, 65 mph (25 ft) 
Living Room Stereo (15 ft) 
Vacuum Oeaner (3 ft) 70 Moderatel:t: Loyd 
Electronic Typewriter (10 ft) *70dB 

(Reference Loudness) 

Normal Conversation (5 ft) 60 Data Processing Center *1{2 as loud 
Air Conditioning Unit (100 ft) Department Store 

Light Traffic (100 ft) 50 Private Business Office *1/4 as loud 

Bird Calls (distant) 
40 Lower Limit of ili!kt 

Urban Ambient Sound *1/8 as loud 

Soft Whisper (5 ft) 30 Quiet Bedroom 

20 Recording Studio Just Aydible 

10 ThreshQld of Hearing 

0 
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SOG _, ~ San Diego Gas & Electric ___ _, 
P.0 BOX 1831 • SAN DIEGO. CA 92112 • 6191696-2000 

December 19, 1990 FILE NO. 

Lynne Trancik, ERC 
Environmental and Energy Services Company 
5510 Morehouse Drive 
San Diego, California 92121 

Re: Notice of Preparation,~ c·entre·. crty Community PlarO 

Ms. Trancik: 

Currently, adequate facilities are in place to serve 
development in Centre city for the near future. SDG&E will 
monitor electrical load growth in the area to determine when 
additional facilities will be required. We anticipate that 
within the next 10 years another downtown substation will be 
needed to serve the area. Currently we expect the load center 
to be south of Market Street and east of 6th Avenue. This 
projection could change as the area develops. 

If you h~ve any questions regarding this letter, please.give 
me a call at 696-2409. 

DLR:gro 

[TRANALTR.Ll9] 

5/rely, 
Don L-~~ 
Senior Land Planner 
Land Planning & Permits 



THE CITY OF 

SAN DIEGO 
FIRE DEPARTMENT • 525 B STREET, SUITE 805 • SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92101 

FIRE 
PREVENTION 
BUREAU 

December 10, 1990 

Ms. Lynne Trancik 
Environmental and Energy Services Company 
5510 Morehouse Drive 
San Diego, CA 92121 

RE: ENVIRONMEtJTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE CENTRE CITY COMMUNITY PLAN 

Dear Lynne: 

This letter is in response to your letter dated October 25, 1990 in 
which you requested Fire Department feedback of the Centre City 
Community Plan EnvironmentaJ Impact Report. 

Following is the information you requested: 

1. The stations which will serve the Centre City area are: 

Stations Location Engine & Trucks 

1 1st Ave. & 'B' St. El, E49, Tl (within areas) 
3 Kalmia St. & State St.. F.3 (within areas) 
4 Rth Ave. & 'J' St. E4 
5 9th Ave. & University Ave. ES, TS 
7 Crosbv St. & National Ave. E7 , , 15th St. & Broadway Ell, Tll _._ ..L 

~here are four (4) personnel on each engine and truck company. The 
normal downtown response is four (4) engine companies and two (2) 
truck companies. 

7.. Five target areas were evuluated for response times. They are as 
follows (by location, engine and truck number, and response time 
in minutes) ~ 

"MAKE YOUR PLACE FIRE SAFE: Hunt for Hon1e Hazards" 



-, 

Paqe 2 

(S) Sigsbee StrPet & Harbor Drive 
E7 - 1.6, E4 - 2.3, E49 - 1.5, El - 1.5, Tl - 1.5, Tll - 4.9 

(N) California & Laurel Streets 
E3 - 1.5, E49 - 4.0, El - 4.0, E5 - 5.3, Tl - 4.0, TS - 5.3 

( E) 16th Street & 'F' Street 
Ell - ~-~, Ed - ?.5, E7 - 4.4, E49 - 4.4, Tll - Tl - 4.4 

(W) Pacific Highway & Broadway 
F.69 - 2.2, El - 2.2, E3 - 3.1, E4 - 3.4, Tl - 2.2, Tll - 5.9 

(Mid) 4th Avenue & 'E' Street 
E49 - 1.8, El - 1.R, F,d - 2.7, Ell - 5.1, Tl - 1.8, Tll - 5.1 

Since your proposal was general and included no specifics, such as 
planned street vacations, or other modifications which could affect 
fire department response, we are unable to evaluate the need for 
additional facilities or future adequacy of fire department services. 

Once more specific plans are available, the Fire Department will be 
happy to evaluate your proposal further. If you have any questions, 
please don't hesitate to contact Garner Palenske at (619) 533-4473. 

Sincerely, 

MH:cc 

cc: Allen Thomason, Assistant Fire Marshal 
Norval Brewer, Division Chief 
Garner Palenske, Fire Protection Engineer 
Donna Luney, Community Research Aide 



THE CITY OF 

SAN DIEGO 
POLICE DEPARTMENT " 1401 BROADWAY 
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92101 - 5729 " TELEPHONE (619) 531-2000 

OFFICE OF 

BOB BURGREEN 
CHIEF OF POLICE 

Lynne Trancik 

November 9, 1990 

Environmental Analyst 
Environmental & Energy Services Co. 
5510 Morehouse Drive 
San Diego, CA 92121 

Dear Miss Trancik: 

IN REPLYING 

PLEASE GIVE 

OUR REF.NO. 

447 

The following information should be helpful in completing the Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) regarding the Centre City Redevelopment Plan. It should 
be noted that there is no process or program available that can determine the 
amount of additional police resources needed if the proposed redevelopment 

~ project is approved. 

o The Central Area Command, located at 1401 Broadway, services the 
Centre City area. 

o There are 200 sworn personnel assigned at this division, of which 160 
are patrol officers. The average response time for priority calls is 
4.4 minutes. 

o The Environmental & Energy Services Company indicated the population for 
the Centre City area to be at 12,818. This would put the present 
officer to population figure at 15.6 officers per thousand. This number 
is quite misleading, as the population figure does not represent the 
thousands of citizens who enter the downtown area during the day. 

o If the population were to increase in the Centre City area by over 
40,000 people in a 20 year period, as indicated by the plan, there is 
little doubt that this would impact police services. It is not known at 
this time how many additional personnel will be needed and if an 
additional police facility would be required. 

BB:GS:de 
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Sgt. Dave oouqlas 
Speoial Project• 
S.D. POLICE DEPARTMENT 
1401 Broadway 
San Dia;o, CA 92101 

SUBJ!:CT: !AW ENFORCEMENT CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 

Thia i11 a aUJ1Unary ot the law entorcament capital improvements 
aaaociated with the Cantre City Community Plan and Redevelopment 
Plan. Thea• improvement• are baaed en the three development 
scenarios that I prcvidad you on January 15, 1991. 

Ycu indicated that two types of facilities would be required; 
Police Substation and Technical Support Center. Pc lice substations 
house field units. Technical support center provides 
admin11trativa, laboratory, auppcrt tacilitiaa, and specialized 
unit■• 

The standard coat ot the 16,000 square foot substation (a mtandard 
configuration used throughout the City) has bean $4,000,000 in 1991 
dollar• not includin; land coata. Technical support canters are 
largely adminiatrative taoilitiea, theretcre, typical coats are 
aimilar to oommeroial office apace. 

Market 
• No new tacilitiaa required. 

commorci1l ~u114out 

• 
Polioa Subatation 

Technical Support Cant•r 
(one - two taeilitias) 

Bt1id1ptial BuildQijt 

16,ooo mquare teat 

as,ooo square feet 

• Police Substation 16,000 square feat 

• Technical Support center 60,000 square feat 

225 Bro11dway , .•~ · ·oo San 01,~a. Calrforn,A 82101-5014 619 2.JS-2200 FAX 619/236-9148 



, 

February 12, 1991 
Sqt. Dave Dougla& 
Paga 2 

Aa wa diacu,aed, I will ass'Ullle th.as• nwn.bars to be correct unless 
I recaiva Wltitten comments by February 19, 1991. It you have any 
question■ rrgarding thia matter, please faal trae to call ma at 
235•llOO. 

~J.t0~ 
MARlC WARDLAW 
SENIOR PLANNER 

00: Paul Desrocher• 
rrank Aleaai 
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SAN DIEGO CITY SCHOOLS 

January 18. 1991 

Mark Wardlaw 
Centre City Devolopmenc 

Corporation 
225 Broadway 
Suit-. 1100 
San 01110, CA 92101 

Pl.ANNING, ACSEARCH ANO cVAL.UA.TION DIVISION 
Plt1nn1nq O~r>l'lrtm«tl'II 

After cur dt&c1.11&ion1 ehis week nnd rcivic.,w 1111: l.lH· pn n· i 1w 11 l ,1;1 t;1, r h11vc• 
•••ell\bled .some information chat 1 r.htnk ...,,11 hL!1p y~rn wi.lh yo111 Lo111~-r;111t~\.' 
planning for the Centre City •ran. In the tnhk hi.du"" I ls,t,1(• indu(l<•<I r.urrl:11L 
And projected. (year 2000) f.ehoul !it.c 01wx:itin1~ ~.1p.:1l:it:iri:~ fM ,:tL~t, th.:1l 

ently have attendance areas 1Hu·vtnr; 1::lu• Cr:nLrci Ci.ty ;ifl':1. Note tlwr 
., 1Sh11tman E cmont•ry School is cu~r~nc.y opt•r~~t.lfic.., t:1 ;1 u1ul!.irr.wk ,1,1chctl111c, 

· and will ch•ni• to & sine le~ tt'Ack 11chedulc..• wlwn :, n11w fl I (•l'llt!nl ,1 ry :,:dlllo \ I 11 .t IH· 

SAn D1o o Hi h School 1G bui.lt out:!.i.d<" ~)f c:cinuc• Ci1y). 111IH•r ,·:q>,tt:ity: 
ehangcus includj? only pla.nnod m.1.jor f;:icil l t,J (:tt 1•1!:rnt:(:f:i ov<• ! la(• 11t•xt «kc;ul<·, 
whether eut'rently funded or not. The'! dl."Ct:i·ie.r. AL~o i•«li .. t, 1.11~1tct. 11wny 
portable cla.11roema; each ycau, df!JH:ndinP. 11 pon !h,, 1•r1r1)1 1 ,*·11r 1111~m.unli,;, ·c1nd 

the11 are not ac eonntQd fQr in th& f i r.un e1 l'lt· l w,11 
'-- ~-(,( 

School Mr.£¥\ t Pro JectrJ 
.Perk.ins Elemant~ry / 
Sharman Elementary 
Waahirtg~on Elementary 
Mamot'it.l Juniot l:i5h 
R.ocuuivclt Junior !Heh 
San Diogo $Qnior High 

Thi most d1!!1tulc l)t"bhlt!lil~ vit-h .l69e5~irit} the plllbl,~ ~ocl fc,£1 lity f\l!eds; 
for the Cent:ti: City M'CM !a thnt i l h:u; G-nt.v Cl sma.l I ttttpo..a- OR'\. ~t of the. 
focilitiea 1erving the ar~~ :rnd ~t:urlm1t :,r1«-11u111h:1• :.:·«:nd'.: in Liu• ;,1l•;1. Nc.irly 
&l.l of the high deNity student popu1n1.i.orn; th.iL h1r,•1· b1·1·11 i111p11t:t Ing t:lw~a: :wu 
other nearby 1en00l1t in recllnt· 'j(fltJC5 .. ,r(• loc:1!"('«'1 (H!t.•:ick ol" Llw Ctrnt:r1.., Cl t.y 

area. We ha.ve @stimAted t.h,•n. only ~,o ~n1d1·11I!~ .~c1u.-1l1y r"<-::id,- ,.drhtn ch->· 
_area, and only 3'.35 (or 63\) ntt.~nd th<· ~dH,cih, !i.1:r,,it r11 (111' r,•di!i .-1hovf!, 'l'lw 
resma1n.1ng 195 students Att:t,Ud ot.h<:t: 11i..-.;c,:!c-.1 ,,dw,.d:1 1 c•lt!1,·1· 1h1:011 t'lw 
integration protn,1'11~ or othif'!r pror,rnm.H nv~ i l ,1b I,·. 

~r~---:--· .... --•w•_,..,,.. ~-----..~· 
,.,,_.I\_,. •--r- ,. .. --G•-..--• --••• ••• 



In the data chat you. suppl.1,t!d tn inc., ,1hot1I • iw I\);·,.,: h,1; J ,l · ("<ii r,;,·.v:i;ir Lm; 1 l 
noticed that you are U3ing 1t projoc.r<:•c.l lurn!:d1old 1:i:-:1• of l.',. : rl':::t:nrdH:d 
hietorical houaehold. lite r.\t.flg for C:cint.n! City :mo tomui t 11:,; 1•r:r in1.1U•H hy 
SANDAG includo l.50 for Janua.t'y l, 198~ ;nu! \.17' for .Jm1•,1.-1:,'! J, l990, My 
expecc•t1ona art that: this will contlnur. to drnp lhruui:h Lt> l1u: !1'. 01d' 1.d t:h tilt: 
concinued d.cmin&nce of the highrh<: 1tp1n: 1.rnt.!11 t ii ,Hid t!l'>ncio~: 1) I' Km.1 l l e.qu11 n, 
footage. I ,utimAtG that the hou:whulo ~d ·,w :'1l:'(• w I ! 1 d nip to I .25 or i•Vc,.n 
lo,u,r fort.his 4rea; Thus t fc~1 th:1t. c-11n~'l!u11,n1•: -...ill :,l:-:1; :.1ll in tlw 
Centre Cit)" a:tea ...,hH<i jusc <Jut.1si.dc thi.i:c ,-irN1 i·h~•y m.,y 1;1·11w ~n,:11:1 :1111·.; n 11 y. I 
su11eat that you review this tr11md ,1.nd rry ti"> i nt(')qrn,·.11 t• it ·i 11t o yout' 
popul•t:ion e-.stimates and a~58.!!18rtl(Hit.q cif f,'lt: i l ! I y Lll'v1..h1.. I.: ;, I.,,_., :·.i::·•wt: 1:0 UH! 

r:hat housing vacancy ~-:f!s _ fo:r the .,:rc:n :.hou l d h,: .. 1ddr(•~:,.~:'d. 

!'m sorry that I vc1sn't able: to .supp·1y ym.: w::.h :;1<,r<· :;p,·,:i! :,· .1::i.:;, hui: th~ 
Centre City ,u:ea•~ rclation:.hi.p with p,1hti,·. !·:Choo! r:ic·i!i(.i(•!: ir. Vl!(y 

diffn•ant than most other pn.r.l:.a; of. the.! HchooJ dl:-,Ld,·r. l'ln;1;.;l' l:·•1 ,111• know ii' 
I can ~e of any further 4aslat.:rncf', 

\ 
i 
I 
\ .. 
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NOTES: 
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~ 
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INDICATED. 

FIGURE 3.1-C 

EXISTING STREET SYSTEM 
CHARACTERISTICS 

SOURCE: 

PRC Engineering, Inc. 
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Table 3.1A 
Centre City 

Traffic Volume Summary 

a:----:ggz~a-------------------==--============-i==================~======-===:=======a:::====i===-=========~===----z=-·-=---------~-=-=~------~--~ 
WEEKDAY WEEKDAY 

COUNT Ml PEAK PEAK fl(.) PEAK DIR. PM PEAK PEAK (%1 PEAK ClR. 
STREET YEAR AOT • IIOUR IIPH •• FACTOR•" ()ST.(%) t IIOUR VPH FACTOR DST.(%) 

~==:c::===ca~~-------------:c-----~c----------------~-=--c·-=-------==-===-==-==-:=-===-=============a======rn=~n----=-=-=-~=------•---c-----=-=~==-
A STREET (COLUMOIA ST. TO STATE ST I 

EASTBOUND I -WAY 

A STREET (<Hnt AIIE. TO 05TII AIIE I 
EASTBOUND I-WAY 

A STREET (08TII AIIE. TO 09TH AIIE) 
EASTBOUND I-WAY 

ASII STREET (N. HARBOR DA. TO PACIFIC IIWV.I 
EASTBOUND 
WESTBOUND 
TOTAL 

ASH STREET (04TH AIIE. TO 05111 Al/El 
WESTBOUND 1-W/W 

ASH STREET (08TII AIIE. TO 09TH A\IE I 
WESTBOUND I-WAY 

B STREET (IHTII AIIE. TO 05TH AIIE.) 
WESTBOUND I -WAY 

B STREET (09TII AIIE. TO torn Al/El 
WESTBOUND I-WAY 

BEECH STREET (PACIFIC IIWV. TO KETTNER BL) t t 
EASTBOUND 
WESTBOUND 
TOTAL 

BROADWAY (PACIFIC IIWV. TO KETTNER BL) 

EASTBOUND 
WESTBOUND 
TOTAL 

BROAD'NAY (FRONT ST. TO 01ST AIIE.) 
EASTBOUND 
WESTBOUND 
TOTAL 

BROADWAY P9TII AIIE. TO IOHI AVE.I 
EASTBOUND 
WESTBOUND 

TOTAL 

BROADWAY (t4Tlt ST. TO 15111 ST I 
EASTBOUND 
WESTOOUIW 
TOTAL 

1990 6,800 490 

1990 11.800 010 

1990 13.600 770 

1967 4.700 340 
II.JOO 780 

11.000 l, 120 

1990 13,1100 1.1130 

1990 10,400 1,5IIO 

1990 11,200 760 

1990 12,900 1,840 

1987 700 40 
800 IIO 

1,500 120 

1990 5,500 430 
7,200 790 

12.700 1,220 

1990 11.400 7IIO 
13,200 890 

24,600 1.670 

1990 1:600 450 

8,600 650 

16,200 1.100 

1090 4,500 350 

J.000 290 

e. 400 640 

7 2'JI. 1000% 1120 12.1% 100.0% 

7.7o/o 100.0% l.4IIO 12.5'!1. 100.0% 

5 lo/,, 100.0% 2,050 15.1% 100.0% 

7.2'JI. 300% 470 100% 49.0% 
12.4% 70 ll'J4 500 7.11% 51.0% 

10.2'JI. 100.0lt 970 8.8% 100.0% 

13:1% 100.0% 1.050 7.6% 100.0% 

15 2'JI. 100.0% 740 7.1% 100.0% 

9 3% 100.0% 640 7.8% 100.0% 

14.3% 100.0% 950 7.4% 100.0% 

5.lo/,, 330% 120 17.1% 63.0% 

100% 67.0% 70 1111% 370% 

80% 100 OJ(. 190 12.7% 100.0% 

7.8% 35.0% 470 8.5% 44.0% 

110% 650% 610 8.5% 560% 

96% 1000% 1,060 85% 100.0% 

68% 470% 840 7.4% 480% 

67% 53.0% 930 70% 52.0% 

6.8% 1000% 1.770 7.2'JI. 100.0% 

5.9% 410% 650 8 6% 480% 
1 (1)(, 59 0% 700 81% 520l'. 

6.8% 1000% 1.350 BJ% 100 Olb 

7.ltl!, f>5 0% 410 9.1% ~0% 

7.4% 45.0% 350 90% 46 0% 
76'l'. 100 0)(, 760 9 0)(, 1000% 
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Table 3.1A (cont'd.) 

Centre City 
Traffic Volume Summery 

-----2---s===-------------=2--------------------•---------· ---=-=====~:=========i=============:=======,=====;=========-==-~==-=-=-=:~cg::ca~~=-------

STREET 
COUNT 
YEAR ADT • 

WEEKDAY 
M4 PEAK 

HOUll VPlt •• 
PEAK(%) 
fACTOfl ••• 

PEAK ClR. 
ClST. ('!(.) + 

WEEKDAY 
PM PEAK 

ltOUR VPli 
PEAK (%1 
FACTOR 

PEAK ClR. 
ClST. ('l4 

~cE====~=Qc===========================3=========i==================;============i=====:====-==·=-=----------·-------------------------=---=----·-c--
C STREET (14nl ST. TO 15Tit ST I 

EASTBOUND 1-WAY 

CEDAR STREET (05Tlt AVE. TO 06Tlt AVE.I 
EASTBOUND 
WESTBOUND 
TOTAL 

COLUMBIA STREET (CEOAA ST. TO DATE ST) 
SOUTttOOUND I-WAY 

E STREET (04Tlt AVE. TO 05Tlt AVE) 
EASTBOUND I-WAY 

E STREET (09Tii AVE. TO 10Tlt AVE) 
EASTBOUND I-WAY 

F STREET (04Tit AVE. TO 05nl AVE) 
WESTBOUND I-WAY 

F STREET (09nt AVE. TO IOTlt AVE) 
WESTBOUND 1-WAY 

F STREET (14Tit ST. TO 15Tlt ST.) 
WESTBOUND I-WAY 

FRONT STREET (F ST. TOE ST.) 
SOUTIIOOUND I-WAY 

FRONT STREET (B ST. TO A ST.) 
SOUTHBOUND 1-WAY 

FRONT STREET (BEECH ST. TO CEDAfl ST) 
SOUTHOOUND I-WAY 

0 STREET (04TH AVE. TO 05Tlt AVE.) 
EASTBOUND I -WAY 

0 STREET (09TH AVE. TO 10nl AVE) 
EASTBOUND 1-WAY 

0 STREET (14Til ST. TO 15Tlt ST.) 
EASTBOUND I-WAY 

ORA.PE STREET (PACIFIC MWY. TO KETTNER BL) 
EASTBOUND I-WAY 

1900 

1966 

1990 

1990 

1990 

1900 

1990 

1900 

1990 

1990 

1990 

1990 

1990 

1990 

1990 

10,500 660 

2,500 330 
3,400 220 
5,900 550 

3,500 490 

2,300 170 

4,300 300 

7,600 540 

14,100 1,820 

15,600 2,170 

8,500 850 

13,900 1.700 

12,500 1,740 

14,200 660 

14,000 820 

1s. too 930 

25,100 1,410 

6 5')(. 100.0'll. 1,230 11.1% 100.0'll. 

132% 60 O'll. 250 10ml. 37.0JC. 
6.5% 40 O'll. 420 12.4% 63ml. 
93% 100.0'll. 1170 11.4% 1001)')1. 

14.0'll. 100.0'll. 260 11ml. 100.0'll, 

7.4% 100.0'll. 210 9.1% 100.0'll, 

7.0'lb 100.0JC. 590 13.7% 100ml. 

7.1% 100ml. 550 7.2% 100ml. 

12.9% 100.ffi!. 830 5 9% 100.rn!. 

13.7% 100.rn!. 1110 5.11% 100ml. 

10ml. 100.0'll. 760 II.fl% 1001)')1. 

12.2% 100ml. 1,100 7.9% 100.0'll. 

13.9% 100.CYX, 910 7.'J'A. 1001)')1. 

4 ll% 100.0'll. 1,300 9.2% 100.0'll. 

5.9% 100.rn!. 1,690 121% 100.0'll. 

6.2% 100.0l', 2,020 13.4% 100.0'll. 

5 ll% 100 0% 2,220 8 11% 100.0'll. 

E-------~~~=-2---=-=-=----=~-------x----~------=:===-------~-~&-=-=-~~~---------•---~-=~--~---~------------t===========~==~=----~=------------------
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Table 3.1A (cont'd.) 

Centre City 
Traffic Volume Summary 

m=u=~=g=sz~=•=g====~=================zms~~~=====:========~;=====c====z~~===~~c===:======~s=:===~====~===g~=~,=c===a===~==2=~=======~~=cc:m~3=~~~=~a 

STREET 
COUNT 
VEAR AOT • 

WEEKDAY 
Mt PEAK 

HOURVPH •• 
PEAKt)bl 
FACTOR••• 

PEAK OIR. 
OIST. (%) t 

WEEKDAY 
PM PEAK 

HOURVPH 
PEAK(%> 
FACTOR 

PEAK OIR. 
OIST. (%1 

aaamun»~=m=•n====n2~=====-~=========~n=m~c==~~==:=====:===~c===~==~~~===========•====~~•a•=a==~==~=cg=~~==2:~=~c========g=========~~=zcc======~=c= 
llARBOR DRIVE (0-HII AVE. TO OSTII AVE-I 

EASTBOUND 1990 7,300 510 7.0% 44.llll, 760 10.4% 5911l1, 
WESTBOUND 6,600 660 11.7"'- sa.oic. 530 7.11% 41.llll, 
TOTAL 14,100 I. 170 8.3% 100.0JC. 1,290 11.1% 100.llll, 

HAWTIIORN STREET (KITTNER BL TO INDIA ST.) 
WESTBOUND 1-WAV 1990 23,JOO 2,390 10.3% 10011l1, 1,510 II.ml> 100.llll, 

IMPERIAL AVENUE (14TH ST. TO 15TII ST) t t 
EASTBOUND 1990 3,000 220 7.3% 4011l1, 330 11.llll, 57.llll, 
WESTBOUND 3,500 :130 94% 60.0JC, 250 7.1% 43.llll, 
TOTAL 6,500 550 IJ.S'll, 10011l1, 580 8.9% 100.llll, 

!NOIA STREET (B ST. TO A ST.) 
NOATIIOOUND 1-WAY 1990 4,300 JOO 1.llll, 10011l1, 520 12.1% 100.0% 

!NOIA STREET (CEDAR ST. TO DATE ST.) 
NORTIIBOUND 1-WAV 1990 5,000 440 IJ.ll'l', 100.0JC. 680 11.6% 1QO.OJC. 

!NOIA STREET (JUNIPER ST. TO KAUAIA ST.) 
NORTIIEIOUND 1 -WAY 1990 4,600 :170 7.7"'- 100.0JC. 540 11.3'11, 100.llll, 

J STREET (09TII AVE. TO 1orn AVE.I t t 
EASTBOUND 1989 1.100 1:lO 11.11% ll511l1, BO 7.3'11, 38.llll, 

WESTBOUND 1,100 70 11.4% 35 OlC, 130 11.11% 6211l1, 
TOTAL 2,200 200 9.1% 100.0JC. 210 9ml, 10011l1, 

I( STREET (09TII AVE. TO 10TII AVE.) t t 
EASTBOUND 19811 1,200 50 4.2"' 21,llll, 190 15ll'l', 7911l1, 
WESTBOUND 1,200 190 15.11% 79.llll, so 4.2"' 21.llll, 
TOTAL 2,400 240 1011l1, 100 OlC. 240 1011l1, 100 OlC. 

KITTNER BOUL.fVARD (F ST. TO EST) t ♦ 
NORTIIBOUND 1990 2.000 100 50% 42,llll, 160 Billi, 53.llll, 
SOUTIIBOUND 1,800 140 7.11% 611 OlC, 140 7.11% 47.0JC. 
TOTAL 3.800 240 6.3% 100.0JC. :lOO 7.9% 100.llll, 

KETTNER BOULEVARD (CEDAR ST. TO DATE ST.) 
SOUTllBOUND 1-WAV 1990 4,600 470 102"' 100.llll, 410 8.9% 10011l1, 

KETTNER BOUL.fVARD (JUNIPER ST. TO KAI.MIA ST I 
SOUTIIBOUND 1-WAV 1900 7,200 560 1.11% 100.llll, 6JO BB'll, 100.llll, 

l STREET (05TII A\/E. TO oorn A\/E) -t t 
EASTBOUND 19117 000 70 7.11% 54 IJll. 60 67"'- 40 l1ll, 

WESTBOUND 000 60 67'% 46 llll, 90 10~ 60 OlC, 

TOTAL 1,800 130 7.2"' 100 OlC. 150 8.l'lb 100.0JC. 

m~c===~=~&=~~ac==~~:===:===~=:;======~-~~==;:c:=t=================:;::=:===-~---t-----cc------~-----=-~--~=,-=~-:----:--=--=------:--=----:-~-=-=-~-
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TablJ .A (cont'd.) 
Centre City 

Traffic Volume Summary 

s----~:2za==-~--=-----~~-=----c-c------~c-a--=--•-------------------=----~c~~:-- ■;-----:c-----·---------c------=c--~---~:---------•a==~-==•-=--•-:-: 

STREET 
COUNT 
YEAR AOT • 

WEEKDAY 
M4 PEAK 

IIOURVPlt •• 
PEAi< fl'.) 
FACTOR••• 

PEAK llR 
llST. (%1 ¼ 

WEEKDAY 
PM PEAK 

HOURVPII 
PEAK(%) 
FACTOR 

PEAKCXR. 
llST. (%) 

c~DZ~~.;c:c=nc~=c~=======--==c--~=:-====================----~------c-------------:------~=-----i-------------------------=--=------~===---~---2~=z= 
LAUREL STREET (PACIFIC flW'I". TO KETI NER Bl) 

EASTBOUND 1990 Hi,400 930 60% 44.0ll. 1,340 87')1. 59.0% 
WESTBOUND 14,000 1,180 84% 56.0% 940 6.7% 41.11% 
TOTAL 29,400 2,110 7.2% 100.0% 2,280 7.11)1, 100.11% 

MARKET STREET (OHH AVE TO 05Tli AVEI 
EASTBOUND 1990 7,000 460 66% 35.0ll. 770 11.0ll. 52.11% 
WESTBOUND 8,700 850 911)1, 650% 720 8.3% 480% 
TOTAL 15,700 1,310 113% 100.0% 1,490 9.5% 100.11% 

MARKET STREET (IJTII ST. TO l ◄ Tli ST.) 
EASTBOUND 1990 8,200 580 7.1% 35.11% 990 12.1% 61.11% 
WESTBOUND 8,800 1,070 122% 8511)1, 6JO 7.2% 39.11% 
TOTAL 17.000 1,650 9.7% 100.0% 1,620 9.5% 100.11% 

NORTII IIARBOR DRIVE. (BOOAOWAY TO ASII ST) 
NO RT fl BOU N 0 1990 7,900 560 7.1% 4911% 630 811)1, 46.11% 
SOU Tit BOU ND 11.200 590 7.2% 51.0ll. 740 1111% 54.0% 
TOTAL 16,100 1,150 7.1% 100.0% 1,370 85% 100.11% 

NORTH HARBOR OOVE (IIAWTHORN ST. TO lAUflEL ST.I 
NORTttBOUNO 1990 26,300 2,330 8 l1X, 57.0ll. 1.790 811)1, 45.0ll. 
SOUTfl BOU NO 27,300 1.760 8.4% 430% 2,180 B 11% 55.0)(. 
TOTAL 63,600 4,090 7.6% 100 0% 3,970 7.4% 100 0% 

PACIFIC IIIOHWAY (F ST. TOE ST.) 
NOHTIIBOUNO 1990 15,500 JOO 7.1% 57.0% 420 76% 440% 
SOUTHBOUND 4,600 290 6.3% 4JOJI, 530 11.5% 660% 
TOTAL 10,100 680 6.7% 100 0% 950 9.4% 100 0% 

PACIFIC IIIOIIWAY (BROADNAY TO AStl Sf.I 
NORTIIBOUNO 1990 11,500 560 66% SJ.OJI, 760 8.!1X. 61.0% 

SOU TflBOU N 0 B.000 490 8 2% 47.0% 490 8.2% 39 0% 

TOTAL 14,500 1,050 7.2% 100.0% 1,250 8 6'll, 100 0% 

PACIFIC IIIOHWAY (CEDAR ST. TO ELM ST.I 
NORTIIBOUNO 1990 10.800 810 7~ 60 Ol(, 1,000 9.:1% 64 0% 

SOUTHBOUND 6,500 550 8.~ 40.0% 560 8 6% J6 OJI, 

TOTAL 17,300 1,360 7.!1X. 100.0ll. 1,560 9 Olb 100.0% 

PACIFIC IIIClftWAY (HAWTHORN ST. TO JUNIPER ST I 
NOHTIIBOUNO 1990 9,000 660 7.:1% 46.0ll. 460 5.1% 46.0ll. 

SOUTltBOUNO 5,900 770 13.1% 54 Ol(, 540 9.2% 54 l1ll. 

TOTAL 14,900 1,4JO 911% 100 0% 1,000 6.7% IOOOll. 

PARK BOULEVARD (RUSS BL TO 1-5) 
NORTHBOUND 1990 7,800 660 8 5% H.Oll. 750 9.6% 5J OJI, 

SOUHIBOUNO 7,700 740 9 6% 53. Ol(, 670 8.7% 47 0ll. 

TOTAL 15,500 1,400 9.0X. 100.0ll. 1,420 9 2% 100 OX. 

~===~n-=;==~=~-====~=====:;::=================~=:====-====·=------------=---------------------------~------•-----------·-----------·----------- ~ = 
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Table 3.1 A (cont'd.) 

Centre City 
Traffic Volume Summary 

n:=~=•z==•~=ma==========c=c:======~a=x==========:=========~c===z==~====~~=~=~~==,===c==•~c====:=============~c=~==z===a~==a~====ag=~=~====g:====== 

STREET 
COUNT 
YEAR AOT • 

WEEKDAY 
>J.APEAK 

IIOUHVPII .. 
PEAK~ 
FACTOR••• 

PEAK [lR. 

ClST. (%It 

WEEKDAY 
PM PEAK 

HOURVPll 
PEAK 1%1 
FACTOR 

PEAK ClR. 
ClST. (%1 

mz===ua=msc~n==c==========;=====~====n=====---------------·----------=----c------i----~=---~---~-----::~-~~-,;~~s~;::;:~=:=;:=====~~~=~u=======~==a 
STATE STREET (CST. TO 8 ST) 

NORTHBOUND 1-WAY 

STATE STREET (CEDAR ST. TO DATE IHI 
NORTH!lOUNO 1-WAY 

01ST AVENUE If ST. TOE ST.) 
NORTllOOUND 1-WAY 

01ST AVENUE (BEECII ST. TO CEDAR ST.I 
NORHlOOUND I-WAY 

02ND AVENUE (BEECH ST. TO CEl:lAR EH) t t 
NORTll!lOUND 
SOUTHBOUND 
TOTAL 

03RD AVENUE (BEECII ST. TO CEDAR ST I 
NORTll!lOUND I-WAY 

O-lltt AVENUE (F ST. TOE ST.I 
SOUTIIOOUND 1-WAY 

ornt AVENUE (BEECII ST. TO CEDAR ST.) 
SOUTIIOOUND I-WAY 

05Tll AVENUE (A ST. TO ASll ST.) 
NORTll!lOUND 1-WAY 

05TII AVENUE (BEECII ST. TO CEDAR sq 
NOHTIIOOUND I-WAY 

06Tti AVENUE (CST. TO 8 ST.) 
SOUTIIOOUND I-WAY 

06TH AVENUE (BEECH ST. TO CEDAR ST.) 
SOUTIHlOUND I-WAY 

OTTl-i AVENUE (EST. TO BROAIM'AY) 
NORTIIBOUND I-WAY 

OBTll AVENUE (ISLAND AVE. TO MARKET ST I t t 
NORTIIBOUND 
SOU TII BOUND 
TOTAL 

09TH AVENUE (A ST. TO ASII ST.I 
NOHfllOOUNO I-WAY 

1990 4.100 JOO 

1990 3,300 230 

1990 10,300 610 

1990 20,500 1,400 

1990 2,500 70 
2,600 490 
5,100 560 

1987 3,300 270 

1990 11,000 660 

1990 14.700 1,600 

1990 11,500 880 

19'.)(l 12,500 960 

1990 10.400 660 

1990 12,600 1,330 

1969 5,300 360 

1990 2.l>OO 190 
2.700 250 
5,300 440 

1969 J.900 500 

7.;!% 100.0l'. ◄ 20 10.2% 1000l'. 

7.0l'. 100.0l'. 550 16.7% 100.0ll. 

5.9% 100.0ll. 930 lilOl'. 100.0l'. 

II.II% 1000l'. 2.◄ 10 11.B'il, 100.0ll. 

2.11% 130l'. 320 12.11% 600l'. 
Ill.II% 117 .0ll. 60 3.1% 200l'. 
I I.Cl'¾ 100.0l', 400 1.8"' 100.0l'. 

8.2% IOOCJl'. 390 11.11% IOOCJl'. 

II.Cl'¾ 100.0l'. 1110 113"' 100.0l'. 

10.9% 1001114 1.220 113% 100.0l'. 

1.1% 100.0l'. 1,250 106% IOOCJl', 

7.11% 100.0ll. 1.600 12.11% 100.0l'. 

6.3% IOOOl'. 930 6.6% 100.0l'. 

10.6% 1000l'. 1,020 8.1% 1000l'. 

7.2% 100.0l'. 1110 11.5% 1000l'. 

7.3% 430l'. 330 12.7% 560l'. 
11.3% 117.0l'. 260 9 6"lb 440l'. 
ll.3% IOOOl'. 590 11.1% 100 CJl'. 

14.9% 100.0l'. JIO 7.9% IOOOl'. 

~------~~---------------~-~---------------------i=----~---· -----:---------------1------c-----~---------=-==~=====--===~==========~=-====-=--~1-~-~ 
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Table◄ \ (cont'd.) 
Centre City 

Traffic Volume Summary 
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STREET 
COUNT 
YE.AA AOT • 

WEEKDAY 
AM PEAK 

IIOURVPlt .. 
PEAK~ 
FACTOR••• 

WEEKDAY 
PEAK DR PM PEAK 
DST. ('ll,l t IIOURVPH 

PEAK('lQ 
FACTOR 

PEAK DR. 
DST. (%1 

••m====n:acz=============c============z====t====:=========~c====================i====:caa&====•==:==========~===ccc====~==~a===~====•=========~=~= 
1orn AVENUE (C ST. TO B ST.) 

SOUTIIOOUND 1 -WAY 

11TII AVENUE IF ST. TOE ST.) 
NORTIIBOUND 1 -WAY 

1 ITII AVE.HUE (C ST. TO B ST.) 
NORTIIOOUND I-WAY 

12TII AVE.HUE IF ST. TO E ST I 
NORTIIOOUND 
SOU TIIOOU ND 
TOTAL 

12Tii AVE.HUE (C ST. TO B ST.) 
NO RT II IIOU N 0 
SOU TIIBOU N 0 
TOTAL 

urn STREET (F ST. TOE sq t t 
NOHTIIOOUND 
SOU TIIOOU N 0 
TOTAL 

14Tii STREET (F ST. TOE ST.) t t 
NORTIIOOUND 
SOUTIIOOU ND 
TOTAL 

15TII STREET (F ST. TOE ST.) ♦ t 
NOITTIIOOUNO 
sou lll DOU ND 
TOTAL 

1ern STREET (EST. TO BROADWA'V) 
NOHTIIOOUND 
SOUTII DOU N 0 
TOTAL 

1mt STREET (IMPERIAL AVE. TO l ST l 
SOUlllOOUND 1-WAY 

1990 17,000 \,350 

lll90 11,400 810 

1990 14,100 1170 

1990 2,600 200 
300 JO 

2,900 230 

1990 3,300 230 
7,300 450 

10.600 680 

1967 1,000 II() 

1,800 170 
3,700 260 

19117 1,500 100 
1,500 150 
3,000 250 

1987 1,400 60 
t,400 150 
2,800 210 

1990 5,800 380 
4,500 600 

10,300 980 

19116 11,400 660 

7.9¾ 100(n, 1.340 1.~ 100.or. 

6.5% 100.11'11, 1140 10.0% 100.0% 

11.9% 100.0% 1,400 106% 100.0% 

7.7o/o 117.0% 230 811% 85.0% 
10.0% 130% 40 133"' 1511'11, 
7.9'¾. 100.0% 270 11.3"' 100.0% 

7.0% 34 °"' 260 8.5')1. 27.0% 
8.2% 68.004 770 105')1. 73.0% 
64% 100.0% 1,050 9.9'M, 100.0% 

4 7o/r, 35.0% 220 11.6% 59.Ul!, 
11.4% 65.0% 150 8.3"' 41.0% 
7.0% 100.0% 370 10.0% 100.0% 

ll7o/o 40.Ul!, 210 14.0ll, 70.0% 
10.0% 80.0% 90 11004 JO OM, 
8.:Jll, 100.11'11, JOO 10.004 100.0% 

4.:Jll, 290% 100 7.1% 36.0ll. 
107o/o 71.0% 180 1211)(. 64.0% 
1.5% 100.0ll. 260 10 0% 100.0% 

8.6% 39. 0% 490 8.4% 55 0% 
13.3"' 81.0ll. 400 811% 450% 
11.5% 100.0ll. 890 86% 10011l!, 

11.1% 100.0% 760 9.0% 100 l1l!, 

g:===z~mamc~saa====~~===n=c:c•c=~~==sm:~:;cn=~==:=======c~=:dcz==~~=ca==========~c===~~•=a====~=c=~====~=ci==~~=c=~=======-----=c--~~=-c-~-~-•-c-= 

AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC. .. VEHICLES PER IIOUR 
••• 
t 

PERCENT OF (ANNUAl) AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC. 
PEAK DAECTIONAL llSTAJBUTION ('7'.I. 

t t ASSUMED DIRECTIONAL llSTAJBUTION % BASED ON EXISTING INTERSECTION TRAFFIC VOLUME COUNTS. 

SOUIICE: M.A.CIIINE COUNT INDEX, CHY Of SAN OEGO. 
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Table 3.1B 
Centre City 

Roadway Link Capacity Analysis Summary 

u•acmmmaca~~aaamaaBac~ma:£n=~caszmaaaanzma:am•~a"=c•3:cuaaaaau••-=•~a•aE:~•a•~••aaa==•~~~amunag:~ucammaaaDEG~ccas=a•a•••••••••a 

STREET 
COUNT 
'l'EAR 

NUMBER 
OF~ES 

WEEKDAY 
1'M PEAK HOUR / PEAK DIRECTION 

·------------------
VOWME VPli • LOS •• 

WEEKDAY 
PM PEAi< HOUR I PEAi< DIRECTION 

----------------· 
VOLUME VPU LOS 

maanasmmgaa~n~nnm=•g=a=~==;=c=m~msn=a:a~u•=m•a~•z~==:==~==~a~c=.r=c:=acn•==~~-==az==•z~~==gam:m:agaugmcmKcDacs;c===aEGB=amnmm•• 

A STREET (COLUMBIA ST. TO STATE sq 
EASTBOUND 1 -WAY 1900 3 490 C 820 C 

A STREET (<MTH AVE- TO OSTii AVE) 
EASTBOUND I -WAY 1990 J lil10 C 1,480 C 

A STREET (08TH AVE- TO 09HI AVE) 
EASTBOUND I -WAY 1990 3 770 C 2,050 C 

ASli STREET (N. llAABOR JR. TO PACIFIC IIWV.I 
EASTBOUND 
WESTBOUND 19117 4 780 C 500 C 

ASH STREET (<MTH AVE- TO 05TH AVEI 
WESTBOUND 1-WAY 1900 3 1,830 C 1,050 C 

ASII STREET (08TH AVE- TO 09Til AVEI 
WESTBOUND 1-WAY 1900 J 1,580 C HO C 

B STREET (<MTII AVE- TO 05TH AVE-I 
WESTBOUND 1 -WAY 1990 J 760 C 640 C 

B STREET (09TII AVE- TO 10TII AVE.) 
WESTBOUND 1-WAY 1990 J 1,840 C lil50 C 

BEECII STREET (PACIFIC IIWV. TO l<fTTNEfl BL)•••, t 
EASTBOUND 1987 2 120 C 
WESTBOUND BO C 

BROADWAY (PACIFIC liWV. TO KETTNER BL) t t 
EASTBOUND 
WESTBOUND 1990 4 790 D 810 D 

BROADWAY (FRONT ST. TO 01ST AVE) t t 
EASTBOUND 
WESTBOUND 1990 4 890 D lilJO D 

BROADWAY (09TH AVE- TO 10TH AVE.I t t 
EASTBOUND 

D WESTBOUND 1990 4 650 D 700 

BROADNAY (14Til AVE- TO 15TH AVE.I 
EASTBOUND 1990 4 350 C 410 C 

WESTBOUND 

C STREET (14TH ST. TO 15nl ST.It 
1000 2 680 C 1,230 D EASTBOUND 1-WAV 

m:::a DGDZ ac:::.:c:.=:::::;i::i: :ra:::c::m:::a:;;::::;a=:s:i.z:: ;;1.cn;;::;:;;:;:;x;s:;;;:::a:=:;:;ci;:;;:i::;.:z::s:;:.c::i::;:zm=ia ;r;:;:;::c;;z:::.zsa ir;;.;;;;;;::cg~Ua::=;;;;;;;:;::::ic==:c•;z:::;.::::a=:::a:::;; ~=aa=:;;:;.:c..:::::.::~sz:::xz:p:acz:i:;1.111 ==•-m::.:::.r:z.:1:c:a:;c:i::; ;;;;:::a::; :cc. me::;; ;a;:;;;;: z:; am III GI n 
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Table 3. J {cont'd.) 
Centre City 

Roadway Link Capacity Analysis Summary 

m~ans:::i.ac=a=gcs:=•===caa:~c=::::r.~-•Gagas:cn.;i:.c:::::r.==s~======~a;;==:=•c••==~==::::r.==-=c=a~5•-zG..i:.c:~cacacac~=c~r=:::i.::i::sa=--=~•-==-a:r::.,c•••••3•a•• 

STREET 
COUNT 
YEAR 

NUMBER 
OF LANES 

WEEKDAY 
MA PEAK HOUR / PEAK llAECTION 

VOLUME VPll • LOS•• 

WEEKOA.Y 
PM PEAK HOUR / PEAK llRECTION ________________ , 

VOLUME VPH LOS 
•-••• mmac:aaaa:aaama.am.;i:.a:ict.: ::::r.=::a::::r.:n::i:mmaaGrsc;a a.1111:az;:;::::r.cs:.m; =ag;;:,;z;;;;==aa. a;;.:=aza;;;=c:a::::r. ~::;;:r::.:::i.:::..=;:c:m,ca ~•;a11:.s.ccm=.a:::;a;::;;;1.a1D11:aa,c;;;i g.:;asma,c::.11::m•a:;;;;a;:a ~: r=.:Ea s Iii. n •au a :a• 

CEOAA STREET (05TH AVE. TO 06TH AVE.I t 
EASTBOUND 1966 2 330 C 
WESTBOUND 420 D 

COWMBIA STREET jCEOAA ST. TO DATE ST.I t 
SOUTIIBOUND I-WAY 1990 3 490 C 260 C 

E STREET l(Hnt AVE. TO 05TH AVE.I t 
EASTBOUND 1-WAY 1990 3 170 C 210 C 

E STREET (09TH AVE. TO 10THAVE.) t 
EASTBOUND 1-WAY 1990 3 300 C 590 C 

F STREET (04TH AVE. TO 05TH AVE.I 
WESTBOUND 1-WAY 1990 3 540 C ri50 C 

F STREET (09TII AVE. TO 10TII AVE.) 
WESTBOUND 1-WAY 1990 3 1,820 C 630 C 

F STREET (14TII ST. TO 15TH ST I 
WESTBOUND I-WAY 1990 3 2,170 C 1110 C 

FRONT STREET (F ST. TOE ST.I 
SOUTHBOUND 1-WAY 1990 3 850 C 760 C 

FRONT STREET (B ST. TO A ST) 
SOUTHBOUND I-WAY 1990 3 1,700 C 1,100 C 

FRONT STREET (BEECH ST. TO CEDAR ST.) 
SOUlllBOUND I-WAY 1900 3 1,740 C 1110 C 

G STREET (04TH AVE. TO 05TH AVE.) 
EASTBOUND 1-WAY 1990 3 660 C 1,300 C 

Q STREET (09TII AVE. TO 10TH AVE.) 
EASTBOUND 1-WAY 1990 3 820 C 1,690 C 

Q STREET (l ◄Ttt ST. TO 15TH ST.) 
EASTBOUND 1-WAY 1990 3 930 C 2.020 C 

GRAPE STREET (PACIFIC IIWY. TO KET1NER Bll 
EASTBOUND I-WAY 1990 3 1.410 C 2,220 D 

HARBOR DRIVE (04TII AVE. TO 05Til AVE.) 
EASTBOUND 1990 4 760 C 
WESTBOUND 660 C 

IIAWfllORN STREET (KETTNER BL TO INDIA BT.) 
WESTBOUND I-WAY 1990 3 2,300 D 1,510 C 

&1 c;;;;;:~s;sm:B!li=;;;Ii;;;;;;: a::cm.1111::.r.:a:111 m:1111.z;:::ii:& a::,:;;g c :;;;;;ii;;:it;;m:::;.;i:.::::r..m;;;;a:;:;:=;z:.:=::c.:::i;::;;;;:g ===:;;;;::;.::11;;;:i.::i :;;;:;::;=;;;:::;;;;;;:;;;;:::::::r.;;; =::;.:;;;;::::;;;:::::c;::c;::=:i;;a =:c.=i:;;;;::::;::;:::::c:c;c======:.1.1:i::1=i= =:ci:m:::::;:i::,;;::;;;::;c:a:=s;;; == ::a :c; .:ir. :i:i::;; s .a= :c.:;. JC .:E 
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Ta-l 3.1 B (cont'd.) 
Centre City 

Roadway link Capacity Analysis Summary 
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STREET 
COUNT 
VEAR 

NUMBER 
OF LANES 

WEEKDAY 
1-M PEAi< IIOUH / PEAK ORECTIOH 

VOLUI.IE VPII" LOS•• 

WEEKDAY 
PM PEAK HOUR / PEAK ORECTIOH 

----------------· 
VOLUI.IE VPH LOS 

umaa~•••••cs::;nma•mzagmaaas::;GBamaaamm1:1sanamsaxc;am~c~:z0angic=•,a;;~•a•::::a:::::a:ir=i:nama•••a==•s=•=a•~n•=====&• ■mKmaaim■aB■aasgggg5~=aaga ■■ a ■ aaa ■ 

IMPERtAl AVENUE (14Ill ST. TO 15TII ST.I •••,t 
EASTBOUND 1900 4 330 C 
WESTBOUND 330 C 

INUA STREET (B BT. TO A ST.) t 
NOITTIIBOUND 1-WAV 1090 :I 300 C 520 C 

INUA STREET (CEDAR ST. TO DATE ST.) t 
NORTHBOUND 1-WAV 1990 :I 440 C 680 C 

INUA STREET (JUNIPER ST. TO KA.U,IIA. ST.I t 
NOITTIIBOUND 1-WAY 1990 :I :170 C ~o C 

J STREET (09Tii A.VE. TO 10TH AVE!•••. t 
EASTBOUND 1llll9 2 1:IO C 
WESTBOUND 1:IO C 

I( STREET (09Tii A.VE. TO 1orn AVE.) •••• t 
EASTBOUND 1969 2 190 C 
WESTBOUND 190 C 

KETTNER BOULEVARD (F ST. TOE ST.I •••,t 
NORTHBOUND 1900 2 160 C 
60U11180UND 140 C 

KfTTNEII BOUL.EVARD (CEDAR 1H. TO DATE Sfl t 
SOUTiiBOUND 1-WAV 1990 3 470 C 410 C 

KfTTNEII BOUL.EVARD (JUNIPER ST. TO KAWIA ST.I t 
SOUTiiBOUND I-WAY 1900 3 560 C 630 C 

l STREET (05Tii AVE TO 06TH AVE) •••, t 
EASTBOUND 1111!1 2 70 C 

WESTBOUND 90 C 

LAUREL STREET (PACIFIC HWY. TO KETTNER Bl) 
EASTBOUND 1090 4 1.~o D 

WESTBOUND 1,180 C 

MARKET STREET (IMTII AVE. TO 05TII IWEI 
EASTBOUND 1900 4 770 C 

WESTBOUND 850 C 

MARKET STREET (1:ITii ST. TO HTII ST.) 
EASTBOUND 1990 4 990 C 

WESTBOUND 1,070 C 

NORTH HARBOR DRIVE (BAOA.(MIAY TO ASII ST.) t 
NORHIBOUND 590 C 740 C 
SOUTIIDOUND 1090 4 

asmDa i;:a;a;:a-s::;:.caaa.s::;,51.a 0.1:1111 SIGi.a;:; g:smlli. m:i:m: 1111m;z.m111a:s;::i:;;i;:a; s;.~;:;.;zn:=m:=11,:z:za.a ~.1,~;;ia;::1c,a;;=.-==a.;:=;i:;s:::aai::::.i;;;:: i::;;;;a;ss::;.;;;;;;;:z:ri;;;.:;:n;;m:.ia=i..ai::::si:gAQ&;a;;.na.tz:s.aas::;;::r.aa;aa;a,;::r. ==a.;:;;= m = u•a ._ :a a a_. 
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Tat. l .1 B (cont'd.) 
Centre City 

Roadway Link Capacity Analysls Summery 

dusmm&aomEa:an::;::sas~~==a==sG~mgm:=========g====3.c~n=a::.=z::ca=.c~-===ac==g•aaaa::::iaa•.c==~cc=a=z::i.a.c~gaga=a.cag=z===~Ga:c::.asaa~a•a••••• 

STREET 
COUNT 
YEAA 

NUMBER 
OF LANES 

WEEKDAY 
,M PEAK IIOUR / PEAK ClAECTION 

-------------------
VOLUME VPII • LOS •• 

WEEKDAY 
PM PEAK HOUR / PEAK DIRECTION 

----------------
VOLUME VPli LOS 

mam:mr:ai:zz::i..ar.n::.c=.n•c.===z::==a==:.=a:::a:.:;:;;:acC1.1&11Ca::::a;;::ca::::=t;;::=: =z::ac::c:= ;;:::;:;:t:;;;:;::;;:c.c::a t:=G::a::;ic;;.c;::=:..~1:::::.:::=::::::::i.u1;;1:;:;.:n;;;;:;s.;:s;;;;::;;;;;:;1&i:=i.S:=n:a;;.;;:;=.c=.ca:== a::==•••• ca: :a .:a:: z:i m 

NORTH HARBOR DRIVE (llAWTIIORN ST. TO I.AUREL ST) 
NORTIIBOUNO 
SOUTIIBOUNO 

PACIFIC HIGHWAY (F ST. TOE ST.) 
NORTIIBOUNO 
SOUTIIBOUNO 

PACIFIC HIOIIWAY (BROA[MIAY TO ASH ST I 
NORTIIBOUNO 
SOUTIIBOUNO 

PACIFIC IUOIIWAY (CEDAR ST. TO ELM ST.) 
NORTllBOUNO 
SOUTIIBOUNO 

PACIFIC HIOllWAY (HAWTllORN ST. TO JUNIPER ST.) 
NORTIIBOUNO 
BOUTIIBOUNO 

PARK llOULEVARO (RUSS llL TO HI) 
NOITTHllOUNO 
BOUTIIBOUNO 

STATE STREET (C ST. TO ll ST I t 
NORTIIBOUNO I-WAY 

STATE STREET jCEOAA ST. TO DATE ST.I t 
NOROIBOUNO 1-WAY 

01 ST AVENUE IF ST. TOE ST I 
NORTllllOUNO I-WAY 

01ST AVENUE (BEECII ST. TO CEDAR ST.) 
NORTllllOUNO I-WAY 

02ND AVENUE (BEECH ST. TO CEDAR ST l •••, t 
NORTIIBOUNO 
SOUTilllOUNO 

OJRO AVENUE (BEECH ST. TO CECWI ST.) t 
NORTIIBOUNO I-WAY 

OHtt AVENUE (F ST. TOE ST.) t 
SOUTIIBOUNO 1-WAY 

oHtt AVENUE (BEECH ST. TO CEDAR ST) t 
SOUTIIBOUNO I-WAY 

1990 4 

1990 8 

1990 8 

1990 8 

1990 8 

1990 4 

11}9() 3 

jl}OO :i 

1990 :i 

1990 3 

11}9() 2 

1981 3 

jl}OO 3 

1890 3 

2,3'.IO F 
2,180 F 

390 C 
530 C. 

560 C 760 C 

BIO C 1,000 C 

770 C 640 C 

750 C 
740 C 

JOO C 420 C 

230 C 550 C 

810 C 930 C 

1.400 C 2,410 0 

320 C 

490 0 

270 C 390 C 

880 C ll10 C 

1.600 C 1,220 C 

c;=:;n;;zuaa:::::i::a;a;:::;;.::,:z;;;c:1:11:;.c::;;g;.c:2;::..mc::=:r:r;;;;;.=.:::;.;;::;z=iz:i:::::..::;i:;lx;;;;;;;==:;;:;.==;,; ===-==;;;:::.;;:;=i.;;::;::,;;a;;;;;;:;;;;c::ac.cic. =:::,;=======;::.:::.::i. i;;;::a:ai;:.lll:::..a;;;;;;;:i;;;;;;,:=;::.:..:;;;.z:i::::i.&1:;;;.;;;a::;;;::;11::.a ==:::1:a::;1.zc:=::::;::;;;;:i;:a,;::::1;;;:;:;;:;; = c::.a = 11.1 u:: .c z mm: a 
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Table 3.1B (cont'd.) 

Centre City 
Roadway Link Capacity Analysis Summary 
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STREET 
COUNT 
YEAR 

NUMBER 
OF I.ANES 

WEEKDAY 
Ml PEAK HOUR / PEAK DIRECTION 

VOLUldEVPH • LOS•• 

WEEKDAY 
PM PEAK HOUR / PEAK llFIECTION 

----------------· 
VOLUME VPU LOS 

mam~mm••:::r.nc:cmaKa&auas:~ccz:=:n=&am~ns:a::::ass===~~=~a=:=gmms:=:===-=zac;.===aa::::::a=::;;cc~Ea.11:1c::~csc::a==•=c2zc:s:::zmmaa:mc====m===~anma ■ ama ■ am 

05TH AVENUE (A ST. TO ASH ST.) 
NORTltBOUND I-WAY 

05TH AVENUE (BEECU ST. TO CEOAA ST.I 
NORTIIBOUND 1-WAY 

06TH AVENUE (CST. TO B ST.) 
sountBOUND 1-WAY 

oont AVENUE (BEECH ST. TO CEDAR ST.) 
sountBOUND I-WAY 

omt AVENUE (EST. TO BROADWAV) t 
NORTIIBOUND I-WAY 

OSnt AVENUE (ISLAND AVE. TO MARKET ST.I••• · 
NORTltBOUND 
SOUTltBOUND 

00TH AVENUE (A ST. TO ASH ST.I t 
NORTltBOUND I-WAY 

10TH AVENUE (CST. TO B ST.) 
SOUTitBOUND I-WAY 

1 mt AVENUE (f ST. TOE ST.I 
NORTltBOUND 1-WAY 

11TH AVENUE (C ST. TO B ST.) 
NORTIIBOUND I-WAY 

12TH AVENUE (f ST. TOE !IT.) t 
NORTIIBOUND 
SOUTIIBOUNO 

12TH AVENUE (CST. TO B ST.) t 
NORTIIBOUND 
SOUTHBOUND 

13TH STREET (F ST. TOE ST.)•••, t 
NOITTHBOUND 
SOUUIBOUND 

14TH STREET (F ST. TOE ST I •••, t 
NORTHBOUND 
SOUTIIBOUND 

1990 3 

1990 3 

1990 3 

1990 3 

1989 3 

1990 4 

1989 3 

1990 2 

1900 3 

1900 3 

1990 2 

1990 4 

1987 2 

1987 2 

880 C 1,250 C 

880 C 1,600 C 

880 C 1130 C 

1,3.lO C 1,020 C 

360 C 1110 C 

3JO C 
250 C 

MO C :uo C 

1,350 C 1,:H0 C 

1110 C 940 C 

910 C 1,490 C 

200 C 2JO C 

450 C 770 C 

220 C 
170 C 

210 C 
150 C 

m;z:;i.::ir.111mzz::a1:1.;;:z;;aQt;:1Bmi:aa:mms;:.z:::=.z.;:;;i::::=n.;:;;:aa:::a:=;.;;;;;;;;;z::i;;:;:=:.:::a ;;;;;a:;;;a:o:2nai:a ar;;::;c:ia::;:;c.;;;am;:: ::::;.;;.;;;a:;:;:;;;:::r.=i:==:;;;:c.aa ii;:;;;~11::r.si=::111a.a;;:;i:ir;;;::GC1.::&1;;:;m:x;:;;;;a .ic;;;;g;;;:.:z=::::i::s;;c;,;ca;;c a=;i;.: a; a:a g; ,:a iz ;a zi a= m c. m: 
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Table 3., t1 (cont'd.) 
Centre City 

Roadway Link Capacity Analysis Summary 
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STREET 
COUNT 

YEAR 
NUMBER 
OF v.NES 

WEEKDAY 
AM PEAK IIOUR I PEAK DIRECTION 

VOLUMEVPH • LOS•• 

WEEKDAY 
PM PEAK IIOUR I PEAK DIRECTION 

VOLUMEVPll LOS 
111m11111:aD1a1111111:1:a;i:;1:::::i::ram:11:=.mz::aa=n.e:r:.;:;:.::;;i.::::ciz::aaz:i.1B.s.:::m:s::z::caX1.:;:::;:ma= =.c.===.:::r.:as:::::1..:::r.i.:casmm:11:1 =:::za=zcc.:::r.cc c=a:::=1:z=z::=z:::11aa:ac;a111m11n.lilgs;, g:;;111,11ma111:a:;1.a;&;:.a;:.a: ;.;;;;:a IZ;: & a a g; .a= :s a II 

15TH STREET (F ST. TOE 611 •••,t 
NOITTliBOUND 
SOUTilBOUNO 19117 2 15<1 C 180 C 

111TH STREET (E 81. TO BROADWAY) t 
NORTHBOUND 1990 4 490 C 
80UTIIBOUND 600 C 

11TH STREET ~MPERIAL AVE. TO l 81.l t 
SOUTI IBOUND i -WAY 19116 3 660 C 760 C 

111111:1mma.Ja111111B1111:aa: s:aa1111aa1111ua:11111•• 1111 :m.manu am 1111111111111511JDm111111111 r:1 i:s 1Bm llBJ1&R::a Ill :&;1JEa:.:a s:t n:aaa a::;n ma=i;;;;mm•sa e::;;:--.:::a:as:i::::a:m.am•• • .c:::a•• s:a• a ua: :u:a:111aa:1111.a11J1111&amm s:i:am111111mm a:sa• •••• a.::=.a::i. mm.• a•• m ••a• .111 

♦ 

tt 

VBIICLES PER llOUR 
LEVEL OF SERVICE. 

ASSUMED DIRECTIONAl OISHYBUTION % BASED 00 EXISTING INTERSECTION TRAFFIC VOLUME COUNTS. 
LOS WAS CAlCULATED USING TWO-WAY COLLECTOR SEOMBH (TABLE A-31 OR ONE-WAY COLLECTOR SEGMENT (TABLE A-4). 
LOS "O' WAS OBSEHVED ON BHOACM'AY FROM PACIFIC HIOIIWAV TO 12Tll AVE. DUE TO liEAVY BUS TRAFFIC. 

SOURCE: HOIYDA OEPARMENT OF TRANSPORTATION. 1!1811. 



TABLE 3.28 

EXISTING FREEWAY COUNTS 
IN THE VICINITY OF CENTRE CITY SAN DIEGO 

FREEWAY: 
Interstate 5 Freeway: 

J ST. TO RTE 94 
RTE 94 TO PERSHING DR. 
PERSHING DR. TO RTE 163 
RTE 163 TO SIXTH AVE. 
SIXTH AVE. TO FIRST AVE. 
FIRST AVE TO HA'NTHORN ST. 
HA'NTHORN ST. TO LAUREL ST. 

Route 163: 

1-5 TO QUINCE ST. 

Route 94: 

FREEWAY BEGIN TO 25TH ST. 

Source: Caltrans, District 11 

E-7 

1989 
ADT 

157,000 
170,000 
200,000 
184,000 
192,000 
167,000 
174,000 

99,000 

101,000 

AM 
PEAK 
HOUR 

14,900 
16,200 
19,000 
17,300 
18,000 
15,700 
16,200 

9,200 

9,800 



TABLE3.20 

EXISTING FREEWAY RAMP CAPACITY 
IN THE VICINITY OF CENTRE CITY SAN DIEGO 

RAMP LOCATION: EXISTING CONDITIONS 
PEAK HOUF 

Interstate 5: YEAR ADT* CAPACITY** 

NB OFF TO J ST. AND 19TH ST. 1990 8900 1500 
NB ON FROM IMPERIAL AVE. AND 19TH ST. 1990 6400 1500 
SB OFF TO IMPERIAL AVE. AND 17TH ST. 1990 5300 1500 
SB ON FROM J ST. AND 17TH ST. 1990 4800 1500 
SB ON FROM EST. 1990 4800 1500 
NB OFF TO PERSHING DR. 1990 5500 2800 
NB OFF TO B ST. 1990 5500 1500 
SB ON FROM PERSHING DR. AND C ST. 1990 7600 1500 
NB ON FROM PERSHING DR. AND B ST; B ON 1990 4800 1500 
NB ON FROM PERSHING DR. 1990 7900 1500 
SB OFF TO PERSHING DR. AND B ST; B ST. OFF 1990 4000 1500 
SB OFF TO PERSHING DR. 1990 13900 1500 
NB ON FROM PARK BL 1990 1400 1500 
SBONFROMPARKBLANOS~1~ 1990 17100 2800 
NB ON FROM 11TH AVE. 1989 7400 2800 
SB OFF TO 10TH AVE. 1990 6900 1500 
NB OFF TO 6TH AVE. 1990 17000 2800 
SB ON FROM 5TH AVE. 1990 9000 1500 
NB ON FROM 1ST AVE. 1990 32400 1500 
SB ON FROM 1ST AVE. 1990 10800 1500 
SB OFF TO FRONT ST. 1990 13900 2800 
SB OFF TO 2ND AVE. 1990 6800 2800 
SB ON FROM GRAPE ST. 1990 21000 1500 
NB OFF TO HAWTHORN ST. 1990 25200 2800 
NB ON FROM HAWTHORN ST. 1990 9000 1500 

PEAK HOUF 
State Route 94: YEAR ADT CAPACITY 

WB OFF TO F ST. 1989 23400 4300 
EB ON FROM G ST. 1989 18200 4300 

State Route 1 ~: 

NB ON FROM 11TH AVE. 1991 28000 1800 
NB ON FROM PARK BL 1989 3200 1500 
SB OFF TO 10TH AVE. 1991 29000 2800 
SB OFF TO 4TH AVE. 1990 6500 1500 
SB OFF TO PARK BL 1989 17700 1500 

., Average Daily Traffic 
**CCTAP Final Report, i 985 by PRC Engineering. 
Source: CAL TRANS, DISTRICT 11, San Diego. 
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TABLE 3.2E 
EXISTING AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC COUNTS 

ON FREEWAY RAMPS IN THE VICINITY OF CENTRE CITY SAN DIEGO 

WEEKDAY 
COUNT PEAK HOUR 

RAMP LOCATION YEAR ADT* AM PM 

Interstate 5: 

NB off to J St. and 19th St 1990 8,900 630 1, 11 o 

NB on tram Imperial Ave. and 19th St 1990 6,400 590 650 

SB off to Imperial Ave. and 17th St 1990 5,300 450 480 

SB on tram J St. and 17th St. 1990 4,800 310 480 

SB on tram E St. 1990 4,800 690 400 

NB off to Pershing Dr. 1990 5,500 470 550 
' 

NB off to B St. 1990 5,500 970 410 

SB on from Pershing Dr. and C St. 1990 7,600 510 720 

NB on from Pershing Dr. and B St (B St. on) 1990 4,800 430 350 

NB on from Pershing Dr. 1990 7,900 830 670 

SB off to Pershing Dr. and B St. (B St. off) 1990 4,000 340 300 

SB off to Pershing Dr. 1990 13,900 820 1,300 

NB on from Park Blvd. 1990 1,400 90 130 

SB on from Park Blvd. and SR-163 1990 17,100 1660 -1,730 

NB on from 11th Ave. 1989 7,400 480 900 

SB off to 10th Ave. 1990 6,900 870 480 

NB off to 6th Ave. 1990 17,000 2,150 1,190 

SB on from 5th Ave. 1990 9,000 570 ,, 180 

NB on from 1st Ave. 1990 32,400 2,250 4,530 

SB on from 1st Ave. 1990 10,800 630 1,480 

SB off to Front St. 1990 13,900 2,070 1,000 

SB off to 2nd Ave. 1990 6,800 1,030 480 

SB on from Grape St. 1990 21,000 920 2,200 

NB off to Hawthorn St. 1990 25,200 2,390 1,470 

NB on from Hawthorn St 1990 9,000 370 1,050 

State Route 94: 

WB off to F St. 1989 23,400 3,230 1,260 

EB on from G St. 1989 18,200 980 2,240 

E-9a 



TABLE 3.2E (Cont'd.) 
EXISTING AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC COUNTS 

ON FREEWAY RAMPS IN THE VICINITY OF CENTRE CllY SAN DIEGO 

WEEKDAY 
COUNT PEAK HOUR 

RAMP LOCATION YEAR ADT* AM PM 

State Route 163: 

NB on "tram 11th Ave. 1991 28,000 1,860 3,080 

NB on tram Park Blvd. 1989 3,200 210 380 

SB off to 10th Ave. 1991 29,000 3,400 2,030 

SB off to 4th Ave. 1990 6,500 BOO 510 

SB off to Park Blvd. 1989 17,700 1,670 1,610 

Source: City of San Diego, Department of Engineering & Development 

CCDC:\REPOATS\ Tabl&-3.2E/zhm 
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Table 4.1-A Land use codes, categories and units 

Land Use Code Land Use Category Units 

RESIDENTIAL 
1 Multi-family dwelling units 
2 Single-family dwelling units 
3 Retirement/Senior/SRO rooms 

COMMERCIAL 
4 Regional Shopping Center square feet 
5 Retail/Restaurants/Child Care square feet 

OFFICES 
6 Commercial/Military Office square feet 
7 Government Office square feet 
8 Library square feet 
9 Post Office square feet 

VISITOR SERVING COMMERCIAL 
10 Hotel/Motel rooms 
11 Meeting Hall/Convention Center square feet 

TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES 
12 Gas Service Station each 
13 Auto Repair square feet 
14 Car Dealer square feet 
15 Auto Rental/ Airport Shuttle square feet 
16 Transit Depot/Hub each 

INDUSTRIAL 
17 Industrial (including SOG&E) square feet 

INSTITUTIONAL 
18 House of Worship each 
19 Social Services and beds 

Transitional Housing 
EDUCATIONAL 

20 College students 
21 High School (Secondary School) students 
22 Elementary School students 

RECREATIONAL 
23 Park (undeveloped) acres 
24 Marina berths 
25 Theatre/Concert Hall square feet 

OTHER 
26 Fire Station each 
27 Police Station each 
28 Right-of-way square feet 

E-10 
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Table 4.1-B 
SUMMARY OF LAND USE VOLUME TOTALS 
CCDC 2010 Market Scenario 

SANDAG 
TAZ LUC 08 LUC 09 LUC 10 LUC 11 LUC 12 LUC 13 LUC 14 

180 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 
181 0 0 450 4000 2 40155 20875 
182 0 0 1195 0 2 9250 0 
183 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
185 0 0 2047 0 0 15000 0 
186 31250 0 350 0 0 10000 0 
187 0 0 940 0 0 0 0 
188 0 0 30 0 1 21500 19800 
189 55000 0 2273 0 0 0 0 

tI1 190 0 0 679 0 0 0 0 
I 

191 0 80000 129 0 0 2625 0 1--' 
I.>.) 
j;>) 192 3000 0 0 0 3 69000 2000 

193 0 0 2230 0 0 0 0 
194 0 0 0 1273000 0 0 0 
195 3000 0 1678 0 1 10250 0 
196 0 0 0 0 1 326522 3000 

TOTALS: 92250 80000 12001 1277000 12 504302 45675 
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Table 4.1-B 
SUMMARY OF LAND USE VOLUME TOTALS 
CCDC 2010 Market Scenario 

SANDAG 
TAZ LUC 01 LUC 02 LUC 03 LUC 04 LUC 05 LUC 06 LUC 07 

180 0 0 0 0 12000 0 312000 
181 1528 53 103 0 856030 1282426 89318 
182 2352 9 211 0 462259 1125094 133566 
183 2352 0 0 0 0 0 0 
185 188 0 0 0 297630 3880283 24539 
186 226 0 0 0 269970 2936699 532421 
187 699 1 665 0 506835 4925010 169909 
188 1544 0 166 0 290550 455580 18720 

tT1 189 1698 0 0 0 178454 4228962 1061236 
I 

190 1222 0 1100000 142300 1387841 ..... 473 928551 w 
er 191 861 0 1375 0 502553 1178072 25876 

192 2972 2 932 0 451020 426298 67202 
193 0 0 0 262500 0 0 0 
194 0 0 0 0 12000 0 0 
195 3529 10 778 0 688700 84320 0 
196 1387 93 425 0 568970 628534 61236 

TOTALS: 20558 168 5128 1362500 5239271 22539119 3424574 
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Table 4.1-B 
SUMMARY OF LAND USE VOLUME TOTALS 
CCDC 2010 Market Scenario 

SANDAG 
TAZ LUC 15 LUC 16 LUC 17 LUC 18 LUC 19 LUC 20 LUC 21 

180 0 0 579226 0 0 0 0 
181 47987 0 171503 0 0 0 0 
182 0 0 13750 1 0 922 0 
183 0 0 0 0 0 0 1651 
185 0 0 142500 0 0 0 0 
186 0 1 0 0 1400 600 0 
187 0 0 9000 0 0 0 0 
188 0 0 9000 0 70 14000 0 
189 0 0 394385 0 262 0 0 

tI1 
190 0 0 0 0 800 0 0 

I 191 0 0 26000 0 0 0 0 ..... 
w 192 0 0 67000 1 111 7000 0 

193 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
194 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
195 0 0 451200 0 0 0 0 
196 4200 0 478505 0 689 550 0 

TOTALS: 52187 1 2342069 2 3332 23072 1651 
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Table 4.1-B 
SUMMARY OF LAND USE VOLUME TOTALS 
CCDC 2010 Market Scenario 

SANDAG 
TAZ LUC 22 LUC 23 LUC 24 LUC 25 LUC 26 LUC 27 LUC 28 

180 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 
181 328 0 0 0 0 0 0 
182 0 0 0 400 0 0 0 
183 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
185 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
186 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
187 0 0 0 3900 0 0 0 
188 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
189 0 0 107 0 0 0 0 
190 0 0 0 1915 0 0 0 
191 0 0 0 1200 0 0 0 

~ 
192 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 

..... 193 0 0 450 0 0 0 0 
\.>J 194 0 0 450 0 0 0 0 p.. 

195 0 10 0 250 1 0 89500 
196 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTALS: 328 10 1027 7665 1 1 89500 
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Table 4.1-r 
SUMMARY OF LAND USE VOLUME TOTALS 
CCDC 2025 Ultimate Scenario 

SANDAG 
TAZ LUC 01 LUC 02 LUC 03 LUC 04 LUC 05 LUC 06 LUC 07 

180 0 0 0 0 25680 318682 401318 
101 3491 23 103 0 777800 1212240 89318 
182 4566 8 217 0 367936 910294 115566 
183 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
185 188 0 0 0 331870 4888599 32703 
186 226 0 0 0 309860 4156162 854823 
187 846 0 573 0 327785 6424308 426761 
188 2192 0 138 0 218480 797307 74513 
189 1698 0 0 0 178454 4428962 1061236 
190 1222 0 473 1100000 142300 1387841 928551 

trl 191 
I 

1293 0 1375 0 440053 1168072 15876 - 192 6034 0 886 0 231720 416798 20602 +'-
f:l:l 193 0 0 0 262500 0 0 0 

194 0 0 0 0 12000 0 0 
195 4690 0 778 0 774000 404840 63180 
196 5645 41 285 0 369315 681841 83346 

TOTALS: 32091 72 4828 1362500 4507253 27195946 4167793 
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Table 4.1-C 
SUMMARY OF LAND USE VOLUME TOTALS 
CCDC 2025 Ultimate Scenario 

SANDAG 
TAZ LUC 08 LUC 09 LUC 10 LUC 11 LUC 12 LUC 13 LUC 14 

180 0 0 200 0 0 0 0 
181 12000 0 1257 4000 2 26355 0 
182 0 0 1062 0 0 0 0 
183 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
185 0 0 2021 0 0 15000 0 
186 31250 0 350 0 0 0 0 
187 0 0 1068 0 0 0 0 
188 375000 0 30 0 0 5000 0 
189 55000 0 2273 0 0 0 0 

trJ 190 0 0 679 0 0 0 0 
I 191 0 80000 129 0 0 2625 0 ...... 
~ 192 3000 0 0 0 0 0 0 er 

193 0 0 2230 0 0 0 0 
194 0 0 490 1273000 0 0 0 
195 3000 0 1408 2520 0 0 0 
196 0 0 400 0 0 0 3000 

TOTALS: 479250 80000 13597 1279520 2 48980 3000 
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Table 4.1-C 
SUMMARY OF LAND USE VOLUME TOTALS 
CCDC 2025 Ultimate Scenario 

SANDAG 
TAZ LUC 15 LUC 16 LUC 17 LUC 18 LUC 19 LUC 20 LUC 21 

180 0 0 579226 0 0 0 0 
181 34517 0 76978 0 0 0 0 
182 0 0 0 l 0 772 0 
183 0 0 0 0 0 0 1651 
185 0 0 142500 0 0 0 0 
186 0 1 0 0 1400 600 0 
187 0 0 9000 0 0 0 0 
188 0 0 0 0 50 23328 0 
189 0 0 394385 0 262 0 0 
190 0 0 0 0 800 0 0 

m 191 0 0 
I 

0 0 0 0 0 
..... 192 0 0 0 l 11 0 0 
It 193 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

194 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
195 0 0 274500 0 0 0 0 
196 4200 0 169100 0 1829 350 0 

TOTALS: 38717 1 1645689 2 4352 25050 1651 
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Table 4.1-C 
SUMMARY OF LAND USE VOLUME TOTALS 
CCDC 2025 Ultimate Scenario 

SANDAG 
TAZ LUC 22 LUC 23 LUC 24 LUC 25 LUC 26 LUC 27 LUC 28 

180 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 
181 328 1 0 0 0 0 0 
182 0 1 0 7439 0 0 0 
183 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
185 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
186 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
187 0 0 0 3900 0 0 0 
188 0 l 0 0 0 0 0 
189 0 0 107 0 0 0 0 

tn 190 0 0 
I 

0 1915 0 0 0 
..... 191 0 1 0 1200 0 0 0 t 192 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 

193 0 0 450 0 0 0 0 
194 0 0 450 0 0 0 0 
195 0 11 0 250 1 0 89500 
196 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTALS: 328 19 1027 14704 1 1 89500 
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Table 4.1 E Conversion of land use volumes into socio-economic volumes 

land Use 
Code 

1 

1 
2 

3 

4 
5 

6 

7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

Land Use Category Units 

RESIDENTIAL 
Multi-f amlly - existing dwelling units 

Multi-family - new dwelling units 

Multi-family - new 3 bedroom dwelling units 
Single-family - existing dwelling units 

Retirement/Senior/SRO rooms 
COMMERCIAL 

Regional Shopping Center square feet 
Retail/Rest'nts/Child Care square feet 

OFFICES 
Commercial/Military Office square feet 

Government Office square feet 
library square feet 
Post Ottice square feet 

VISITOR SERVING COMMERCIAL 
Hotel/Motel rooms 
Meeting Hall/Conv'n Center square feet 

TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES 
Gas Service Station each 
Auto Repair square feet 

Car Dealer s·quare feet 
Auto Rental/Airport Shuttle square feet 
Transit Depot/Hub each 

and 
and 

Converts to 

1.0 households per unit, distributed between medium 
and high income categories consistent with 
observed 1989 distribution for TAZ (1) 

0.35 low Income households per unit (1) 
0.58 medium Income households per unit (1) 
0.07 high Income households per unit (1) 
1.0 high income households per unit (1) 
1.0 households per unit, distributed between low and 

medium Income categories consistent with 
observed 1989 distribution for TAZ (1) 

1.0 low Income households per unit (1) 

0.0016 retail employees per unit (2) 
0.0027 retail employees per unit (2) 

0.0023 service employees per unit (3) 
and 0.0021 other employees per unit (3) 

0.0050 government employees per unit (3) 
0.00092 government employees per unit (4) 
0.0046 government employees per unit (4) 

0.80 hotel employees per unit (3) 
0.00025 service employees per unit (3) 

2.0 retail employees per unit 
0.0013 service employees per unit (2) 
0.002 retail employees per unit (2) 
0.0003 retail employees per unit 
not applicable 
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Table 4.1 E Conversion of land use volumes into socio-economic volumes (continued) 

Land Use Land Use Category Units Converts to 
Code 

INDUSTRIAL 
17 Industrial (including SDG&E) square feet 0.001 O other employees per unit (3) 

INSTITUTIONAL 
18 House of Worship each 4.75 service employees per unit (3.4) 
19 Social Services and beds 0.65 service employees per unit (4) 

Transitional Housing 
EDUCATIONAL 

20 College students 0.097 service empolyees per unit (2) 
21 High School (Secondary) students 0.060 service employees per unit (2) 
22 Elementary School students 0.050 service employees per unit (2) 

RECREATIONAL 
23 Park (undeveloped) acres 0.274 government employees per unit (4) 
24 Marina berths 0.01 service employees per unit (2) 
25 Theatre/Concert Hall square feet 0.0015 service employees per unit (4) 

OTHER 
26 Fire Station each 25 service employees per unit (1) 
27 Police Station each 25 service employees per unit (1) 
28 Right-of-way square feet not applicable 

Keys for sources: 1 = rate determined In consultation with CCDC staff 
2 = rate determined using data In San Diego Trip Generators, 1991 
3 = rate used in CCTAP analysis 
4 = rate determined using data in ITE Trip Generation, 5th Edition 
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Table 4.1 f 
SUH.MARY OF LAND USE VOLUHE TOTALS 

CCDC 2010 Market Scenario 

SANDAG HOTEL RETAIL 

TAZ 

180 0 36 

181 360 2371 

182 956 1252 

103 0 0 

185 1638 804 

186 280 729 

187 752 136B 

188 24 B26 

189 181£1 482 

190 543 2144 

191 10] 1357 

192 0 1228 

193 1784 420 

194 0 32 

195 1342 1861 

196 0 1545 

TOTAL 9601 16457 

TOTAL DOWNTOWN EHPLOYH.ENT 

150676 

GOVERN 

1560 

447 
668 

0 

123 

2691 
850 

94 
5357 

4643 
497 
339 

0 
0 

6 

306 

17578 

4 

SERVE OTHER LOWHH HIDHH HIGHH 

0 579 0 0 0 

2966 2918 466 731 487 
2648 2423 810 1545 217 

99 0 0 0 0 

87B4 8452 66 109 ll 

7614 6289 79 131 16 
11130 10555 870 436 59 

2460 985 276 B10 624 

9723 9450 148 870 680 

3657 2972 750 671 274 

2666 2549 1671 504 62 

1800 980 1726 1B40 340 

5 0 0 0 0 

323 0 0 0 0 

204 632 1747 1204 1704 

2345 1824 815 758 332 

56433 50607 9424 9608 4889 

TOTAL DOWNTOWN HOUSEHOLDS 

23920 
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i"able 4.1 G CCTAP IIIGIIWAY NETWORK UNI< TYPE SPEED/FLOW RELATIONSIIIPS 

link Ccnlrc Chy Number of Coded Capacity (I) free Flow (I} Capacity (I) 
.!11:!c No. or E1dernal Classllkallon Lanes S~ccd S~ccd Volume p) Volum~ (2) 

I cc freeway 6L (direc ilon) " 2 cc freeway R (direcilon) " ) cc f rec wa11 ~l (direcilon) " ' cc freeway Trandilon 2l (direc lion) n ., cc !tamp 2, 
6 cc I-Way Major !il 20 10 21,,00 )000 

tTi 7 cc I-Way Minor 2l 15 10 1200 1}00 
I a cc I-Way Major )l 20 10 l!l00 2100 ..... 

:xi 9 cc I-Way Minor )l ., 10 1}00 1900 
10 cc Nol A sslgncd 
II cc 2-Way Minor 2l 15 10 ,oo 1,0 
12 cc 2-Way Major ~l 20 15 900 i,oo 
I 3 cc 2-Way Malor 6l H 2, 11,,00 2100 
I~ cc Ccn lroid Connector NI\ 20 
D cc Nol Auigned 
16 EX Freeway 6l " 17 EX Freeway ~l " 18 EX l'arl<wo.1y 'IL ,o 
19 EX llural lllghway 2l " 20 EX Arie rial ~l H 
21 EX Arie rial 6l . ., 
22 EX Arlerlal 1-'l/ay )l ,., , 
2) EX Nol /\uigncd 
2~ EX Centroid Con11eclor NI\ n 

(I) lnlormalion nol ~own lndicalu no capaclly/rulralnt applied to this link type. 

(2) Volumes arc hourly, single dircclion, 



TABLE 4.2A: FUTURE BASE ROADWAY CONFIGURATION 
YEAR 2010 AND 2025 

STREET SEGMENT CLASSIFICATION 

A Street Kettner Blvd - Tenth Ave Major ------
Tenth Ave - Eleventh Ave Major - --------
Eleventh Ave - Twelfth Ave Major 

Ash Street Harbor Or • Kettner Blvd Major 

--------
Kettner Blvd - Ninth Avenue Major - ------------
Ninth Ave - Tenth Ave Major 

B Street First Ave - Seventeenth St Major - ---·-~------------
Kettner Blvd - First Ave Major 

Beech Street Pacific Hwy - Sixth Ave Collector 

Sixth Ave - Tenth Ave Local 

Broadway N Harbor Dr - Third Ave Major 

- ---
,,_ ______________ 

Third Ave - Fourth Ave Major 

- ------- ----
Fourth Ave - Seventeenth St Major 

C Street Twelfth Ave - Seventeenth St Collector 

Cedar Street Pacific Hwy - Front St Collector 

--~--------------
Front St - First Ave Collector - ----·----------------
First Ave - Second Ave Collector 

Columbia Street Juniper St - Hawthorn St Collector ---
Hawthorn St - Ash St Collector 

- ------------------
Ash St - Broadway Major ----
Broadway • Market St Local 

Date Street Kettner Blvd - Front St Local 

- --i,,,,,.-----------·-
Seventh Ave - Ninth Ave Local 

E Street State St - Union St Local 

-------------
Front St - First Ave Collector 

--------------
E-19a 

NUMBER 
OF 

LANES 

3+1 EB -----
3 EB -------
3+1 EB 

3 EB 
3WB ~----
3+1 WB -------
1 WB 

3+1 WB ------
4WB 

1 EB 
1 WB ---
1 EB 
1 WB 

2 EB 
2WB ------
3 EB 
2WB ~-----
2 EB 
2WB 

3 EB 

1 EB 
1 WB --------
2 EB -------
1 WB 

3 SB -
1 NB 
1 SB ------
3 SB -
1 NB 
1 SB 

1 EB 
1 WB ,-.-----
1 EB 
1 WB 

1 EB 
1 WB -------
1 EB 
1 WB --------



TABLE 4.2A: FUTURE BASE ROADWAY CONFIGURATION (Cont'd.) . . 

NUMBER 
OF 

STREET SEGMENT Cl.ASSIFICA TION LANES 

Fourth Ave - Eleventh Ave Collector 3 EB - - -
Eleventh Ave - Thirteenth St Collector 2 EB 

2WB -
Thirteenth St - Sixteenth St Collector 2 EB 

2WB 

Elm Street Columbia St • State St Local 1 EB 
1 WB 

F Street State St - Front St Local 2 EB 
. 2WB - -----·--------- -

Front St - First Ave Collector 2 EB 
2WB - - -

Fourth Ave • Seventeenth St Major 3+1 WB 

Fir Street Kettner Blvd - State St Local 1 EB 
1 WB 

Front Street Date St • Island Ave Major 3+1 SB ----------------~------
Island Ave - Harbor Dr Major 3 SB 

G Street Pacific Hwy - Front St Major 2 EB 
2WB ---·-i----------------------

Front St - Fourth Ave Major 4 EB ----ir---------------- ------
Fourth Ave - Seventeenth St Major 3+1 EB 

Grape Street Harbor Dr - State St Major 3+1 EB 

Harbor Drive Pacific Hwy - Market St Major 3 EB 
3WB ----------------- -

Market St - Front St Major 3 NB 
2 SB - --------------

Front St - Eight Ave Major 2 NB 
2 SB 

Hawthorn Street Harbor Dr • State St Major 3+1 WB 

Imperial Avenue Eight Ave • Seventeenth St Major 2 EB 
2WB 

India Street Laurel St - Hawthorn St Major 3 NB - ·-------
Hawthorn St - Ash St Collector 1 NB 

1 SB - -
Ash St • Broadway Major 3 NB 

Island Avenue First Ave • Third Ave Local 1 EB 
1 WB -- - - -

Third Ave• Fourth Ave Local 1 WB -----------

E-19b 



TABLE 4.2A: FUTURE BASE ROADWAY CONFIGURATION (Cont'd.) 

NUMBER 
OF 

STREET SEGMENT CLASSIFICATION LANES 

Fourth Ave - Seventeenth St Collector 1 EB 
1 WB 

Ivy Street Kettner Blvd • Columbia St LocaJ 1 EB 
1 WB 

J Street First Ave • Seventeenth St Collector 1 EB 
1 WB 

Juniper Street Pacific Hwy - Columbia St LocaJ 1 EB 
1 WB 

K Street Third Ave - Seventeenth St Collector 1 EB 
1 WB 

Kalmia Street Kettner Blvd • India St Local 1 EB 
1 WB 

Kettner Blvd Laurel St - Ash St Major 3 SB ------ -
Ash St -A St Major 3+1 SB --------------- -
A St - Harbor Or Major 2 NB 

2 SB 

L Street Fifth Ave - Fourteenth St Local 1 EB 
1 WB 

Laurel Street Harbor Dr - Pacific Hwy Major 3 EB 
3WB - --· ---------------------

Pacific Hwy • India St Major 2 EB 
2WB 

Market Street Columbia St • Seventeenth St Major 2 EB 
3WB 

N. Harbor Drive Laurel St • Grape St Major 3 NB 
3 SB -

Grape St - Pacific Hwy Collector 1 NB 
1 SB 

Pacific Highway Laurel St • Harbor Dr Major 3 NB 
3 SB 

State Street Hawthorn St - Fir St Collector 2 NB - -------------- -
Fir St • Ash St Collector 3 NB --~--------
Ash St - Broadway Major 3 NB 

Broadway - Market St Collector 1 NB 
1 SB 

Union Street Date St· Cedar St Local 1 NB 
1 SB - ---------- --- Cedar St - Island Ave Collector 1 NB 
1 SB 

E-19c 



TABLE 4.2A: FUTURE BASE ROADWAY CONFIGURATION (Cont'd.) 

NUMBER 
OF 

STREET SEGMENT CLASS I FICA TlON LANES 

First Avenue Elm St -A St Major 3+1 NB -- -
A St - C St Major 3 NB -
C St - Island Ave Major 3+1 NB -
Island Ave - Harbor Dr Major 3 NB 

Second Avenue Elm St - A St Collector 1 NB 
2SB ----- -----

C St - Broadway Collector 1 NB 
1 SB - ---·--·------- ---

G St - Market St Collector 1 NB 
1 SB -------------

Market St - J St Local 1 NB 
1 SB 

Third Avenue Elm St - A St Collector 3 NB - ·--- -
A St - Broadway Collector 2 NB 

1 SB - ----- ----
G St· K St Local 1 NB 

1 SB 

Fourth Avenue Elm St· J St Major 3+1 NB - - ------·-------
J St - K St Collector 1 NB 

1 SB 

Fifth Avenue Elm St - Ash St Major 3+1 NB - -------------------------
Ash St • Broadway Major 3 NB ----------·-i--------
Broadway - Market St Collector 2 NB - ----·--------- -----
Market St - Harbor Dr Collector 1 NB 

1 SB 

Sixth Avenue Elm St - Ash St Major 3+1 SB ----- ---
Ash St - Market St Major 3SB - ----------------------
Market St - J St Collector 1 NB 

1 SB ----
J St· L St local 1 NB 

1 SB 

Seventh Avenue Date St - Ash St Local 1 NB 
1 SB -----------------

Ash St - Imperial Ave Collector 2 NB 
2 SB 

Eight Avenue Date St - Ash St local 1 NB 
1 SB --- -

E-19d 



TABLE 4.2A: FUTURE BASE ROADWAY CONFIGURATION (Cont'd.) 

NUMBER 
OF 

STREET SEGMENT CLASSIFICATION LANES 

Ash St - Harbor Dr Collector 2 NB 
2 SB 

Ninth Avenue Date St - Ash St Local 1 NB 
1 SB -- ------

Ash St - Imperial Ave Collector 1 NB 
1 SB 

Tenth Avenue Ash St - Broadway Major 3+1 SB ---·----------i-------
Broadway - Imperial Ave Major 3 SB 

Eleventh Avenue A St - Broadway Major 3+1 NB -
Broadway - Imperial Ave Major 3 NB 

Twelfth Ave/Park Blvd 1-5 - C St Major 2 NB 
2 SB 

Thirteenth Street C St - Imperial Ave Local 1 NB 
1 SB 

Fourteenth Street C St - Market St Collector 3 NB - ----·-------
Market St - Imperial Ave Collector 2 NB 

Fifteenth Street B St· K St Collector 1 NB 
1 SB 

Sixteenth Street Russ Blvd - B St Local 1 NB 
1 SB - -------------------,..._ _______ 

B St - Imperial Ave Major 2 NB 
2 SB 

CCDC:\AEPORTS\T able-4.2A/zhm 
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STREET 

A Street 

TABLE 4.28: CHANGES GOING FROM EXISTING 1990 TO 
FUTURE BASE (2010 AND 2025) 

EXISTING FUTURE 
CLASSIFICA TlON CLASSIFICATION 

SEGMENT & & CHANGES 
NUMBER OF LANES NUMBER OF LANES 

Kettner Blvd - Major 3 EB Major 3+1 EB Restripe, ban 
First Ave parking during 

peaks. --------------- --------1------------1-------------
First Ave - Business 3 EB Major 3+1 EB Reclassify, 
Tenth Ave restripe, ban 

parking during 
peaks. ----------------· 1---------------------i-------

Tenth Ave - Business 3 EB Major 3 EB Reclassify. 
Eleventh Ave -------- --- . . -------,------------ .. ------ ---
Eleventh Ave - Business 3 EB Major 3+1 EB Reclassify, 
Twelfth Ave restripe, ban 

parking during 
peaks. 

Ash Street Harbor Dr - Major 2 EB Major 3 EB Ban parking. 
Kettner Blvd 2WB 3WB ~---------.,__ ______ .,__ _________ 

----------· 
,.. ________ 

Kettner Blvd - Major 3WB Major 3+1 WB Restripe, ban 
First Ave parking during 

peaks. -----------· ~-------.,. _________ .., 
-----------

.,,..__ _______ -------
First Ave - Business 3WB Major 3+1 WB Reclassify, 
Ninth Ave restripe, ban 

parking during 
peaks. 

----------------- t----------------------· 1------------1--------- -
Ninth Ave· Business 1 WB Major 1 WB Reclassify. 
Tenth Ave 

B Street Kettner Blvd - Local 1 EB Major 4WB Reclassify. 
First Ave 1 WB restripe, change 

direction, ban 
parking . .. ------------------·-

""" _________ .., 
~-------------------

First Ave - No road Major 3+1 WB Construct road. 
Third Ave 

--------------
________ ,.. 

------------------
Third Ave - Business 3WB Major 3+1 WB Reclassify, 
Twelfth Ave restripe, ban 

parking during 
peaks. 

---------------1-------------- '"" _________ .., 
""'----------- fl'>------

Twelfth Ave - Major 3WB Major 3+1 WB Restripe, ban 
Seventeenth St parking during 

peaks. 
-

Beech Pacific Hwy - Local 1 EB Collector 1 EB Reclassify. 
Street Sixth Ave 1 WB 1 WB 

Broadway N Harbor Dr - Collector 2 EB Major 2 EB Reclassify. 
First Ave 2WB 2WB ~---------- ------- ---------- -----------

,___ ______ ..., ----------
First Ave - Business 2 EB Major 2 EB Reclassify. 
Third Ave 2WB 2W8 
-----------------·---------------------- --------------------

E-20a 



TABLE 4.28: CHANGES GOING FROM EXISTING TO FUTURE BASE (Cont'd.) 

EXISTING FUTURE 
CLASSIFICATION CLASSIFICATION - STREET SEGMENT & & CHANGES 

NUMBER OF LANES NUMBER OF LANES 

Third Ave - Business 3 EB Major 3 EB Reclassify. 
Fourth Ave 2WB 2WB -------------- ------------------

,.. ___________ 
-----

Fourth Ave - Business 2 EB Major 2 EB Reclassify. 
Twelfth Ave 2WB 2WB 

-------------------· --------1i------------ ------
Twelfth Ave - Collector 2 EB Major 2 EB Reclassify. 
seventeenth St 2WB 2WB 

Kettner Blvd - Local 1 EB No access Ban private 
C Street India St to private vehicles (trolley 

vehicles. street). 
---------------------------- --------- ----------- --------,_, 
India St - Local 2 EB No access Ban private 
Front St to private vehicles (trolley 

vehicles. street). 
---------------------------------------- --------------------

Front St - Business 2 EB No access Ban private 
First Ave to private vehicles (trolley 

vehicles. street). 
~---------------- ------------------

,.. ___________ 
-------- -

First Ave - Business 1 EB No access Ban private 
Second Ave 1 WB to private vehicles (trolley 

vehicles. street). 
~---------------t-------------i-----------

... ___________ 
-----------

Sixth Ave - Business 1 EB No access Reclassify. 
Ninth Ave to private 

vehicles 
(trolley 
street). 

~---------------- .,._ -- ----------
,.. ___________ 

i-.--------
Ninth Ave - Business 2 EB No access Reclassify. 
Twelfth Ave to private 

vehicles 
(trolley 
street). 

~---------------- ----------t------------i,,..-------
Twelfth Ave - Major 3 EB Collector 3 EB Reclassify. 
Seventeenth St 

Cedar Street Pacific Hwy - Local 1 EB Collector 1 EB Reclassify. 
Front St 1 WB 1 WB 

·----------------- -------------- ,-------------F"----------- ----------·-------
Front St - Local 2 EB Collector 2 EB Reclassify. 
First Ave 

~----------------""'----------- ----------t------------ ------------------
Fifth Ave - Local 2 EB Collector 2 EB Reclassify. 
Sixth Ave 1 WB 1 WB 

Columbia Hawthorn St - Major 3 NB Collector 1 NB Reclassify, 
Street Ash St 1 SB restripe, change 

direction. 

Ash St - Local 3 SB Major 3 SB Reclassify. 
Broadway 

E-20b 



TABLE 4.2B: CHANGES GOING FROM EXISTING TO FUTURE BASE (Cont'd.) 

EXISTING FUTURE 
CLASSIFICATION CLASSIFICATION - STREET SEGMENT & & CHANGES 

NUMBER OF LANES NUMBER OF LANES 

E Street Front St - Business 3 EB Collector 1 EB Reclassify, 
First Ave 1 WB restripe, change 

direction. -------·-------------
.., ___________ 

.. ------
Eleventh Ave - Business 3 EB Collector 1 EB Reclassify, 
Thirteenth St 1 WB restripe, change 

direction. 

F Street State St - Collector 1 EB Local 2 EB Reclassify, 
Front St 1 WB 2WB restripe, ban 

parking. 
------------------------- ---------- -----------1-------------------

Front St - Collector 1 EB Collector 2 EB Restripe, ban 
First Ave 1 WB 2WB parking. 

~--------------- ------------ ---------- -----------1---------
Fourth Ave - Business 3WB Major 3+1 WB Reclassify, 
Twelfth Ave restripe, ban 

parking during 
peaks. ,__ _____________ 

--------------------------------~----------·--------
Twelfth Ave• Major 3WB Major 3+1 WB Restripe, ban 
Seventeenth St parking during 

peaks. 

Front Street Date St· Major 3 SB Major 3+1 SB Restripe, ban 
Broadway parking during 

peaks. --- ---.. ------------
.., __________ 

---------------------
Broadway - Collector 3 SB Major 3+1 SB Reclassify, 
Market St restripe, ban 

parking during 
peaks. 

G Street Pacific Hwy - Collector 2 EB Major 2 EB Reclassify, 
Front St. 1 WB 2WB restripe, ban 

parking. 
---------------- .. ---------i,...----------1------------1---------

Front St - Collector 3 EB Major 4 EB Reclassify, 
First Ave restripe, ban 

parking. 
----------- I<">-----------·-i----------... i---------------------· 

First Ave - Business 3 EB Major 4 EB Reclassify, 
Fourth Ave restripe, ban 

parking. 
----------------- ----------- .. ----------"""----------- ------

Fourth Ave - Business 3 EB Major 3+1 EB Reclassify, 
Twelfth Ave restripe, ban 

parking during 

--------------t,,..----------- "'"---------- -----------
peaks. -------- ---

Twelfth Ave - Major 3 EB Major 3+1 EB Reclassify, 
Seventeenth St restripe, ban 

parking. 

Grape Harbor Dr - Major 3 EB Major 3+1 EB Restripe, ban 
Street India St parking during 

peaks. ------------------"""·-------------------- ----------- -------------------

E-20c 



TABLE 4.2B: CHANGES GOING FROM EXISTING TO FUTURE BASE (Cont'd.) 

EXISTING FUTURE 
CLASSIFICATION CLASSIFICATION 

STREET SEGMENT & & CHANGES 
NUMBER OF LANES NUMBER OF LANES 

India St - Collector 3 EB Major 3+1 EB Reclassify, 
State St restripe, ban 

parking during 
peaks. 

N. Harbor Grape St - Major 3 NB Collector 1 NB Reclassify, 
Drive Ash St 2SB 1 SB restripe. -------------------- --------- -------------------·------

Ash St· Major 2 NB Collector 1 NB Reclassify, 
Broadway 2 SB 1 SB restrlpe. 

Hawthorn Harbor Dr - Major 3WB Major 3+1 WB Restripe, ban 
Street India St parking during 

peaks. 
------------------ ----------- ---------- ---------------------

India St· Collector 3WB Major 3+1 WB Reclassify, 
State St restripe, ban 

parking during 
peaks. 

Imperial Eight Ave - Local 2 EB Major 2 EB Reclassify. 
Avenue Tenth Ave 2WB 2WB 

Tenth Ave - Collector 2 EB Major 2 EB Reclassify. 
Thirteenth St 2WB 2WB 
---------------- ---------------------

,_ ___________ ..,. ________ 

lndla Street Hawthorn St - Major 3 NB Collector 1 NB Reclassify, 
Ash St 1 SB restripe, change 

direction. 
--------------------------------------"°-----------

,.. ________ 
Island Fourth Ave - Local 1 EB Collector 1 EB Reclassify. 
Avenue Seventeenth St 1 WB 1 WB 

J Street First Ave - Local 1 EB Collector 1 EB Reclassify. 
Seventeenth St 1 WB 1 WB 

K Street Third Ave - Local 1 EB Collector 1 EB Reclassify. 
Seventeenth St 1 WB 1 WB 

Kettner Blvd Ash St· Major 3 SB Major 3+1 SB Restripe, ban 
A St parking during 

~----------------- ------------- ----------
peaks. 

1---------------------
A St· Major 3 SB Major 2 NB Restripe, 
Broadway 2 SB change 

direction. 
----------------

,..._._ __________ 
-----------~----------- ----------

Broadway - Collector 1 NB Major 2 NB Reclassify, 
G St 1 SB 2 SB restripe, ban 

-----------------·------------------ parking. 
i,...----------- --------

G St- Local 1 NB Major 2 NB Reclassify, 
Harbor Dr 1 SB 2 SB restripe, ban 

parking. 

Laurel Street Harbor Dr - Major 2 EB Major 3 EB Widening. 
Pacific Hwy 2WB 3WB 

E-20d 



TABLE 4.28: CHANGES GO.ING FROM EXISTING_ TO FUTURE BASE (Cont'd.)· 

EXISTING FUTURE 
CLASSIFICATION CLASSIFICATION 

STREET SEGMENT & & CHANGES 
NUMBER OF I.ANES NUMBER OF I.ANES 

Market Columbia St - Major 2 EB Major 2 EB Restripe, ban 
Street Seventeenth St 2WB 3WB parking. 

State Street Ash St· Local 3 NB Major 3 NB Reclassify. 
Broadway ---------1-------t-------- ----------------
Broadway - Local 1 NB Collector 1 NB Reclassify. 
Market St 1 SB 1 SB 
--------------------i---------- i,.----------- ---------·------

Union Street Cedar St - Local 1 NB Collector 1 NB Reclassify. 
Island Ave 1 SB 1 SB 

First Avenue Elm St - Major 3 NB Major 3+1 NB Restripe, ban 
Ash St parking during 

peaks. 
~--------------------------- ----------i,.-----------i,.--------

Ash St - Business 3 NB Major 3+1 NB Reclassify, 
A St restripe, ban 

parking during 
peaks. """--------- ... ---------- ----------i,.-----------

..,. _________ 
-----

A St - Business 3 NB Major 3 NB Reclassify. 
C St 

"'------------------------"'----------"'-----------"'------------
C St - Business 3 NB Major 3+1 NB Restripe, ban 
Market St parking during 

peaks. 

Second Elm St - Local 1 NB Collector 1 NB Reclassify, 
Avenue Cedar St 1 SB 2 SB restripe . ... _________________ 

------------------------------------------
Cedar St· Local 1 NB Collector 1 NB Reclassify. 
A St 2 SB 2 SB 

~-----------------ta------ ---------- ----------- ------- ---
C St - Local 1 NB Collector 1 NB Reclassify. 
Broadway 1 SB 1 SB --------- ------------------------,--------· ---------
G St- Local 1 NB Collector 1 NB Reclassify. 
Market St 1 SB 1 SB 

Third Elm St - Local 3 NB Collector 3 NB Reclassify. 
Avenue A St 

~---------------- -----------------------------------------· A St - Local 2 NB Collector 2 NB Reclassify. 
Broadway 1 SB 1 SB 

Fourth Elm St· Major 3 SB Major 3+1 SB Restripe, ban 
Avenue Ash St parking during 

----------- --1----------- -----------
peaks. --------·-----

Ash St - Business 3 SB Major 3+1 SB Reclassify, 
Market St restripe, ban 

parking during 
peaks. 

---------------------------------------------~------------· 

E-20e 



TABLE 4..28: CHANGES GOING FROM EXISTING TO FUTURE BASE (Cont'd.} 

EXISTING FUTURE 
CLASSIFICA TJON CLASSIFICATION 

STREET SEGMENT & & CHANGES 
NUMBER OF LANES NUMBER OF LANES 

Market St - Local 2 SB Major 3+1 SB Reclassify, 
Island Ave restripe, change 

directions, ban 
parking during 
peaks. ----------·-------------------1------------ --------

Island Ave - Local 1 NB Major 3+1 SB Reclassify, 
J St 1 SB restripe, change 

directions, ban 
parking during 
peaks. ,... ______________ 

----------------------
,.... __________ ... 

--------
J St- Local 1 NB Collector 1 NB Reclassify. 
K St 1 SB 1 SB 

Fifth Avenue Elm St - Major 3 NB Major 3+1 NB Restripe, ban 
Ash St parking during 

peaks. ~-----------·---------------------""------------------
Ash St - Business 3 NB Major 3 NB Reclassify. 
Broadway 

~----------------
.... __________ 

i,.---------1ooo----------- ----------
Broadway - Business 3 NB Collector 2 NB Reclassify, 
Market St restripe. 
-------------

,... ____________ ,.... __________ ,.... ___________ ,.... ________ -
Market St - Major 1 NB Collector 1 NB Reclassify. 
Harbor Dr 1 SB 1 SB 

. 
Sixth Elm St - Major 3 SB Major 3+1 SB Restripe, ban 
Avenue Ash St parking during 

peaks. 
--------------- -------,... __________ 

1,.,,--------------------
Ash St - Business 3 SB Major 3 SB Reclassify. 
Market St 

-------------------------~---------.-------------------------------
Market St - Local 3 SB Collector 1 NB Reclassify, 
Island Ave 1 SB restripe, change 

direction. 
---------------- ----------------------

,_ ___________ 
--------

Island Ave - Local 1 NB Collector 1 NB Reclassify. 
J St 1 SB 1 SB 

Seventh Beech St - Local 3 NB Local 1 NB Restripe, 
Avenue Ash St 1 SB change 

direction. 
-------------- ------------------

,... ___________ 
--------

Ash St - Local 3 NB Collector 2 NB Reclassify, 
Market St 2 SB restripe, ban 

parking. 
---------------·-"""-----------... ---------~----------- --------

Market St - Local 1 NB Collector 2 NB Reclassify, ban 
Imperial Ave 1 SB 2 SB parking. 

E-20f 



TABLE 4.28: CHANGES GOING FROM EXISTING TO FUTURE BASE (Cont'd.) 

EXISTING FUTURE 
CLASSIFICATION CLASSIFICATION 

STREET SEGMENT & & CHANGES 
NUMBER OF LANES NUMBER OF LANES 

Eight Ash St - Local 3 SB Collector 2 NB Reclassify, 

Avenue Market St 2 SB restrlpe, change 
direction, ban 
parking. -----· --------·· i,.-------- i.------------ -------..._ ______ 

Market St - Major 2 NB Collector 2 NB Reclassify. 
Harbor Dr 2SB 2 SB 

Ninth Ash St - Local 2 NB Collector 1 NB Reclassify, 
Avenue A St 1 SB restripe, change 

direction. 

-------------·-i--------·· -----------
.,_ ______ .., ____ ..._ ______ 

I----•------
A St - Local 3 NB Collector 1 NB Reclassify, 
Market St 1 SB restripe, change 

direction. 
---------------------------

..., _________ 
1------------i----------

...___ ______ 
Market St - Local 1 NB Collector 1 NB Reclassify. 
Imperial Ave 1 SB 1 SB 

Tenth Ash St - Business 3 SB Major 3+1 SB Reclassify, 
Avenue Broadway restripe, ban 

parking during 
peaks. 

---------------------- --------- -----------------------·------
Broadway - Business 3 SB Major 3 SB Reclassify. 
Market St - -----------·- -------- -------------------------------------
Market St - Collector 3 SB Major 3 SB Reclassify. 
Island Ave 

-------------·- -------------------------------------
Island Ave - Collector 1 NB Major 3 SB Reclassify, 
Imperial Ave 1 SB restripe, change 

direction. 

Eleventh A St· Business 3 NB Major 3+1 NB Reclassify, 
Avenue Broadway restripe, ban 

parking during 
peaks. ----------- ---

_______ .. ..., ___________ 
-------------

Broadway - Business 3 NB Major 3 NB Reclassify. 
Market St ..._ ________________ 

..... i,.. ___ .......... ____ .., __________ .., ----
Market St· Collector 3 NB Major 3 NB Reclassify. 
Island Ave 
----------------·-

.. ___________ ...._ _______ ... .,_ __________ .. 
---------

Island Ave - Collector 1 NB Major 3 NB Reclassify, 
Imperial Ave 1 SB restripe, change 

directions. 

Twelfth Russ Blvd· Business 2 NB Major 2 NB Reclassify. 
Ave/Park C St 2 SB 2SB 
Blvd 

· Fourteenth C St - Local 1 NB Collector 3 NB Reclassify, 
Street Market St 1 SB restripe, change 

direction. 
-------------------------~---------- ----------- ---------------

E-20g 



TABLE 4.28: CHANGES GOING FROM EXISTING TO FUTURE BASE (Cont'd.) 

EXJSTING FUTURE 
CLASSIFICATION CL.ASSIFICA TION 

STREET SEGMENT . & & CHANGES 
NUMBER OF LANES NUMBER OF LANES 

Market St - Local 1 NB Collector 2 NB Reclassify, 
Imperial Ave 1 SB restrlpe, change 

direction. 

Fifteenth B St- Local 1 NB Collector 1 NB Reclassify. 
Street K St 1 SB 1 SB 

Sixteenth B St- Collector 1 NB Major 2 NB Reclassify, 
Street Imperial Ave 1 SB 2 SB restrlpe. 

CCDC:\REPORTS\Table-4.28/Zhm 
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Table 4.2-E Screenline AM peak volumes: 2025 Unmitigated 
Screenllne A Northbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR 
VOLUME 

N.Harbor Dr 700 
Pac.Hwy 2750 
India St 600 
State St 1750 
Union St 250 
First Ave 2500 
Second Ave 75 
Third Ave 400 
Fifth Ave 1700 
Seventh Ave 50 
Eighth Ave 50 
Ninth Ave 50 
Park Blvd 700 
Overall 11575 

Screenline A Southbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR 
VOLUME 

N.Harbor Dr 800 
Pac.Hwy 2900 
Kettner Blvd 2300 
India St 600 
Columbia St 650 
Union St 200 
Front St 2800 
Second Ave 1550 
Fourth Ave 3100 
Sixth Ave 3050 
Seventh Ave 400 
Eighth Ave 300 
Ninth Ave 100 
Park Blvd 800 
Overall 19550 

E-22a 



Table 4.2-E Screenline AM peak volumes: 2025 Unmitigated 
Screenline B Northbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR 
VOLUME 

N.Harbor Dr 600 
Pac.Hwy 2800 
Kettner Blvd 600 
India St 1000 
State St 1200 
Union St 350 
First Ave 2200 
Third Ave 600 
Fifth Ave 1600 
Seventh Ave 450 
Eighth Ave 200 
Ninth Ave 600 
Eleventh Ave 1950 
Fourteenth St 100 
Sixteenth St 300 
Overall 14550 

Screenline B Southbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR 
VOLUME 

N.Harbor Dr 700 
Pac.Hwy 3100 
Kettner Blvd 1000 
Columbia St 1600 
Union St 300 
Front St 1300 
Third Ave 650 
Fourth Ave 2700 
Sixth Ave 2000 
Seventh Ave 550 
Eighth Ave 1300 
Ninth Ave 200 
Tenth Ave 1450 
Sixteenth St 700 
Overall 17550 

E-22b 



Table 4.2-E Screenline AM peak volumes: 2025 Unmitigated 
Screenline C Northbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR 
VOLUME 

N.Harbor Dr 700 
Pac.Hwy 2700 
Kettner Blvd 1400 
State St 700 
Union St 650 
First Ave 2000 
Fifth Ave 1500 
Seventh Ave 900 
Eighth Ave 500 
Ninth Ave 600 
Eleventh Ave 1900 
Thirteenth St 50 
Fourteenth St 100 
Sixteenth St 700 
Overall 14400 

Screenline C Southbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR 
VOLUME 

N.Harbor Dr 600 
Pac.Hwy 2150 
Kettner Blvd 1000 
State St 400 
Union St 50 
Front St 1100 
Fourth Ave 700 
Sixth Ave 1100 
Seventh Ave 400 
Eighth Ave 400 
Ninth Ave 200 
Tenth Ave 700 
. Thirteenth St 200 
Sixteenth St 700 
Overall 9700 

E-22c 



Table 4.2-E Screenline AM peak volumes: 2025 Unmitigated 
Screenline D Northbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR 
VOLUME 

Harbor 3500 
First Ave 2800 
Fifth Ave 600 
Eighth Ave 850 
Overall 7750 

Screenline D Southbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR 
VOLUME 

Harbor 750 
Front St 500 
Fifth Ave 600 
Eighth Ave 1550 
Overall 3400 

E-22d 



Table 4.2-E Screenline AM peak volumes: 2025 Unmitigated 
Screenline E Eastbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR 
VOLUME 

Grape St 1600 
Fir St 50 
Cedar St 100 
Beech St 500 
Ash St 2100 
Broadway 1600 
G St 1150 
Harbor Dr 950 
Overall 8050 

Screenline E Westbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR 
VOLUME 

Hawthorn St 3300 
Fir 50 
Cedar 100 
Beech 250 
Ash St. 1650 
Broadway 1450 
G St 600 
Harbor Dr 3800 
Overall 11200 

E-22e 



Table _4.2-E Screenline AM peak volumes: 2025 Unmitigated 
Screenline F Eastbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR 
VOLUME 

Cedar 50 
Beech 350 
A St 1650 
Broadway 1250 
E St 100 
F St 200 
G St 350 
Market St 900 
Island Ave 100 
Harbor 950 
Overall 5900 

Screenline F Westbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR 
VOLUME 

Beech St 900 
Ash St 3750 
B St 3750 
Broadway 2650 
E St 450 
F St 750 
Market St 2450 
Island Ave 800 
Harbor Dr 3400 
Overall 18900 

E-22f 



f 

Table 4.2-E Screenline AM peak volumes: 2025 Unmitigated 
Screenline G Eastbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR 
VOLUME 

Cedar St 850 
Beech St 200 
A St 1550 
Broadway 1550 
E St 400 
G St 250 
Market St 700 
Island Ave 50 
J St 350 
_KSt 50 
Harbor Dr 950 
Overall 6900 

Screenline G Westbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR 
VOLUME 

Beech 600 
Ash St 3800 
B St 3800 
Broadway 2550 
F St 2700 
Market St 2700 
Island Ave 600 
J St 600 
K St 600 
Harbor 2850 
Overall 20800 

E-22g 



Table 4.2-E Screenline AM .peak volumes: 2025 Unmitigated 
Screenline H Eastbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR 
VOLUME 

C St 800 
Broadway 450 
E St 350 
G St 1250 
Market St 600 
Island Ave 50 
J St 250 
K St 50 
Imperial Ave 300 
Overall 4100 

Screenline H Westbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR 
VOLUME 

B St 2600 
Broadway 1900 
E St 1300 
F St 3100 
Market St 2200 
Island Ave 550 
J St 600 
K St 350 
Imperial Ave 1700 
Overall 14300 

E-22h 



Table 4.2-E Screenline AM peak volumes: 2025 Unmitigated 
Screenline I Eastbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR 
VOLUME 

Laurel St 1100 
Grape St 1600 
Overall 2700 

Screen!ine I Westbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR 
VOLUME 

Laurel St 3750 
Hawthorn St 3300 
Overall 7050 

E-22i 



Table 4.2-E Screenline AM peak volumes: 2025 Unmitigated 
Screenline J Northbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR 
VOLUME 

N.Harbor Dr 4200 
Pac.Hwy 2800 
India St 800 
Overall 7800 

Screenline J Southbound 

ROAD AM PEAK HOUR 
VOLUME 

N.Harbor Dr 2400 
Pac.Hwy 4000 
Kettner Bl. 2500 
Overall 8900 

E-22j 
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Table 4.2-F Screenline ADT volumes: 2025 Unmitigated 
Screenline A Northbound 

ROAD FINAL 
24-HR VOL 

N.Harbor Dr 8550 
Pac.Hwy 33600 
India St 8550 
State St 19650 
Union St 3050 
First Ave 28100 
Second Ave 900 
Third Ave 4500 
Fifth Ave 19100 
Seventh Ave 600 
Eighth Ave 600 
Ninth Ave 600 
Park Blvd 8550 

Screenline A Southbound 

ROAD FINAL 
24-HR VOL 

N.Harbor Dr 9800 
Pac.Hwy 35400 
Kettner Blvd 25850 
India St 7300 
Columbia St 7950 
Union St 2450 
Front St 31450 
Second Ave 18900 
Fourth Ave 34850 
Sixth Ave 34250 
Seventh Ave 5000 
Eighth Ave 3650 
Ninth Ave 1200 
Park Blvd 9750 

E-25a 



Table 4.2 F Screenline ADT volumes: 2025 Unmitigated 
Screenline B Northbound 

ROAD FINAL 
24-HR VOL 

N.Harbor Dr 7300 
Pac.Hwy 34200 
Kettner Blvd 7300 
India St 11250 
State St 13500 
Union St 4250 
First Ave 24700 
Third Ave 7300 
Fifth Ave 18000 
Seventh Ave 5500 
Eighth Ave 2450 
Ninth Ave 7300 
Eleventh Ave 21900 
Fourteenth St 1100 
Sixteenth St 3650 

Screenline B Southbound 

ROAD FINAL 
24-HR VOL 

N.Harbor Dr 8550 
Pac.Hwy 37850 
Kettner Blvd 12200 
Columbia St 18000 
Union St 3650 
Front St 14600 
Third Ave 7950 
Fourth Ave 30350 
Sixth Ave 22450 
Seventh Ave 6700 
Eighth Ave 14J00 
Ninth Ave 2450 
Tenth Ave 16300 
Sixteenth St 8550 

E-25b 



Table 4.2-F Screenline ADT volumes: 2025 Unmitigated 
Screenline C Northbound 

ROAD FINAL 
24-HR VOL 

N.Harbor Dr 8550 
Pac.Hwy 32950 
Kettner Blvd 17100 
State St 7850 
Union St 7300 
First Ave 22450 
Fifth Ave 16850 
Seventh Ave 11000 
Eighth Ave 6100 
Ninth Ave 7300 
Eleventh Ave 21350 
Thirteenth St 600 
Fourteenth St 1100 
Sixteenth St 8550 

Screenline C Southbound 

ROAD FINAL 
24-HR VOL 

N.Harbor Dr 7300 
Pac.Hwy 26250 
Kettner Blvd 12200 
State St 4500 
Union St 550 
Front St 12350 
Fourth Ave 7850 
Sixth Ave 13450 
Seventh Ave 4900 
Eighth Ave 4500 
Ninth Ave 2450 
Tenth Ave 7850 
Thirteenth St 2250 
Sixteenth St 8550 

E-25c 



Table 4.2 F Screenline ADT volumes: 2025 Unmitigated 
Screenline D Northbound 

ROAD FINAL24 
HR. VOL 

Harbor Dr 42750 
First Ave 31450 
Fifth Ave 7300 
Eighth Ave 10400 

Screenline D Southbound 

ROAD FINAL24 
HR. VOL 

Harbor Dr 9150 
Front St 5600 
Fifth Ave 7300 
Eighth Ave 18900 

E-25d 



Table 4.2-F Screenline ADT volumes: 2025 Unmitigated 
Screenline E Eastbound 

ROAD FINAL 
24-HR VOL 

Grape St 18000 
Fir St 600 
Cedar St 1200 
Beech St 6100 
Ash St 25650 
Broadway 19550 
G St· 14050 
Harbor Dr 11600 

Screenline E Westbound 

ROAD FINAL 
24-HR VOL 

Hawthorn St 37100 
Fir St 600 
Cedar St 1200 
Beech St 3050 
Ash St 20150 
Broadway 17700 
G St 7300 
Harbor Dr 46400 

E-25e 



Table 4.2-F Screenline ADT volumes: 2025 Unmitigated 
Screenline F Eastbound 

ROAD FINAL 
24-HRVOL 

Cedar St 550 
Beech St 4250 
A St 18550 
Broadway 15250 
E St 1200 
F St 2450 
G St 3950 
Market St 11000 
Island Ave 1200 
Harbor Dr 11600 

Screenline F Westbound 

ROAD FINAL 
24-HRVOL 

Beech St 11000 
Ash St 42150 
B St 42150 
Broadway 32350 
E St 5500 
F St 9150 
Market St 29900 
Island Ave 9750 
Harbor Dr 41500 

E-25f 



Table 4.2-F Screenline ADT volumes: 2025 Unmitigated 
Screenline G Eastbound 

ROAD FINAL 
24-HR VOL 

Cedar St 9550 
Beech St 2450 
A St 17400 
Broadway 18900 
E St 4500 
GSt 2800 
Market St 8550 
Island Ave 600 
J St 4250 
K St 600 
Harbor Dr 11600 

Screenline G Westbound 

ROAD FINAL 
24-HRVOL 

Beech St 7300 
Ash St 42700 
B St 42700 
Broadway 31150 
F St 30350 
Market St 32950 
Island Ave 7300 
J St 7300 
K St 7300 
Harbor Dr 34800 

E-25g 
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Table 4.2-F Screenline ADT Volumes: 2025 Unmitigated 
Screenline H Eastbound 

ROAD FINAL 
24-HR VOL 

C St 9000 
Broadway 5500 
E St 4250 
G St 14050 
Market St 7300 
Island Ave 600 

. J St 3050 
K St 600 
Imperial Ave 3650 

Screenline H Westbound 

ROAD FINAL 
24-HR VOL 

B St 29200 
Broadway 23200 
E St 15850 
F St 34850 
Market St 26850 
Island Ave 6700 
J St 7300 
K St 4250 
Imperial Ave 20750 

E-25h 



Table 4.2-F Screenline ADT Volumes: 2025 Unmitigated 
Screenline I Eastbound 

ROAD FINAL 
24-HRVOL 

Laurel St 13450 
Grape St 18000 

Screenline I Westbound 

ROAD FINAL 
24-HRVOL 

Laurel St 45800 
Hawthorn St 37100 

E-25i 



Table 4.2-F Screenline ADT Volumes: 2025 Unmitigated 
Screenline J Northbound 

ROAD FINAL 
24-HR VOL 

N.Harbor Dr 51300 
Pac.Hwy 34200 
India St 9000 

Screenline J Southbound 

ROAD FINAL 
24-HR VOL 

N.Harbor Dr 29300 
Pac.Hwy 48850 
Kettner Bl 28100 

E-25j 
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TABLE 4.3B 

FUTURE BASE FREEWAY RAMP COUNTS 
IN THE VICINITY OF CENTRE CITY SAN DIEGO 

2010 2025 
UNMITIGATED Ml"'.' GATED 

RAMP LOCATION: WITH 40% TRANSIT WITH 6 ;% TRANSIT 
PEAK HOUR PEAK HOUR 

Interstate 5: ADT AM PM ADT AM PM 

NB OFF TO J ST. AND 19TH ST. 23733 1680 2960 20837 1475 2599 
NB ON FROM IMPERIAL AVE. AND 19TH ST. 6346 585 644 6075 560 617 
SB OFF TO IMPERIAL AVE. AND 17TH ST. 9834 835 891 6478 550 587 
SB ON FROM J ST. AND 17TH ST. 4568 295 457 6271 405 627 
SB ON FROM E ST. 2991 430 249 2504 360 209 
NB OFF TO PERSHING DR. 4388 375 439 3979 340 698 
NB OFF TO B ST. 4593 810 342 . 4961 875 370 
SB ON FROM PERSHING DR. AND C ST. 6780 455 642 5141 345 487 
NB ON FROM PERSHING DR. AND B ST; B ON 22828 2045 1665 22326 2000 1628 
NB ON FROM PERSHING DR. 8566 900 727 6567 690 557 
SB OFF TO PERSHING DR. AND B ST; B ST. OFF 4471 380 34 4647 395 35 
SB OFF TO PERSHING DR. 3051 180 285 2797 165 262 
NB ON FROM PARK BL 311 20 29 544 35 51 
SBONFROMPARKBLANDS~163 15297 1485 1548 9374 910 948 
NB ON FROM 11TH AVE. 1542 100 188 1619 105 197 
SB OFF TO 10TH AVE. 3212 405 223 4441 560 309 
NB OFF TO 6TH AVE. 57088 7220 3996 46572 5890 3260 

~ SB ON FROM 5TH AVE. 7470 487 960 5750 355 750 
NB ON FROM 1ST AVE. 20448 1420 2859 19584 1360 2738 
SB ON FROM 1ST AVE. 5657 330 n5 5314 310 728 
SB OFF TO FRONT ST. 22025 3280 1585 14974 2230 ·1on 
SB OFF TO 2ND AVE. 19179 2905 1354 17033 2580 1202 
SB ON FROM GRAPE ST. 19630 860 2057 16435 720 1722 
NB OFF TO HAWTHORN ST. 44864 4255 2617 36693 3480 2i40 
NB ON FROM HAWTHORN ST. 11068 455 1291 8514 350 993 

State Route 94: ADT AM PM ADT AM PM 

WB OFF TO F ST. 15503 2140 835 13837 1910 745 
EB ON FROM G ST. 42343 2280 5211 32964 1n5 4057 

State Route 163: 

NB ON FROM 11TH AVE. 27699 1840 3047 26720 1775 2939 
NB ON FROM PARK BL 4038 265 480 2743 180 326 
SB OFF TO 10TH AVE. 13263 1555 928 13946 1635 976 
SB OFF TO 4TH AVE. 2023i 2490 1587 18688 2300 1466 
SB OFF TO PARK BL 13619 1285 1239 8532 805 TT6 

E-27 
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TABLE 4.3C 

FUTURE BASE FREEWAY COUNTS 

IN THE VICINITY OF CENTRE CITY SAN DIEGO 

FREEWAY: 2010 UNMITIGATED 
Interstate 5 Freeway: ADT AMPK 

J ST. TO RTE 94 146,937 13,945 
RTE 94 TO PERSHING DR. 238,367 22,715 
PERSHING DR. TO RTE 163 252,105 23,950 

RTE 163 TO SIXTH AVE. 152,890 14,375 
SIXTH AVE. TO FIRST AVE. 158,720 14,880 

FIRST AVE TO HAWTHORN ST. 115,570 10,865 

HAWTHORN ST. TO LAUREL ST. 177,276 16,505 

Route 163: 

1-5 TO QUINCE ST. 155,226 14,425 

Route 94: 

FREEWAY BEGIN TO 25TH ST. 146,347 14,200 

... 

2025 UNMITIGATED 

ADT AM PK 

152,364 
244,926 
263,263 
158,580 
168,587 

122,697 
189,306 

172,604 

153,355 

14,460 
23,340 

25,010 
14,910 
15,805 
11,535 
17,625 

16,040 

14,880 



Table 4.4-A Remote parking supply in plan 

I SANDAG TAZ I STALLS I 
182 2000 

188 750 

192 500 

196 2000 

I Total I 5250 I 

Note: These numbers have been added to the "STALLS ON-SITE NEW" column in Table 
4.4-C for both 201 O and 2025. 



TABLE 4.6A: SIDEWALI< WIDTHS 

MINIMUM WIDTH 
FOR 

STREET TYPE SIDEWAU< (feet) 

Freeway Couplet 15 

Crosstown Link 80'-100' Row 16 

Crosstown Link 120' Row 18 

Transit Street 27 

District Center Street - Type 1 16 

District Center Street - Type 2 18 

District Street - Type 1 17 

District Street - Type 2 15 

District Street - Type 3 20 

CCDC:\REPORTS\T abl&-4.Ba/zhm 
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APPENDIX F 

URBEMIS 3 MODEL RESULTS AND TRIP GENERATORS 



Project Name 

Unit Type 

Residential 
Office 
Retail 
Indus/Trans 
Cult/Inst 
Hotel 
Education 

Centre City Redevelopment Date: 12-06-1991 

Analysis Year= 1990 Temperature= 70 
EMFAC7 VERSION : EMFAC7D ... 11/88 

Trip Rate Size Tot Trips Days Op. 

5.4/Unit 12140 65556 
15.5/1000 Sqf 13415 207933 250 
36.4/1000 Sqf 3529 128456 365 
14.6/1000 Sqf 2441 35639 310 
13.7/1000 Sqf 806 11042 250 

9.1/Room 7800 70980 365 
1.3/Student 25050 32565 180 

Residential Commercial 
Home-Work Home-Shop Home-Other Work Non-Work 

Trip Length 
% Started Cold 
Trip Speed 
Percent Trip 

9.0 3.5 
87.7 38.4 
30 30 
27.3 21.2 

Vehicle Fleetmix 

5.3 
57.0 
30 
51. 5 

8.1 4.9 
76.6 26.6 

30 30 

'
7ehicle Type Percent Type Leaded Unleaded Diesel 
,ight Duty Autos 70.5 20.7 76.7 2.6 
Light Duty Trucks 17.0 21. 3 75.9 2.8 
Medium Duty Trucks 5.1 31. 9 68.2 0.0 
Heavy Duty Trucks 2.6 97.4 2.6 NIA 
Heavy Duty Trucks 0.9 N/A N/A 100.0 
Motorcycles 3.9 100.0 NIA N/A 

Project Emissions Report in Ton/Year 

Unit Type TOG co NOx 
Residential 353.9 3268.4 251. 0 
Office 839.8 7650.5 653.4 
Retail 631.6 5411.2 508.2 
Indus/Trans 185.7 1711.0 143.5 
Cult/Inst 37.0 315.9 29.8 
Hotel 382.7 3389.0 302.6 
Education 86.6 766.8 68.5 

Project Emissions Report in Ton/Year 

Unit Type FUEL USE PMl0 SOx 
Residential 5984466.0 17.1 18.1 
Office 16063800.0 1471.7 48.5 
Retail 12024350.0 469.5 36.3 
Indus/Trans 3554814.0 320.3 10.7 
Cult/Inst 703567.4 25.0 2.1 
Hotel 7304475.0 570.0 22.1 
Education 1652661.0 129.0 5.0 



Project Name Centre City Redevelopment Date : 12-06-1991 

Analysis Year= 2000 Temperature= 70 
EMFAC7 VERSION : EMFAC7D ... 11/88 

Unit Type Trip Rate Size Tot Trips Days Op. 

Single Room Occupancy 3.7/Unit 7234 26766 
Studio 3.6/Unit 4340 15624 
1-Bedroom 5.4/Unit 11574 62500 
2-Bedrooms 5.4/Unit 10128 54691 
3-Bedrooms 5.4/Unit 2894 15628 
Office 15.5/1000 Sqf 27181 421310 250 
Retail 36.4/1000 Sqf 4617 168066 365 
Indus/Trans 14.6/1000 Sqf 1453 21215 310 
Cult/Inst 13.7/1000 Sqf 1201 16451 250 
Hotel 9.1/Room 12890 117299 365 
Education 1.3/Student 25050 32565 180 

Residential Commercial 
Home-Work Home-Shop Home-Other Work Non-Work 

Trip Length 
% Started Cold 
Trip Speed 
Percent Trip 

9.0 3.5 
88.3 40.2 
30 30 
27.3 21.2 

5.3 
58.3 
30 
51.5 

Vehicle Fleetmix 

Vehicle Type 
Light Duty Autos 
Light Duty Trucks 
Medium Duty Trucks 
Heavy Duty Trucks 
Heavy Duty Trucks 
Motorcycles 

Percent Type 
63.9 
22.1 

5.9 
3.1 
1.0 
4.0 

Leaded 
0.8 
0.0 
0.0 

12.5 
N/A 

100.0 

8.1 4 .. 9 
77.4 27.2 

Unleaded 
99.1 
99.9 

100.0 
87.5 

N/A 
N/A 

30 30 

Diesel 
0.1 
0.1 
0.0 

N/A 
100.0 

N/A 



Project Emissions Report in Ton/Year --
Unit Type TOG co NOx 

Single Room Occupancy 64.4 772.7 65.9 
Studio 37.6 451.0 38.5 
1-Bedroom 150.4 1804.2 153.8 
2-Bedroom5 131. 6 1578.8 134.6 
3-Bedrooms 37.6 451.1 38.5 
Office 758.4 8730.8 848.8 
Retail 364.7 4042.1 420.9 
Indus/Trans 49.4 572.3 54.9 
Cult/Inst 24.3 268.9 28.1 
Hotel 280.6 3174.0 318.6 
Education 38.4 434.6 43.6 

Project Emissions Report in Ton/Year 

-Unit Type FUEL USE PMlO SOx 
Single Room Occupancy 2002586.0 5.7 4.6 
Studio 1168969.0 3.3 2.7 
1-Bedroom 4676147.0 13.3 10.7 
2-Bedrooms 4091932.0 11. 6 9.4 
3-Bedrooms 1169239.0 3.3 2.7 
Office 26676320.0 2430.4 61.1 
Retail 12893970.0 500.6 29.5 
'Indus/Trans 1734373.0 155.4 4.0 
Cult/Inst 859091.2 30.4 2.0 
Hotel 9893394.0 767.7 22 ·. 7 
Education 1354508.0 105.1 3.1 



Project Name Centre City Redevelopment Date : 12-06-1991 

Analysis Year= 2020 Temperature= 10 
EMFAC7 VERSION : EMFAC7D ... 11/88 

Unit Type Trip Rate Size Tot Trips Days Op. 

Office 15.5/1000 Sqf 27181 421306 250 
Retail 36.4/1000 Sqf 4617 168059 365 
Indus/Trans 14.6/1000 Sqf 1453 21214 310 
Cult/Inst 13.7/1000 Sqf 1201 16454 250 
Hotel 9 .1/Room 12890 117299 365 
Education 1.3/Student 25050 32565 180 
Single Room Occupancy 3.7/Unit 7234 26766 
Studio 3.6/Unit 4340 15624 
1-Bedroom 5.4/Unit 11574 62500 
2-Bedroorn 5.4/Unit 10128 54691 
3-Bedroom 5.4/Unit 2894 15628 

Residential Commercial 
Home-Work Home-Shop Home-Other Work Non-Work 

Trip Length 
~~ Started Cold 
Trip Speed 
Percent Trip 

9.0 3.5 
88.7 40.5 
30 30 
27.3 21.2 

5.3 
59.0 
30 
51. 5 

Vehicle Fleetmix 

Vehicle Type 
Light Duty Autos 
Light Duty Trucks 
Medium Duty Trucks 
Heavy Duty Trucks 
Heavy Duty Trucks 
Motorcycles 

Percent Type 
63.9 
22.1 
5.9 
3.1 
1.0 
4.0 

Leaded 
0.8 
0.0 
0.0 

12.5 
NIA 

100.0 

8.1 4.9 
78.0 27.'8 

Unleaded 
99.1 
99.9 

100.0 
87.5 

N/A 
N/A 

30 30 

Diesel 
0.1 
0.1 
0.0 

NIA 
100.0 

N/A 



,, Project Emissions Report in Ton/Year 

Unit Type TOG co NOx 
Office 690.3 8211.2 816.4 
Retail 333.5 3815.1 404.5 
Indus/Trans 44.9 537.8 52.8 
Cult/Inst 22.2 253.9 27.0 
Hotel 256.0 2990.1 306.3 
Education 35.0 409.4 41. 9 
Single Room Occupancy 58.2 726.6 63.4 
Studio 34.0 424.1 37.0 
1-Bedroom 135.8 1696.6 147.9 
2-Bedroom 118.8 1484.6 129.5 
3-Bedroom 34.0 424.2 37.0 

Project Emissions Report in Ton/Year 

Unit Type FUEL USE PMlO SOx 
Office 24707860.0 23119.3 9553.7 
Retail 11942140.0 4761.9 4617.6 
Indus/Trans 1606300.0 1478.1 621.1 
Cult/Inst 795839.9 289.2 307.7 
Hotel 9163458.0 7303.2 3543.2 
Education 1254572.0 999.9 485.1 
Single Room Occupancy 1854835.0 54 .1 717.2 
Studio 1082723.0 31. 6 418.7 
1-Bedroom 4331140.0 126.3 1674.7 
2-Bedroom 3790029.0 110.5 1465:5 
3-Bedroom 1082972.0 31. 6 418.7 



Centre City Total Daily Trips - 952,020 

1. Calculation from SANDAG's Trip Generator Guidelines. 

Land Use SANDAG CCDC Total Daily 
Category Trip Rate Land Use Trips Proportion 

SRO 4/d.u. 7,234 28,936 2.77 
Studio 4/d.u. 4,340 17,360 1.66 
1-BR 6/d.u. 11,574 69,444 6.64 
2-BR 6/d.u. 10,128 60,768 5.81 
3-BR 6/d.u. 2,894 17,364 1.66 

Office 17 /1000 s.f. 27,181,290 462,082 44.18 
Retail 40/1000 s.f. 4,617,250 184,690 17.66 
Indus/Trans 16/1000 s.f. 1,453,100 23,250 2.22 
Cult/Inst 15/1000 s.f. 1,200,880 18,013 1.73 
Hotel 10/room 12,890 128,900 12.32. 
Education 1.4/student 25,050 35,070 3.35 

1,045,877 



Centre City Total Daily Trips - 952,020 

2. Calculation from Centre City Daily Trips to Get the Trip Rates. 

Land Use Centre City CCDC Adjusted 
Category Proportion Total Trips + Land Use = Trip Rate 

SRO 2.77 26,371 7,234 d.u. 3.7 
Studio 1.66 15,804 4,340 d.u. 3.6 
1-BR 6.64 63,214 11,574 d.u. 5.4 
2-BR 5.81 55,312 10,128 d.u. 5.4 
3-BR 1.66 15,804 2,894 d.u. 5.4 

Office 44.18 420,602 27,181,290 sf 15.5 
Retail 17.66 168,127 4,617,250 sf 36.4 
Indus/frans 2.22 21,135 1,453,100 sf 14.6 
Cult/Inst 1.73 16,469 1,200,880 sf 13.7 
Hotel 12.32 117,289 12,890 rooms 9.1. 
Education 3.35 31,893 25,050 students 1.3 






