rereoy
reerey
rreer
FRERE
ol

FINAL
MASTER ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
for the
CENTRE CITY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT
. AND ADDRESSING THE

CENTRE CITY COMMUNITY PLAN
AND RELATED DOCUMENTS

(SCH# 90010898)

April 1992



FINAL
MASTER ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
for the

CENTRE CITY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT
AND ADDRESSING THE
CENTRE CITY COMMUNITY PLAN
AND RELATED DOCUMENTS

(SCH# 90010898)

Prepared by

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO
Security Pacific Plaza
1200 Third Avenue, Suite 1620
San Diego, California 92101

Preparation Administered by

CENTRE CITY DEVELCOPMENT CORPORATION
225 Broadway, Suite 1100
San Diego, California 92101

Environmental Consultant

OGDEN ENVIRONMENTAL
(formerly ERC ENVIRONMENTAL & ENERGY SERVICES CO. (ERCE))
5510 Morehouse Drive
San Diego, California 92121

APRIL 1992



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 XTIV, 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, 1922

NOTICE OF COMPLETION AND AVAILABILITY OF
DRAFT MASTER ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FCR 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 corner
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);

e Centre City Planned District 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 Govemnor'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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" ~al Aviation Adm.
. AWE-530
P.0. Box 92007
dorld Way Postal Center
Los Angeles, CA 90009

Naval Fac. Eng. Command
S.D. Br-Commanding Ofcr.
1220 Pacific Highway
San Diego, CA 92101

J.S. Fish & Wildlife Svc
Jffice of Fish & W-1dlife
2800 Cottage Way, Rm. E-1823
Sacramento, CA 95825

{ousing & Comm. Dev. Dept
[800 Third Street
sacramento, CA 95814

-harles Damm, S.C. Dir.
salif. Coastal Comm.
5>~ Diego District

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

A\bbe Wolfsheimer
~ouncilmember, 1st District
Zity of San Diego

202 C Street, MS 10A

>an Diego, CA 92101

aeorge Stevens
.ouncilmember, 4th District
-ity of San Diego

202 C Street, MS 10A

san Diego, CA 52101

Judy McCarty

councilmember, 7th District
.ity of San Diego

202 C Street, MS 10A

»an Diego, CA 92101

faureen Stapleton
Jeputy City Manager
.ity of San Diego
'02 C Street, MS 9A&
van Diego, CA 92101

It...s L. Spotts, Director
'roperty Department

ity of San Diego

'02 C Street, MS 9A

s;an Diego, CA 92101

Federal Highway Adm.
Office of PIng & 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.0. Box 1499
Sacramento, CA 95807

Public Utilities Commisseon
1350 Front Street
San Diego, CA 92101

Richard J. Sommerville

Air Pollution Cntrl Officer
County of San Diego

9150 Chesapeake Drive

San Diego, CA 52123-1095

Ron Roberts

Councilmember, 2nd District
City of San Diego

202 C Street, MS 10A

San Diego, CA 92101

Tom Behr

Councilmember, 5th District
City of San Diego

202 C Street, MS 10A

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 9211C

Reg. Water Qual. Cntrl. Bd.
9771 Clairemont Mesa Blvd
Suite B

San Diego, CA 92124-1331

Tim 0'Connell
Mayor’s QOffice

City of San Diego
202 C Street

San Diego, CA 92101

John Hartley

Councilmember, 3rd District
City of San Diego

202 C Street, MS 10A

San Diego, CA 92101

Valerie Stallings
Councilmember, 6th District
City of San Diego

202 C Street, MS 10A

San Diego, CA 92101

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 Delotch, Fire Chief
City of San Diego Fire Dept.
Union Bank Bldg, 8th Floor
525 B Street

San Diego, CA 92101



Citizens Coord. for Century

E1 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.0. 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 DuVal

Catholic Comm. Services
349 Cedar Street

San Diego, CA 92101

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.0. Box 2009

Rncho Santa Fe, CA 92067

S. D. G. & E.
Land Use PIng Section
P.0. Box 1831
San Diego, CA 92112

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

Clyde Dearwester
Baiboa 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 82101

S.D. League of Women Voters
3620 30th Street, #D
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 ¢§2111

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.0. Box 3571

San Diego, CA 92103



b Burgreen,
.nief of Police
City of San Diego
1401 Broadway
San Diego, CA 92101

Bill Levin

Secretary, HSB

Union Bank Bidg, #2002
525 B 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. Wasserman
Dept of PIlng & Land Use
County of San Diego
1600 Pacific Highway
San Diego, CA 92101

Roger Post

Director, PIng 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 Ping Dept.

202 C Street, MS 5A
San Diego, CA 92101

Allen Holden, Jr.

Eng. & Dev. Dept

City of San Diego

1222 First Avenue, MS 505
San Diego, CA 92101

Robert A. Leiter
Director, Ping Dept
City of Chula Vista
P.0. Box 1087

Chula Vista, CA 91912

David Witt
Director, PIng Dept
City of La Mesa
P.0. 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 Diege

P.0. 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 B Street

San Diego, CA 92101

Ann B. 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, PIng 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

Ralph Hicks

Env. Mgmt Coord.
Port of San Diego
P.0. Box 488

San Diego, CA 921172

Environ Health Protection
County of San Diego

5201 Ruffin Road

San Diego, CA 92123



William Sauls
427 "C" St.,#416
Diego, C 92101

Al Ziegaus
STOORZA, ZIEGAUS
& METZGER
225 Broadway, #1600
San Diego, CA 92101

Judi Carroll
P.0. Box 5000
Del Mar, CA 92014

Charles S. Kaminski
P.0. Box 2729
La Jolla, CA 92038

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

Buss
ULIVER McMILLAN

4350 Executive Dr.,#300

San Diego, CA 92122

Charles Hansen
Salvation Army

Sister Raymonda DuVall
Cathelic Charity

Lipman,Stevens

& Marshall,Inc.
450 "B" St.

San Diego, CA 92101

Craig Beam,Esq.
'-~e, Forward,
nilton & Scripps
Buu 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 MacDoﬁé]d

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

Planning 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. Mills
277 Sea Forrest Ct.
Del Mar, CA 92014

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

Glenn Allison
3776 4th Ave.
San Diego, CA 92103

Rev. Glenn Allison
Episcopal Comm. Ser.

Leo Sullivan,Esqg.
Sullivan Cummins et al
945 Fourth Ave.

San Diego, CA 92101

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



S.D. Cnty Archaeological
“iety, Inc.
{ Review Committee
P.0. 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 Ric South
San Diego, CA 92108

Molly Scanlon

Dntn Residents Grp.
P.0. Box 126049

San Diego, CA 92112

Marina Park Homeowners
Association

850 State Street

San Diego, CA 92101

Heinz Schilling

Keyser Marston Associates
7690 E1 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 lMembers

(23) PAC Members

James R. Dawe, Esqg.

Seltzer, Caplan, Wilkins & McMahon

750 "BT Street
Suite 2100
San Diego, CA 92101

Terry 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

STATE OF CALIFORNIA PETE WILSCN. Governor
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH /N\
1400 TENTH STREET ‘f 't
SACAAMENTO. CA 95814 . }

Feb 18, 1952

BEVERLY SCHROEDER
CITY OF SAN DIEGO . i

¢ ; . ~
225 BROADWAY, SUITE 1100 o ~l;*,__
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101 Caov To:

Subject: CENTRE CITY SAN DIEGO COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE AND REVIEW
SCH # 50010898

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) 445-0613 if you have
any guestions 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,

David C. Nunenkamp
Deputy Director, Permit Assistance

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

State Clearinghouse

The State Clearinghouse (SCH) acknowledges that CCDC has complied with
the State Clearinghouse review requirements. Although the SCH indicates that
no state agencies have submitted comments, one comment was received directly
from the Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics. See following
letter and response.



TYITE DF CAUFORMIA BUSINESS TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY

PETE WILSON Goverce

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
CU/'SION OF AERONAUTICS

1130 K STREET - 4tn FLOOR

MAIL P O BOX 942872

SACRAMENTO CA 94273-0001
19161 222-3090
TCD (9161 654-4014

-1

January 28, 19%2 CEMTRE 5.7 -
DEVELGHNVE "
CCARPORATY

Ms. Beverly Schroeder : FEB Q7 Y9z
ccone —
225 Broadway, Suite 1100 0 At
San Diego, C)’x 92101 O”g'TD'

Cepv To:

Dear Ms. Schroeder:

The City of San Diego’s Redevelopment Agency’s DEIR
for the Centre City Redevelopment Project and Centre City

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 Figure 4.D-3 of the DEIR, it
appears that the Harborview Redevelopment District is also affected
by the 70, 75 and 80 CNEL contours for Lindbergh Field. Figure
4.D-3 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 80 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 permitted within
the 65 and greater CNEL. In addition, the area identified in Figure

7
N

I

II-1

Department of Transportation - Division of 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.



fl-1

Beverly Schroeder
1992

Ms.
January 30,
Page 2

3-1 as "D. Mixed Use District” and the northerly portion of the area 1.2
identified as "B. Recreation/Visitor/Marine District," appear to be
located within the 70-80 CNEL contours. ’ .

12

-3

The mitigation measures for aircraft noise, page 4.D-27,
include a statement that aircraft noise is "likely to significantly
impact all proposed useable outdoor living space within the 65 dBA
CNEL aircraft noise contour¥. The EIR also states that these
impacts may possibly be mitigated by the orientation of this outdoor
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
does not provide any assurance that the impacts can be mitigated in

outside 1livipg areas.

e In addition, with respect to interior living spaces, we
recommend that the word "can" be changed to "shall® in the sentence
"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 can be mitigated by appropriate
structural design.” The structural.design must also comply with
rfbise insulation requirements of 45 dB or less. Finally, the need
for avigation easements and buyer notification and the impacts
associated with development within the 70, 75 and 80 CNEL must be

addressed in the Final EIB. 13

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this

proposal. We look forward to reviewing the Final EIR.
11-4

Sincerely,

7 s TN

T oG NERAL
ZANDY HESNARD
Environmental Planner

San Diego Port Authority

cc:?
San Diego County ALUC c/o SANDAG

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 to ensure that State and local exterior and interior noise standards
an‘: met. Some of the required usable exterior living space may be niitigated by
orientation of the building to shield potential noise impacts. Where effective
shiclding 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 al! 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.c., 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 residential 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 at 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 not mitigate the noise impact.



@ounty of Fan Diego

NORBAAN W RICKEY
CHIES ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICHR

.1

n.2

in3

FAX (9101 887-4088

CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE

8151 B83Y AISO
CENTRE C:i -

DEVELCFMEL

CORPORATI !

FEB1¢ 1)992

Orig. T(J:_{}?’Ji_5

Copy To:

1800 PACIFIC HIOHWAY, BAN DIEGD. CALIFORMIA B2101-2972

February 18, 1992

Beverly Schroeder

Centre City Development Corporation
225 Broadway

Sufte 1100

San Diego, CA 92101-5074

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

Dear Ms. Schroeder:

The Office of Specfal Projects has reviewed the Draft Master Environmental
Impact Report (MEIR) for the Centre City Redevelopment Project and Centre City
Community Plan with respect to its discussion of planning {ssues, detention
and court facilities, and potentfal fiscal impacts. He have the following
comments regarding those fssues:

PLANNING [SSUES

The planning components of the Draft MEIR are generally in conformance with -1
the County’s understanding of the Centre City Community Plan (as proposed).
However, the following changes should be {ncorporated 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 1inking 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 1ist 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 -2

as the development is for a County purpose.

Page 4.A-2

-3

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.

Prasssd gn roTvated papST

m County of Ssn Diego

Proposed pedestrian plazas at the west end of Cedar Street are anticipated in the
discussion of community parks - “the provision of community-based park 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 arc 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,F-20

The document entitled “Design Guidelines for The Pacific Highway -

County Administration Center Design Zone" should be 1isted among the

urban design plans and documents applicable to Centre City. (It should -4
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).

DEYENTION AND COURT ISSUES

Section 4 of the Draft MEIR should be expanded to include the following lan- HI-5

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-
tentfon 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 jafl at East Mesa is
not fully operational due to a lack of funding. A new
booking jail, to replace the antiguated Central Jail,
is 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 dowhtown courthouse. However, with the
assistance of CCDC, 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 insuffi-
cient 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
additfonal spaces in a peripheral parking structure(s)
which could cost in the range of $40 million to $45
million.

The text has been revised to incorporate reference to the Design Guidelines for
the Pacific Highway - County Administration Center Design Zone.

The text has been revised.
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e The Final MEIR should include Alternate Defense Counsel in the 1ist of County

0y

n.s

departments which are responsible for regional public protection services.

M

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 {s 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 property tax base.

Implementation of the propased 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 MEIR 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 MEIR 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 fntervention.

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

-6
m-7

-8

Alemate Defense Counsel has been added to the text.

Section 15131 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that "(e)conomic or social
information may be included in an EIR or may be presented in whatever for
form the agency desires.” Discussions relating to fiscal impact to the County of
San Diego and other public and private agencics arc more appropriately
discussed in "The Report to Council for the Centre City Redevelopment
Project™ prepared for the Redevelopment Plan. Impacts of the proposed
Community and Redevelopment Plans on regional County facilities (as

identified in analysis performed by CCDC/KMA) are discussed below and in
response to comment I1I-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
Repert, 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 it by
the County of San Diego on March 5, 1992,

Population housing, employment and land use forecasts for the San Diego
region are 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), & "top-down" approach is used. SANDAG first
produces a forecast for the San Dicgo 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 fertility and mortality. SANDAG then allocates or
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services, and 1t Is anticipated that this percentage would apply to projected
costz from the Centre City Project Arsa.

The above cost estimate understatas {mpacts since County services presently
are restricted by availahle revenues, and the County’s FY 1991-92 Budget
therafore does not fully reflect existing demands for services. It is esti-
mated that 1f funds ware available, tha additional net cost for regional ser-
vices to new Project Area residents and employees would total $84.9 million
($42.7 m111ion for residents and employees resulting from Agency actions). As
noted above, it 1s anticipated that 59.05% of the funding would need to come
from property tax revenues,

Population growth within the Project Area &lso would create a need for addi-
tional capital facilities. The cost of detention, judicial and heaith facilii-
ties to serve the additional population is estimated at $53.2 million ($25.8
million for growth directly resulting from Agency efforts). Information is
not available to forecast costs of facilities for other County regional prog-
rams. It {s anticipated facllities costs would need to be fully funded from

property tax revenues,

The above estimates reflect regional averages, and. understate Project Area

impacts to the extent demands within the Project Area are greater than the

average throughout the San Diego region. Based on information in the Prelimi-

nary Report, the demand on County public protection, health and social ser-
vices, at a minimum, could be expected to exceed the regional average.

—
A significant portion of the proposed Centre City Redevelopment Project Area
is contained within existing tedevelopment project areas (Columbia, Gaslamp
and Marina). The County receives no portion of the tax increment being gener-
ated from these existing project areas, but must provide regional services to
their residents and emp?oyees as well as residents and employees of the pro-
posed Expansion Area (Harborview, Cortez, Core and Centre City East). Based
on data in the Draft HMEIR, 1t is estimated that the proposed Project Area
contains 14,802 residents and 28,818 employees.

The County presently receives an estimated $282,171 in combined annual proper-
ty tax revenues from the Columbia, Gaslamp and Marina redevelopment projects,
reflecting its share in the base years for these projects, and an estimated
$3,190,722 from the proposed Expansion Area, for a total of 33,472,893,

Over the next 33 years, the County would receive a cumulative total of $114.6
million from these “"base year” property taxes.

Th ojected net cost for County regional services provided to existing resi-
de:tg‘raid employees of the proposed Centre City Redevelopment Project Area is

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

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 ia Centre City does not effect the regional growth nor impact
services on a regional basis.

By implementing the Redevelopment Project, more housing anc -loyment
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
regional County facilities serving the residents and employees which the
Agency is attempting to atiract 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) to 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 to 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 derand 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 detention beds, 14 maximum

security juvenile detention beds, 7 minimurn security juvenile detention beds, 5

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

costs would be $40,013,846 in present dollars. Using an annual escalation rate

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



Existing total regiona! 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 tota! 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 maximum
security juvenile detention beds and 2,526 square feet of health facilities.
Facility cost deficiencies are $1,880,000, $450,000 and $757.800 respectively,
totaling"$3,087,800, T

Implementation of the proposed Redevelopment Plan authorizes the Agency,
through a proposed agreement with the County, to make payments to 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 1s 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-
1ion 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
$189.9 million.

In addition, an estimated $1.9 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 1 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 valuation 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 revenuss, 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 Community and Redevelopment Plans promote
infi1l 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
Community and Redevelopment Plans but rather a small
shift in where the growth occurs in the County.

-9

m-10

See response to comments I11-7 and 11}-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 participate with the County,
and other providers, in the provision of courts and social service facilities. The
creation of job and housing opportunities combined with the reduction of crime
may reduce County public protection, health and social service rates within the
Project Area relative to regional averages.

Gaslamp Quarter Project Areas allows for the use of agreement between the
Agency and the County to provide revenues to provide regional facilities by the
County for these existing Sub Arcas 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 IT1-7 and II-8

As part 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 form of an agreement to
make payments for the provision of County facilities and services. ,
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As discussed above, the County would incur hundreds of millions of dollars in
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 {f the growth was not redirected to the Project
Area. The County’s average share of the 1 percent property tax rate is about
25 percent throughout the region, slightly lass than {ts 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

of 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 summarized above, will be provided shortly to the Centre City Develop-
ment Corporation, 1n the meantime, if there are any questions please contact
Carol Landsman at 531-5279. -

Sincerely,

RICH ROBINSON, Director
0ffice of Special Projects

RR:me

cc: Robert Griego, Deputy Chief Administrative Officer
Rod Calvao, Auditor and Controller
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San Diego, CA 92101-5074

’ s
Dear Ms}ﬁhroéder:

Subject: COMMENTS ON MASTER ENVIRONMEMTAL IMPACT REPORT (ETR) FOR THE

CENTRE CITY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AND COMMUNITY PLAN

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

™o

Vehicle and Facility Heeds. The EIR. includes a fair amopunt 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.

Another question, which probably should be highlighted more in the EIR,
is the additional capital improvements that may be needed in Cenire City
to accommodate these higher levels of transit. -The light rail vehicle
capacity along C Street, need for bus signal preemption and bypass
lanes, and trolley and bus station capacity are areas that would require
additiona? study.

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 Split Assumption. Page 4.B-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.

Transit System 8nd 3 Regulalory Authority for 5 Paratrgngd Admin. St anor
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Metropolitan Transit Development Board (MTDB)

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

A strategy to mitigate significant impacts at uitimate 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
support 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 the programs and projects necessary to achieve a 60% transit mode
split at ultimate capacity 2025.

Due to the programmatic nature of the transit improvements identified by
MTDB, and the long-term nature of this program, additional and specific transit
studies will be required to address specific improvements, costs and funding
sources, 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 Fund. Prior to the commencement of the fiscal year and
annually thereafter, 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 forth with respect to the 3-year period, a description of al

* programs to be funded with funds from the Centre City Transit and Parking

Improvement Fund.
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A1l 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
of transit would be funded, nor the level of funding that would be
available.

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.

50 Parcept Mode Split. The EIR recommends z 60 percent transit mode
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 2 bit unrealistic at this point, unless
analyzing the resources is completed.

Remote Parking tots. On pages 4.B-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
Joad points for transit in the peak period, there is 1ittle 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 4.8-3B), mention is made to transit streets aiong C Street and
12th Avenue. Within our Short Range Transit Planm, 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 10th/11th Avenues coupiet.

We are currently updating this 1ist of preferred transit streets as part v-4
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:

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-1.

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 not need 1o achieve it until buildout. 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 transit today, while San Francisco currently achieves
70%, Vancouver achicves 46%, Seattle achicves 40%, and the Oakland 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 strect widenings as a solution, it will become

increasingly necessary for ransit to provide a significant role.

Implementation of a 60% transit mode split will reduce 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.
referenced in response to comment V-1, the provision of onsite transportation

Through the implementation of 3-year program plans

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 period transit ridership.



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
management, and park and ride lots will reduce the number of supplemental
parking spaces necessary to be constructed in Centre City.

The development 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.

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.
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—

On page 4.B-7, last sentence, along with Amtrak service is a
reference made to the Strand Express. This service is part of the
Metropolitan Transit System referenced earlier. Since your intent
seems to note inter-city services, Amtrak and Greyhound service
are the two services that should be included. The Greyhound
terminal is at Broadway and First Avenue.

—

There are several corrections to Table 4.B-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
has a 15-minute frequency, not 17 minutes; Route 50 has a
15-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.

Sincerely,

Director of Planning and Operations

VL:des:1st
L-CCETR.WL

Attachment

+

HTDB Centre City Transit Element

So noted and smended.

S0 noted and amended.



ese  LRT Rcoutes

=mmms  Preferred Trensit Streets

mmem -5, - 15/SR-183 Express Bus

O Transfer Locsailons
[] Hoviene

Figure 5-4

MTDB

ADCPTED MTDB CENTRE CITY TRANSIT ELEMENT

Siixe MDA e Dirge Twaur Aun Prvz 7y




¥

y-2

V3

v-4

CENTRE C.7 -
DEVOLOPNES

CITY OF BAN DIEGO CORAPCHATICH

MEMORANDUM
FEB 11932
FILE ¥o: CC.1 b
ong. To:feee
DATE : February 18, 1992 Copy To:
O ¢t Beverly Schroeder, Senior Planner, Centre City

Development Corporation
FROK t Deputy Director, Transportation Pianning Division

SUBJECT: Centre City Draft Magter Environmental Impact
Report (January 1992)

The following are general and specific comments 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 comments with them.

GENERAL COMMENTS

The Transportation Demand Management {TDM) program has not been
mentioned in this Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The
travel forecast made a significant assumption regarding TDM:
30% of all person trips would not be by auto drivers or riders
of public transportation. This assumes that 10% of all person
trips would be either by auto passengers, walkers, bicyclists,
or telecommuters. This assumption should be fully discussed
|_and documented in the EIR.

In addition to the TDKM assumption, the proposed Centre City
community Plan traffic analysis is alsc based on a 40% transit
mode split assumption. This assumption is discussed well in
the EIR. However, the combined effects of a 30% TDM mode split
and a 40% transit mode split should be discussed and justified.
It should be noted that these two assumptions imply that only
30% of the peak hour trips to Centre City will be by auto
drivers.

“Bne of the mitigation strategies is a 60% transit mode split.
Again, this strategy should be discussed in conjunction with
the 30% TDM mode split. These two assumptions imply that only
10% of the peak hour trips to Centre City will be by auto

drivers. This does not appear to be a realistic assumption.

We agree that the 40% transit and 30% TDM mode splits are
appropriate policy goals for the Centre City Community Plan,
This is the only way that Centre City can accommodate the
growth assumed in the proposed Community Plan. Certainly,

there is no way to provide additional roadway capacity within

V-1

V-3

V4

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 locker 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 information 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 V-3,

Please sce response to comments [V-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 TDM goals. For example, San Francisco today has only 14%
auto drivers into the downtown.

The transportation 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 network of local streets within
downtown includes Freeway Couplets, Cross Town Links, Transit Strects,
District Center Streets, and District Streets. The functional cross section of
many of these streets and the direction of travel (ie., one-way vs. two-way),
has been altered, particularly with District and District Center Streets.
Incorporation of the proposed strect 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.



V-4

V8

AL ]

v-7

Centre City due to constraints imposed by existing buildings.
Even if Centre City roadways could be widened, the regional
freeway system could not accommodate the amount of development

City serves as a hub of the regional transit systemn. A
thriving public transit system in Centre City is needed to
improve the reglonal 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 Community Plan, these
decreases do not seem realistic. Even if these decreases
occur, they will not occur immediately.

[Also, when forecasted ADT 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:

Centra
Columbia city
adgv. e EIR

Pacific Highway .
{north of Beech St.} 45,000 102,300
North Harbor Dr.
(north of Ash St.) 45,000 15,300
Harbor Dr.
(wvest of 5th Ave.) 55,000 81,100

Furthermore, the afternoon peak period was not analyzed in this
study. Therefore, we recommend 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
| _streets are discussed later in these comments.

™In addition, the traffic study did not analyze future traffic
conditions for the area north of Hawthorn Street. This area
should be included in the analysis because North Harbor Drive
from Hawthorn Street to Laurel Street is currently operating at
| level of service (LOS) F.

TSeveral of the improvements identified in Table 4.2B and in the
mitigation strategies are operational improvements. These
improvements, particularly peak hour parking restrictions, will
be implemented if and when the City Engineer determines that
traffic conditions so dictate, as is the case elsewhere in the

city.

allowed by the proposed Community Plan. Furthermore, Centre .

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 (see response to comment V-4). In the event that proposed changes to
the existing street network were not implemented, the future flow of traffic can
be expected to be distributed much like existing conditions reducing traffic
congestion on Pacific Highway.

The forecasted ADT voiumes (2010) from the draft MEIR on Pacific Highway
(north of Beech Street) and N. Harbor Drive (north 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 draft 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 fumishings; and the
need to establish desirable residential neighborhoods in downtown through
Neighborhood District and District Center streets.

The implementation of these objectives may reduce 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
arcas to building 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 and quality to the
entire Planning Area



8SPECIFIC 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

¥4| to 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 1%th Street

HB I-5 on~ramp from 1st Avenue,
V.9 NB SR-163 on~-ramp from 11th Avenue,
SB 1-5 off-ramp to Front Street,
SB 1-5 off~-ramp to 2nd Avenue,
SB I-5 on-ramp from Grape Street,
and EB 5R-94 on-ramp from G Street.

=7 « Your assumption of a 60% transit mode will result
in a surplus of parking, where there is an existing shortage.
¥-10{ At what point in time do on~site parking requirements need to
be reduced? Should parking requirements be phased over time to
correlate with changes in transit ridership?
Page 4.,B-3 - Figure 4.2-1 should show Hawthorn Street from
North Harbor Drive to Interstate 5, 2nd Avenue from A Street to
v-11| Interstate 5, and Broadway from Pacitic Highway to 12th Avenue
operating at LOS D, as indicated in the Centre City Existing
Conditions Technical Report (Final).

Page 4,B-5 - The source used for peak hour capacity in Table
V2] 4.B=1 is not cited.

Page 4,B-6 - Volume information for southbound Interstate 5
v-13 on-ramp from 5th Avenue is missing in Table 4.B-1.

- ~ Transit route information for route numbers 7B
v.1a| and 945 are missing in Table 4.B~-3. Also, PM peak hour average
frequency should be re-checked.

Page 4,B-13 - Figure 4.B-4 shows an existing bikeway on 3rd
v.is| Avenue from Cedar Street to B Street. This bikeway should be

from Ash Street to B Street only.

Page 4,B-20 - The word Department in the second paragraph needs
V16| to be changed to Divisien.
[Page 4.B-21 - Please provide detailed information concerning

v,,-,[‘the evaluation critaria used in calculating the AM LOS in Table
4.B~5,

V-6

V-1

v9

V-13

V-14

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 north of Hawthorn Street has now been included in the analysis.
Comment noted.

See response to comment [V-1.

Mitigations for these freeway ramps are identified on page ES-5, under the
columns headed Mitigation, and Significance of Impact After Mitigation.
Mitigation is also discussed in rore detail in the draft MEIR.

See response to [V-4.

Figure 4.B-1 has been corrected.

The source for peak-hour capacity in Table 4.B-1 was the 1985 CCTAP report.
The source 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-i8

Y-21

Y-22

Y-l

v-24

- -~ (1) Volume information for the southbound
Interstate 5 on-ramp from 5th Avenue is missing in Table 4.B-7.
{2) What does ultimate capacity scenarlo in Table 4,B-7 mean -
mitigated or unmitigated? (3) Table 4.B-7 (2025) shows the
on/off ramps for Hawthorn S5treet 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-~22,300) vehicles.

hanged to Divisien.

[;Eggg 4,B-41 ~ The word Department in puragfaph 3 needs to be
Y-18| c

mpage 4,P-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. 1Instead, peak hour parking prohibition 1s suggested.
(3) We do not recommend the mitigation measures proposed for
Kettner Boulevard between A Street and Broadway. This section
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?

(Page 4.B-45 - Parking prohibition on State Street is needed
during peak hours only, instead of all day.

page 4.B=-46 - (1) We do not recommend 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
that Harbor Drive be widened to & six-lane major street, with
three through lanss 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 more
peneficial in reducing auto trips into Centre City.

- - (1) Parking should be removed along Broadway
petween Kettner Boulevard and 1st Avenue, and a lane in each
direction should be added and used for buses and right turns.
(2) Again, we do not recommend remote parking facilities in

Centre Clty.
Lo

MPage 4,B-59 - Does the word unmitigated in Table 4.B~10 mean
that a 60% transit mode was not assumed? Please clarify the

column headings.

n~ramp from 5th Avenue is missing in Table 6-4.

[Eggg 6-19 - Volume information for the southbound Interstate 5
V25
o

V-18

v-19

V20

v-21

v-22

v-23

V-24

V-25

1. 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
Hawthom 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
of 37,100 at Hawthomn Street.

The main reason for the difference in the ADT is due to the fact that the
screenline E volume at Hawthorn Street does not reflect the on-ramp volume for
I-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 Hawthom Street.

Comment noted and comrected.
1. Sce 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
parking in peak periods only.

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

2. See response to comment V-4,

1. Concur with Engineering & Development. 2. See response to comment
[V-4; concur with Engineering & Development,

Column headings have been clarified in Table 4.B-10. Unmitigated assumes
40% transit.

Table 6-4 has been amended to include this informaton.



v.x[:gggg 8-) - Dave Sorenson is a Senior Traffic Engineer.

v-27

Y-28

V-2

Y-30

Y-31

v-32

and 12th Avenue may not be needed. (2) Adding an extra lane on
B Street between 12th Avenus and 17th Street may be very
difficult because the parking on this segment of B Street is
heavily used by City College students. Instead, an extra lane
between 11th Street and 12th Street only may be sufficient.

BY - = We concur that auto traffic may be removed from C
Street between Kettner Boulevard and 12th Avenue, as long as
alternative access to parking garages along this segment of

roadway is provided,

- - G Street between 16th Street and 17th Street needs
widening instead of restriping to provide a fourth lane. This
project is recommended to be funded through the Flexible

congestion Relief Program.
[P - ~ We do not recommend reducing the existing number
of travel lanes on North Harbor Drive and changing India
Street, from Hawthorn Street to Ash Street, from a one-way to
a two-way facility. The India Street/Kettner Boulevard couplet
providaes critical access to and from Interstate 5. If a
two~way system is needed in this area, it would be better to

change 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) Ve
concur in changing 6th Avenue between Market Street and Island
Avenue from a one-way strest to a two-way street. Furthermore,
it is suggested that the proposed éth 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
before any recommendations are made concerning the change of
7th, 8th, and %th Avenuas 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
requirad by these changes would aleo be very costly. (4) Ninth
Avenue is a major bus routea. With a two-lane facility and
frequent bus stops, the street will have a poor level of
service.

"Pa - « A detailed study should be performed before
changing 14th Street, between C Street and Imperial Avenue,
from a two-way to a one-way facility. Usually, a one-way
street should have a complementary one-way street in the
opposite direction. Therefore, we suggest changing 13th Street
from a two-way to a one-way facility in the southbound
direction in conjunction with changing 14th Street from a

two-way to a one-way facility in the northbound direction.

Page E-19 = (1) An extra lane on A Street between 11th Avenue

V-26

v-21

V-28

Vv-29

V-30

V-31

v-32

Page 8-1 has been comrected.

1. Concur with Engineering & Development.
Comment noted.

See response to comment V-5,

See response to comment V-5,

1. Concur with Engineering & Development. 2. See TeSponse 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.

D Di

Allen Holden, Jr.
Deputy Director

DRD: gdb/hk

b:centre.cit

cc:  Jonathan Levy Gary Halbert
Dave Sorenson Steve Celniker
Walt Huffman Luis Sandoval
Dave Zull Ed Plank

Larry Van Wey Phil sanford
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MEMORANDUM
CITY OF SAN DIEGO

DATE: 14 February 1992
TO: Pam Hamilton, Executive Vice Presldent Orig. 16, Stz
Vi Centre City Development Corporation g. 19—
Copy To:

F‘ROI’H:\I)‘A Larry C. Monserrate, Princlpal Planner
- Development and Environmental Planning

SUBJECT: Draft Master EIR for the Centre City Redevelopment Project

The Development and Environmental Planning Division of the City Planning Department has
reviewed the draft Master Environmental Impact Report for the Centre City Redevelopment V12
Project and has the following comments: -
1. 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
Vi 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 VI3
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 calied out as significant and unmitigated.

2. Assembly Bill 3180 requires the agency to adopt a mitigation monitoring and
reporting program to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment. The VL4
draft EIR did not include a mitigation monitoring and reporting program.

3. 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
vi-3 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
Vi-4 associated assumptions, impacts, and mitigation to reflect this change and the
applicable state and city regulations.

s, The downtown plume is bounded by G Street to the north, J Street to the south,
Fourth Street to the east, and Front Street to the west. Please address the potential
vi5 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?

b

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

LCM:LAL

City of San Diego Planning Department, Development and
Environmental Planning Division

See response to IV-1. The 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 ridership will increase.

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 reporting
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 chanpe the overlay zones 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 (CDMG). 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 CDMG has established Alquist-Priolo Special Study Zones for the
faults and maps delineating these study zones have recently been published.

Considering the active status and that some of these faults underlie 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 Uniform Building Code
(UBC) as standard occupancy structures or non-critical/essential facilities,
probable earthquake magnitudes rather than credible earthquake magnitudes,
were used.



1t 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 to fault, 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.

According to the Remedial Action Plan prepared for the Redevelopment Agency
(Geomatrix Consultants 1990), the data collected over the plume area indicates
that the plume has reached a "steady state”. In this steady state configuration,
no additional migration of the plume is anticipated. Migration of the plume has
not been detected 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 (onsite) 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.

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 reflect the adoption of the CLUP.



CITY OF 8AN DIEGO

HMEMORANDUM
DATE: February 14, 1992
TO: Senior Planner Schroeder, Centre City Development .
corporation Ly P . Vil City of San Diego Water Utilities Department
Vit
FROM: Senior Civil Engineer Wilson, Engineering Division R
Water Utilities Department ! ! ViI-1 A copy of the P & D Technologies, Inc. report dated summer of 1990 was sent

: to the Engineering Division of the Water Utilities Department in March, 1992.
SUBJECT: Draft Master Environmental Impaet Report for the Centre

city Redevelopment Project, Centre City Community Plan

and Other Related 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
vii | 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 533-5150.

N oA\

LEONARD L. WILSON

HJ:KL:mrb
Attachment

ccy R, Graff
K. Ghaderi



Vi-2

vii-3

vii-4

Vi3

V-8

Vii-7

vii-8

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.

On page 4.G-17, third paragraph, replace the term "trunk lines"
with the word "pipelines.” "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 "cast." Also, last sentence should read ",..inadequate in
size, six inches (6") in diameter or less, and..."

On page 4.G~18, under Impacte, last sentence should read "Water
distribution repair is performed primarily by patching or
rrilacing 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
inadegquate and requires replacement."

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

Also in the mecond 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, should 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

vi-2

vii-3

ViI-5

ViI-6

ViI-7

VII-8

The text has been revised.

The text has been revised.

The text has been revised.

The text has been revised,

The text has been revised.

The text has been revised.

The text has been revised.
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City of San Diego Waste Management Department

San Diego, California 92101-5074 February 17, 1992 VII-1 The text has bee ised with the
- as been revised with the comrect numbers,
Dear Ms. Schroeder
SUBJECT: COMMENTS FROM THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO WASTE MANAGEMENT VII-2  The third, fourth, and fifth sentences of paragraph one have been replaced with
DEPARTMENT ON THE DRAFT MASTER ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT the paragraph provided
REPORT FOR THE CENTER CITY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT (SCH % i
90010898}

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Master EIR for the
Center City Redevelopment 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:

The landfill accepts 1.5 million tons, not 1.6 million cubic
vin.i yards, {According to current data, the landfill received
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
Landf£i11. 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
vin2 city has implemented a number of programs to extend the
life of the 1landfill, 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 year 1995 and 50% by the year
2000. According to a draft Source Reduction and

) Peiesd oo rocyetod popot
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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
nev programs are planned for implementation. A Materials
Recovery Facility, designed 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
landfill will not reach capacity until after the year
2006.

The discussion of the curbside racyclable 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
note 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 11% 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
program.

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 gualify, 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
napproximately 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 per person 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.
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The second sentence should be revised to indicate that, based

on a population of 910 people, during the first fifteen years

of development, a total of 1,365 tons of waste per year
{20,475 tons over the entire 15 years) would be generated.

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 (35,280 tons over the 20 year
period).

development phases of the project (20,475 tons over the first
15 years, plus 35,280 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-31 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
impacts.)

Tha "Significance of Impacts" section focuses only on the first of
these three impacts, tha impact of the project on 1landfill
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.” This 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:

Impacts on City waste collection crews for this project will
not be significant because most, if not all, waste collection
service will be provided by private haulers; and

The impact of the project on City waste diversion programs is

considered 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

The fourth sentence gives the total waste generated during the

viI-8

VIII-9

VII-10

The text has been revised.

The text has been revised.

The fourth sentence has been deleted. The text has been revised to address the
interim and final expected annual generation rates,

The analysis has been expanded to discuss the three types of impacts referred
w. 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 boc: qetrnined 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.
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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:

The provision of areas in which to store recyclable materials;

The provision of containers for this purpose;

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
city 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 guestions or comments,
please feel free to contact Ilene Gallo at 573-1284 or Lisa Wood at
573=-12136.

Sincerely,

'

LT A S

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

The requirement that businesses have waste audits performed to

ViI-11

VII-12

Per discussion with City staff, this mitigation measure has been added as a
requirement of the project.

Per discussion with City staff, these measures have been included as
recommended mitigation,



CITY OF SAN DIEGO

MEMORANDUM
FLL 2 -
FILE NO. : WPME-242.MEH - e : \\
DATE 3 February 20, 1992 'an.~ ;.'I*_J..&:;, .
T0 : Centre City Development Corp., Attn: Beverly Schroeder, Senior P.lannex.-v—
FROM : Park & Recreation‘Director

SUBJECE MICEO?DMMSTHEIRNRHEMCMREEMDWTFRNECTAHDM
CITY COMMUNITY PLAN AND OTHER RERLATED DOCUMENTS

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.

Basically, we have no comments relative to the adequacy of the draft EIR at . X
i | this time; however, the following comments are relative to open space and
park issues which should be considered.

City of San Diego Parks and Recreation Department

IX-1 A Landscape Maintenance District is planned to maintain the public open space

I. OPEN SPACE COMMENTS
areas to be developed as part of the proposed Redevelopment and Community
Page/Item . Comment Plans. The City's Park and Recreation Department will be notified, and their
[1. Page 3-12, Surface Notations such as "street rehabilitation, input solicited, if any other Landscape Maintenance Districts are proposed in the
medians, landscaping,®" etc. suggest future
. perhaps the usage of a Landscape .
1%-4 - Maintenance District. If this approach
is to be pursued, please include us in X
the planning process at the earliest 1X-2 Comment noted.
possible date.
2. Page 3-12, Extension Regarding "landscaping and pedestrian IX-3 Comment noted.
-2 of King Promenade amenities," see comment #1.
- IX- t .
3. Page 3-13, Enhancement Regarding "surface improvements, of X-4 Comment noted
-3 Pacific Highway gidewalks, landscape center medlans and
"+ OTEne |
L similar features,” see c nt #1. IX-5 A Landscape Maintenance District is planned to not only maintain the Martin
4. page 3-13, Bay-Park Regarding "enhance streets,” see comment Luther King Promenade, but the other public open space areas to be developed
x4 ;;:iﬁ::::::aupe bl as part of the proposed Redevelopment and Community Plan as well. The
o City's Park and Recreation Department will be notified, and their input
5. page 4.F-3, Open Space Horton Plaza Park and Pantoja Park are Y. . . Districts are pro sed in the
parks maintained by the Open Space solicited, if any other Landscape Maintenance propo
Division with funding from the General future.
Fund, The linear park (King Promenade)
-5 is to be maintained by a Landscape
Haintenance District. 1f further
Landecape Maintenance Districts are
envisioned, please include us in the
planning process at the earliest possible
date.




- 2 -

1I. PARK COMMENTS

Page/Item Corment
N.—l. Page 4.G~13, Parks We are unable to calculate the existing
Para. 4 under "Existing 26.6 acres of park space as presented.
-6 Conditions™ The Port District parks are, in our
opinion, regional parks. Alternate
provisions must be identified.
[T™2. Page 4.G-14, 4.G~15 Descriptions of sub-areas and how they
4.G~16 are served by parks tend to be confusing.
The Impact of a population of 51,338 is
a significant change which may require a
more innovative approach to providing
By recreational opportunities in a high
density area than dealing with population
based acreage only. {Some suggestions
follow).
3. Suggestions to Consider
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. Who builds? Who maintains? Could include tennis,
108 court games and passive viewing.
Consider a "multi-gensrational™ facility in the 100,000 square foot
range to accommodate 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 well-lighted.
Please schedule further meetings as necessary with the Park and
Recreation Department staff prior to finalizing the documents for
Centre City.

VM:cht
ce:

N. Acevedo T. Btory
V. Marchetti

The Embarcadero-Marina Park (approximately 22 acres in size), Pantoja Park
(approximately 2 acres in size), and the King Promenade (a 2.6 acre 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, paris of them can and do function to fulfill local
neighborhood and community park 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.

Brooks P. Coleman end Associatea
A Profsselonsl Corporation

February 6, 1992

RECEIVED
FEBL 8 isue
¢e0. DEV./PROP. DFPT

Maurgan A, Stapleton, Deputy Executiva Director
Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diepo
Security Pacific Plaza

1200 Third Avenua, Suite 1620

San Disgo, CA 92101

SUBJECT: Draft Environmantal impact Report
Centre City Redevelopmaent Project

Dear Ms. Stapleton:

The subject document has besn reviewed on behalf of the San Diago Community College
District and comments and requests for additiona! information are submitted in this latter.
Our conclusion is that the docurhent doas not adequately explore the potential for impacts
upon the District. The District’s aducational programs and objectives ara an integral part
of the community responsibility for aducation. in order to fulfili this mandate, full and
complete knowledge of the growth-inducing nature of this project is required.

The Community College District serves as one of the principle svenues for achievement of
undergradusate degrees and as a major source for continuing education and vocational
training, both of which are significant to the community, especislly considering the cultural
and 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 projact araa and environs should not be underestimated.
Amplification of tha Draft EIR is necessary to fully explore the extent of impacts on tha
District.

The following are specific areas of concern which requiro expanded analysis:

1. Mitigation of impacts only by implemantation of community and

redavelopment plans seems an oversimplification of the complex nature of
potential impacts on schools and other services. Specific identification of
impacts likely to occur during the projact term based upon the development
goals achievad is appropriate. Also, broader discussion of available
mitigation measures is needad. The simple reference to payment by the
Agency for services required is not deemed adequate.

2. Expanded discussion of the degrea of ethnic diversity in the project area,

trands regarding changing patterns and related impact on the District should
be included.

7650 Paumosy Drive, Riverside, Colfornia 92508 - {714) 888-3738
Bax: {714] 788-3040 - Moblie Phene: (714} 326-928¢

California School Financial Services, Inc./San Diego Community
College District

The draft MEIR identifies mitigation measures that would be implemented by
the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans. These measures include
the ability of thc Agchacy to enter into agreements with the San Diego
Community College District (CCD) to provide funds for Community College
and continuing education facilites.

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 arecas. 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
atternpting 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 sbove. 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 (FTE) students and 0.17 square feet per FTE
for administrative facilities. Total facility cost per FTE 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%.
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X-5

X-8

The ultimate-capacity scenario assumes specific growth rates in the varipus
land use categories. Since even growth rates ara uniikely to occur and
significant unknown events are possible, growth scenarios based upon low,
moderate and high-growth rates should ba analyzed and included in the final
EiR.

Achievemant of the job/housing betance gosis of the Agency has potential
for significant impact on the District. Should edditional time be made
available as a result of shorter commutes, such time may be utilized by
rasidents and employees for continuing and/or vocational education. This
concept should be snaiyzed in dapth to determine potential impact on the
District.

To meet impact on the District, the Redavelopment Plan authorizes the
Agency to provide up to 81.5 million toward capital improvements at City
College. We conclude that there is potential for othar significant impacts on
the District and that mitigetion should not be limited to one payment for one
tacility. The range of mitigation measuras should be disclosed end a
commitment made by the Agency that they will be availabie as tuture
impacts are identified.

Finally, we call to your attention the highly significant discussion of growth
inducement, cumuiative impacts on project area and regional cumulative
impacts. The report acknowledges that significant growth, as measured by
poputation and employment, will resuit from implementation of the
Community end Redevelopment Plans. it is concluded in the EIR that the
affect upon regional growth will not be significant but that these plans are
considered growth-inducing within the project area. it is further conciuded
that the cumulative impects in the planning area will be positive, although
implementation would result in 8 cumulative increase in demand for public
facilities/sarvices, There is no mantion of the potential for impact on the
Community College District or schools in general, nor is there discussion of
tha potential for regional cumulative impacts.

We balisve that this portion of the Draft Eit should be supplemented by 8
detailed analysis of the potential impacts on the Community College District
within the project area and regionaily. The comment in the report that thers
is an "unquantifieble” effect that redavelopmeant mey have on inducing
growth to the region leads the resder to conclude that the Draft EIR as
submitted does not have all of the answars. The report further
acknowladges that growth may shift from one area to another. This
acknowledgment and the fact that spacific discussion of impact on the
District is not included warrant cur request that the report be revised in the
areas indicated.

The San Diego Community College District recognizes that population and
amployment projactions, foretelling of events or trends and other predictive
actions have severe limitations. Howaver, in order for the District to
adequatsly plan, identification of projected population levels and other trends
is essential. With this information avaitable, enroliment trends may ba

X-2

X-4

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 are 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% black, and 3% other. In 1990, the Census described
Cenure City's ethnic composition as 53% white, 29% hispanic, 14% black, 3%
asian/pacific islander, and 1% native american. These figures show increasing
cthnic 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 schoo! 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 1o 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 fundz to CCD mitigates identified impacts resulting from
implementation of the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans.



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

X8

That a continuing monitoring and reporting program be
astablished to assass 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
raviewead. Demographic and sthnic diversity should also be
monitored and impacts on the District identified.

wWe find that astablishment of 8 monitoring program as outlined through the life of the pian
is consistant with the intent of an EIR to identify and mitigate significant impacts of plan
implemantation. 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 raspectfully requested that the Final EIR for the Centre City Project not be approvad or
adopted until the impacts of the project have besn fully explored and appropriate actions
taken to alleviate the impacts identified.

-

Sincarely,

=R

Brooks P. Coleman Ed.D.
Prasident
BPC:cc

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

X-6

Specific impacts to OCD 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
agreement would provide cooperation in implementation, timing, financing and
reporting of various facilities over the life of the program.

Population, housing, employment and land use forecasts for the San Diego
region are prepared by the San Dicgo Association of Governments (SANDAG)
and are contained in The Series 7 Regional Growth Forecast. According to
SANDAG (tclephone conversation with Bob Parroit, Director of Research and
Information Systems, 3/5/92), a "top-down" approach is used. SANDAG first
produces a forecast for the San Dicgo region using approximately 600 variables
concemning the national, state and regional economies. Factors considered
include national demographic trends, state finance policies, U.S. economic and
foreign policy and trends in fertility 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 taxing agencies) to identify
"worst case” impacts of the Redevelopment Project.
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February 13, 1992 6
FEB 151992
Ms. Pam Hamilton

Centre City Redevelopment Corporation
225 Broadway, Suite 1100

San Diego, California 92101

Los s
Orig. Yo: 22t .
Cooy TOI X1

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Centre City Redevelopment Plan XL1

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 potental significant
impacts on the District.

The following comments are offered for your consideration:

1. 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

2. The DEIR calculation of new students as & result of the Redevelopment Plan does not
consider the impact of demographic trends, principally increasing birth rates, on
student enroliment  Thus, the DEIR's estimate of student enrollment underestimates

the future need for facilities,

3. New students come from both existing and new housing. The DEIR does not
consider the impact (o the District from students from existing housing; this has two
consequences. First, it overestimates the capacity that will be available to serve
students from new development, and second, it underestimates the impact that loss of

property tax revenues will have on the District.

4, The DEIR concludes that there will pot 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 dees not calculate the cost to
provide facilities for the students it estimates will resuit from the Plan. Consequently,
there is no way to conclude that there will mot be significant impacts to the District as
a result of the Plan,

San Diego City Schools

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 enter into agreements with the San Diego Unified
School District (USD) to provide funds for school 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
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 111-8. 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.



XI-2

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 educational facilities (administrative
facility requirements are assumed to be insignificant). Educational facilities are
assumed to be required at a rate of 89 square fect 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 1.7% of the 172,982 total projected USD students at ultimate
capacity (2025) based on fall 2010 student enroliment projections prepared by
USD indicating an annual increase in students of 1.0%

The demand for USD capital facilities generated from the increase in students
would be approximately 263,885 square feet and a gross increasc in facilities
costs of $61,156,090 in present dollars. The gross increase in facilitics 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 USD 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 USD.

Implementation of the proposed Redevelopment Plan authorizes the Agency,
through a proposed agreement with USD, to cooperate with, and provide funds
to USD for school facilities.

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 1% 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 cthnic
diversity is expected to become more balanced, this change is not anticipated to
affect the level of demand on USD, or other school district facilities.

See response to XI-1 for discussion of impacts to USD.
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5. Page 4.G-59 states that SROs and senior housing are exempt from school
development impact fees. Page 4.G-63 calculates the impact fee revenue that the
X8 District could expect to collect as a result of the Redevelopment projects. This
calculation includes revenues from SROs and senior housing. This inconsistency
should be corrected. .

6. The calculation of impact fee revenues that the District could expect to collect from

-8 the Redevelopment projects should not include the 1.4 million square feet of

govemnment office space proposcd in the Plan. Government space is exempt from
impact fees.

7. The DEIR states that mitigations are not necessary for the District as a result of the
Redevelopment Plan. This conclusion is based on an incomplete analysis of the

-7 Plan’s impacts. (See item 4 above.) The District believes that mitigation is necessary

to address the impact that the students associated with residential and non-residential

projects proposed in the Plan will have on District school facilities.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this report.
i ;@é\
g %hn E. Perko

Assistant Superintendent

JEP:feb

M: Centre City Drafl EIR

XI-3

XI-4

XI-5

X1-6

XI-7

The draft MEIR states that in 1990, 530 USD students resided in the Project
Area. The draft MEIR also identified 1990 student enroliment 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 USD.

Specific impacts to USD are discussed in response to comment XI-1

The Redevelopment Plan authorizes the Agency to participate with USD
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 X1-3

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
Specific impacts to USD are discussed in response to comment X1-1

The Redevelopment Plan authorizes the Agency to participate with USD
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

Hs. Bevaerly Schroeder ~EMT T
Centre City Development Corporation Sé%éﬁgiﬁEJ}
225 Broadway, Suite 1100 CORPORATIOM

San Diego, californis 92101
FEB 14 1992

Re: Draft Master Environmental Impact Report Orig f;aiiaéfs.

for Centre City Redavelopment Project
Copy To! e
Dear Ms. Schroeder: ;
This firm represents the San Diego County Office of
Bducation (“SDCOE”) and on behalf of SDCOE is providing the
folloving comments on the Draft Master Environmental Impact

Report (”DEIR”?) which has bean prepared for the Centre City
Redevelopment Project (the *Project?).

ANALYSIS

A, 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 is to
#gubstantially increase the number of people living downtown
{and) provide a range of housing to meat the needs of an
economically and socially balanced population.® The Project
itself is identified as being part of the update of the Centre
city Community Plan, and includes the expansion of three existing
redevelopment projecte in Centre City (DEIR p. 1-8). The project
proposes the construction of a total 26,550 residentlial dwelling
units over a 35-year period with an average of 650 units to be
developed annually for the first fifteen years of the project and
an average of 840 dwelling units per year to be developed
annually for the latter 20 yaars of the program. These
projections are described in the "ultimate capacity buildout

XII

County Office of Education (COE)
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scenario” vhich is considersd in the DEIR to “model potential
impacts of the proposed community plan and redevelopment plan.®
(DEIR, pages 3~15 to 3~17). 1In 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, restaurante, 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-SR0O?) housing, thess projections do not take into
consideration impacte 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.
smultipliers®?)., 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. WHILE 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
number of programs and services provided by SDCOE, the DEIR
chooses to illustrate only three of the programs, 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 is
specifically analyzed as ostensibly being #illustrative of the
gervices of the Office of Fducation? (see DEIR pgs. 4G-50 to 4G~

X11-1

The draft MEIR identifies mitigation measures that would be implemented by
the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans. These measures jnclude
the ability of the Agency to enter into agreements with the County Office of
Education (OOE) to provide funds for educational facilities.

In addition to the analysis contained in this draft Master Environmental Impact
Report, during Fiscal Rev. w, 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 i & 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
COE facilities serving the residents and employces which the Agency is
attempting to attract into the area of the proposed Community and
Redevelopment Plans at sltimate 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 111-8. 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,

Impacts of new housing constructed within the Project Arca, and new housing
constructed outside of the Project Area generated by new employment within
the Project Area, are identified relative to 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 Determination (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 discussed below. Although the CCDC/KMA analysis includes
these programs, it is not readily 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 swdent, 20.45 swdents 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 Redevelopment Project is the addition of
37,223 houscholds (74,192 persons) within the County. 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 7,757 students within the County. This is 1.2% of the
643,502 total projected COE students at ultimate capacity (2025) based on fall
USD 2010 student enrollment projections as a proxy for COE student
enrollment trends indicating an annual increase in students of 1.023%

Total facilities costs to COE by program are: ROP, $2,524,830; Friendship,
$30,045; HOPE, 389,385; 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 has participated and shown a willingness

to share information regarding othar programs offered by SDCOE XI11-2
and regarding the potential for significant impacts to be R .
incurred. Nevertheless, the DEIR salfctivaly anilyzes the ROP the following programs: Regional Occupation Program, Fricndship,
rogram, aven though the ROP Program is distinctive among SDCOE’e Handi : .

grogramu in that it is limited to persons meating a certgin age xca;?ped Infant Care Program, Migrant Education, Court Schools,
threshold. Therafore, the discussion regarding impacts from the Community Schools, Outdoor Education Program, Advancement Via Individual
Project to SDCOE is fundamentally flawaed in that its analysis is Determinati i i i : . . L
limztad to a program which (deup{t. the assertion of the %EIR to ) tion, Business Services, Library Services, Graphic Services, District
the contrary) is not necessarily ®"representative and : & Special Programs, and Staff Development Programs,

{llustrative® of all of the programs offered by SDCOE or their

availability to a wider section of the student population or to

the community as 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 significant impacts to be

incurred by SCDOE and its programs from buildout of the Project.

The CCDC/KMA analysis referenced in response to comment XII-1 considers

C. THE DEIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY ADDRESS MITIGATION OF
SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH THE PROJECT WILL HAVE ON
SDCOE .

As noted above, the DEIR specifically acknowledges that

increases in population-related densities would occur as a
consequence of the implementation of thea Project. However, the B R P
DEIR goes on to suggest the following: XII-3 Sec response to comment X11-1 for analysis of impacts to COE.

"Implemantation of the community and redevelopment plans . - .
will generate school impact fees of more than $37.5 million The Redevelopment Plan authorizes the Agency to participate with COE through
in current dollars withoutiany escalationjin fee rates (CCDC an agrecment to provide facilities over the lifc of the program. Any agreement
1991) over the 35 year periocd [of the Project], an average . PP . L . .
of more than one million dollars per year in cl’xrrent dollars would provide cooperation in implementation, timing, financing and reporting
without any escalation in fes rates.® of various facilities over the life of the program.

The DEIR further states that "[tjhe Redevelopment Agency is
authorized under Sections 33445 and 33401 of the Community
Redevalopment Law to assist school districts to provide
facilities to accommodate growth from the Project Area during the
radevelopment period, provided such growth is not mitigated by
other sources of revenues (such as school fees on new

development)® (DEIR 4G-64, emphasis added). This Is evidently
ntended to suggest that school fees are an adequats mitigation
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meagsure and can operate as a condition or limitation on measures
statutorily authorized in the redevelopment law to alleviate
impacts to school mervice providers.

The use of developer feas 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 redevelopment proposal in general is erroneous because
such a propoaItEon Is not in harmony with recent legal
developments. For example, in Murrieta valley Unified School
District v. County of Riversida (1991) 279 Cal.Rptr. 421, the
Fourth District Court of Appeal (in a case involving the adequacy
of CEQA with respect to 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 & county’s authority to consider
providing feasible school mitigation measures in excess of
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 Community Plan to be considered by
the City Council, and is intended to be a #tool for
implementation of the proposed community plan®. (DEIR p. 3-10).
By this analysis, the Murrieta decision directly applies to the
project, and requires the ldentification 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 dacisions 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 William S. Hart Union High School
pistrict v. Regional Planning Commission of the County of Los
Angeles, (1991) 277 Cal.Rptr. 645, the Second DiIstrict Court of
Appeal, ruling on an argument that Government Code Section §5996
preempted any consideration of the adequacy of school facilities
other than those exactions provided for in the School Facilities
Legislation of 1986, held in faver of school districts by
specifically noting that in the case of legislative approvals
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{such as general plan amendments), 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, 1991, thus rendering the Court of Appeals decision
final. Therefore, the authority of tha 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 deniad 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 detarmine whethar 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, feven if these alternatives would impede
to some degree, the attainment of the project objective or would
be more costly.® See 14 Cal.Code of Regs. Section 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 make the
approval of such an environmental impact report a prohibited
abuse of discretion). Despite the mandate of the California
statutas, 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 antify the extent to which
development would occur absent the Implementation of the Project.

X11-4

The draft MEIR evaluated potential impacts of the "reduced density” and "no
project” alternatives. Under the reduced density altemnative 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 commensurate 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, thercfore,
it is unnecessary to reduce the progran.

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 vltimate capacity
and impacts o 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
vhich vould 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 Guidalines.

CONCLUSION _

on behalf of SDCOE, we would request that the Centre City
Davelopment 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
Redevalopment Agency or the Centre City Development Corporation
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have any further questions or comments on this matter, they
should ba directed to Tom Robineon, Director of Facilities
Planning for SDCOE, or to myself or Wendy Wilas of this firm.

AJN/II

coc:  Hr.
Hr.
Mr.
Ms.

Very truly yours,

BOWIE, ARNESON, KADI,
WILES & GIANNONE

BY /
Arto 4. Nuutingn

Tom Robinson (SDCOE)

pante Gumucio (David Taussig & Assoclates)
Barnett Silver (David Taussig & Associates)
Wendy Wiles (BAKWG)



CITY OF SAN DIEGO CENTRE CITY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT
DRAFT MASTER ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

EVALUATION BY DAVID TAUSSIG AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

; jentation of the Redevel

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 "o enhance
job opportunities 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. 3-10). 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 to 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).

Projected Regional

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 crcati.on of 81.,283 new
jobs within the Planning Area. This projection, however, fails to recognize the impact ‘o£
multiplier effects caused by the creation of new jobs. In fact, the EIR impl-iu that the ml.JlUphcr
effects of the Project are pegative. (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 parts of the County. .

The Agency’s position is in conflict with the San Diego Association of Govermnments
(*SANDAG?"). Inits 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 100 original jobs plus 160 local serving jobs).”

This finding is based on a specific forecast generated by SANDAG'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 10.0 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 smalier for local serving employment than for basic
employment, For this reason, SANDAG's offsite 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-QOutput models relative to SANDAG's estimate of 1.3 for business services.

The impact analysis being prepared for the San Diego County Office of Education ("COE" or
*the County Office”) accounts for the off-site multiplier effects of the RDA Plan, ali 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).

X11-5

See response to comment XII-1

The CCDC/KMA impact analysis referenced in response w samment X11-1
does not agree with, and therefore does not include, the concept of regional
indirect employment or "multipliers” for the reasons discussed below.

First, regional 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

arcas: "Both the econometric equations that underlic 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 Arca.

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 CCDC/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 empioyment 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
regional County facilities serving the residents and employees which the
Agency is attempting to attract into the area of the proposed Community and



Page 3

Adequacy of Drafi 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 turn leads to further residential development, both inside
and gutside 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
necessary” (EIR p. G-64).

There is no evidence that overall County residential development, hence student population, will
not 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 js justified and
that the Project will 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 does not currently have "basic aid” status, but for projection purposes 1996-1997 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
100 percent of forgone 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 form 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 CCDC/KMA 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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Uptown Planners

LNV

February 17, 1992

Centre City Development Corporation
225 Broadway, Suite 1100
San Diego, CA 92101-2200

Attention: Beverly Schroeder

Subject: Uptown Pianners Review Comments On DRAFT MASTER ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT FOR THE CENTRE CITY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AND CENTRE
CiTY COMMUNITY PLAN (MEIR).

XIII

X1I1-1
At its February 4. 1992 meeting. Uptown Planners, the Uptown Community Planning Group
passed the following motion on a sixieen-in-favor to one-opposed vote, with the Chair

abstaining:

That Uptown Planners respond to the Dratt MEIR for the Centre City Redevelopment
Pian and Centre City Community Plan; and request that the MEIR inciude additional
analyses to evaluate the impacts on major streets in the Uptown area, inciuding
Fourth, Fifth and Sixth Avenues; Washington and Robinson Streets, University
Avenue and Reynard Way, potentially resulting from implementation of the
proposed Centre City Community Plan and Redevelopment Pian.

XI1-2

[In the discussion on this matter, a member of Uptown Planners reported the Dratt 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 reviewsd both the Dralt MEIR and the Traffic )
Technical Report prepared by Korve Enginesring, reported his conclusion that the Draft MEIR
analysis did not present information to support this conclusion. in faet, he indicated the date
presanted suggested there would be substantial increases in traffic on severat of the streets
which connect to the Uptown area (inciuding First, Fourth and Sixth and State Streets) and
that major freeway segments and ramps serving the downtown would expenence very low
levels of service, even under the mitigation scenario.

réoncerns were expressed about the feasibility of the mitigation measures, particularly the 60
parcent transit mode split. Also people relayed their observations that some traffic between
Centre City and northemn San Diego aiready transters from the freeways to surtace §treqts in
the Uptown area, especially during peak periods. A concern was expressed that this shift

could significantly increase.

Uptown Planners

The geographic area of technical analysis for the draft MEIR addressed the
Planning Ares, defined as south of Laurel Street, south and west of the I-5
Frecway, and north of Commercial 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.

The increases in traffic on First, Fourth, Sixth, and State Streets shown in the
draft MEIR are for the street sections south of the I-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 I-5 to
Second, northbound (NB) from I-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
I-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 o be considerably lower.

There is the potential, however, that some traffic destined only to I-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 aliernate route to the
NB on-ramp to I-5 at First Street.




Page 2 - Uptown Planners Comment on Centre City MEIR

Uptown Pianners actively and enthusiastically supporis the continuing redeveiopment 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 feeis that the additional traffic analyses we have
requested will assist both Uptown and Centre City toward this mutual objective,

Respectfully,

RihchsPb,—

Michael LaBarre
Chairman, Uptown Planners

Note: The CCDC, Januray 30, 1992 DRAFT XVi. NEIGHBORHOOD IMPACT REPORT (Page
Xit.)Jacknowiedges there will be potential traffic impacts on the Uptown area. Uptown feels
additiona! analysis is appropriate to determine the significance of these potential impacts and
to evaluate potential mitigating measures.

cc. Mary Lee Balko, City Pianning
Mary Wright, City Planning _
Councilrmember John Hartley
Counciimember Ron Roberts

X111-3

Although less likely, it is possible that some traffic may travel three blocks
further north to Hawthom to access the I-5 NB on-ramp at Hawthom. North of
Elm Street, substantial traffic increases 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 travel demand will occur on transit
rather than by antomobile.

In addition to very significant measures to increase transit use, the draft MEIR
also identifies potential mitigation measures for freeway ramps around Centre
City that would help ensure that traffic takes the most direct routes to/from the
freeway, and would not divert into areas such as north of the freeway and
through the Uptown area. It should also be noted that First, Fourth and Fifth
Avenues carry a number of bus lines into 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 as 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 Cormment [V-1.
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Board Of Directors
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Wayne Bass
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Paal Cooley The Centre City Development Corporation

C"'c'c"‘ qay 225 Broadway  Suite 1100

e Cosoen, San Diego, CA 92101

Norma Damarhek Attn: Beverly Schrosder

Brixe Damsnn

Seeve Everada

Apn Ferehee .

ey Dear Ms. Schrosder:

Ebmer Keen

s Citizens Coordinate for Century 3 hereby makes the foliowing

Cared Landrman comments on the DRAFT MASTER ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

popcie Les FOR THE CENTRE CITY REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AND CENTRE CITY

Vonn-Mare May COMMUNITY PLAN. We hope you will have your consultants take these

Linda Mected

it e points into consideration for the final documents of the MElf(.

Dunhzm Reitly

Kazrea Scarborough i

Kattry Schwartz

Kesth Semon

Andres Spurtock a. Chizens Coordinate for Century 3 (C-3) supports the expansion of

e aepmet the Certre City Redevelopment Area. While C-3 has proposed changes to

Gan Weeer  YIV.1 | the pretiminarlly adopted Centre City Community Plan, we acknowledge

invetlvie that the tack of serious consideration of thess, or ather proposed

Don Wood changes would make R unlikely that any modifications will be made to

the Centre City Community Plan prior to tts formal adoption.

b. C-3 has conciuded the Draft Environmantal impact Report (EIR) as
presemed indicates the proposed Community and Redevelopment Plans
can be anticipated to have significant “negative environmental impacts®,
which cannot be expected to be mitigated “below the level of
significance”. We belleve thers are baslc inadequacies in the Draft
ElR—~particularly the fallure to analyze potential cumulative negative

av.2 \mpdcts on the establishment of attractive residential environments
whith the Community Plan Identifies as a primary objective for Centre
Chy. So we have recommendations which can flow into the process, and
withbut their addition wo foresee future setbacks in this plan's abliity
to rdalize its primary goals and visions as stated at the outset of the
Pian.

X1v

XIV-1

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 concems were also
submitied in writing (see comment letter XTV) 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 CCPC.

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 existing
and/or future residential and non-residential land uses are addressed in Section
IV-AQ2).



¢. C-3 believes that despite the conclusion of “significant, unmitigatabte

. environmental impacts® which can be drawn from the Draft EIR, the City

Councli is tikely to aliow permitted findings of "ovarriding consideration® and
will proceed to adopt the Community Plan and the Redavelopment Plan,
However, C.3 belleves the conclusion of “signiticant unmitigatabte impacts®
and the need for additional residential and transportation impact analysis

o Strongly support the need for early and ongolng refinements to the
Centre City Community Plan. Theretore, C-3 recommends the Centre City
Development Corporation and the City Counclt consider gmendments to the
Preliminary Centre City Community Pian and the Redevelopmaent Plan to
guarantee a process ol Community Plan evaluation and updating, earlier
development of Specific Plans {or each distrct than is called for in the
Community Plan, and clear delineation of a progess that wilt involve the active
participation of the citizens from each district in the form of planning groups
in accordance with the nomm for other areas with PDOs in the City (separats

X1v-3

| _and In addition to the services of the existing Project Area Committes).

d. As we testified when the Preliminary Centre City Plan was under Council

[consideration, -3 continues to argue that the high development densities

proposed in the “wateritont” area are Inconsistent with the “stepped-up from
the waterfrom* and °strong central core” goals and visions of the plan. i
appears to be somewhat of a Balt and Switch system as we go from what tha
Visions and Goals say to what the text of the Plan wil! result in. We note that
changes to watertront densities would be consistent with the "Reduced Denshy
ARtemative” identified in the Draft MEIR and we encourage mors compiete

svaluation of that alternative than s pressntly provided in the EIR.

Wae Identity the following partial st of inadequacies and some possile
solutions that can be Incorporated Into the process without affecting the
timeline of the approval process,

. _Summary Deaft EIR Review Commerts

C-3's review of the Draft EIR has concluded:
XIV-5

[ a TRANSPORTATION Mitigation infeasibility The 60% wansit share

proposed as the primary mitigation for transportation, circulation and alr
quallty impacts Is ggt fgasible—meaning the conclusions about mitigated
Impacts must be redrawn or new mitigation measures identified and analyzed.
K should be noted that the recommanded 80% transit split Is in_addition 1o the

30% non-drive-alona rate used in the traffic impact analysis. )

ldemiﬁea sevafa] of the ‘resldemla!—emphasls areas ol the Plan as being

Thf City Council and Redevelopment Agency can consider these amendments
during the public hearing process.

Development intensities as regulated by floor area ratios that step down from the
central core to the waterfront. These floor area ratios are consistent with the
goals of stepping down to the waterfront,

Lands within the jurisdiction of the San Diego Unified Port District, the U.S.
Navy, and the County of San Diego (if nsed for County purpose) are subjcct to
the development regulations currently established, or as amended in the future,
within those areas.

Please see response to comment V-1 and V-3,



av.i0

potentially impacted by major cross-Cantre City tratfic corridors and
peripheral parking areas—with their attendant problems of congestion, noise
and air pollution. Some of these areas are also likely to be impacted by
proposals in the Community Plan and redevelopment analysis tor major )
expansion of social service facilities and the addition of high impact elements,
such as a sports arena. Nowhere Is the potential gymutative impacts of these
I~factors on the Plan's residential priority evaluated. By fiself, the concept of
site-spacific mitigatlon such as setbacks, sound bariers, and mechanicat
vertilation in fieu of operable windows is inadequate. Setbacks and barmiers
are courter-conceptual to centre clty type development and to expect all
rgsidential units to rely on mechanical ventilation rather than operable

that measures to directly reduce traffic impacts in the reskiential emphasis -
areas should be incorporated Into the plan now. This would inciude reducing

watertront, specifically locating the site for a sports arena now since i has
been discussed in the plan as a likely neighbor, and other mitigations such as
in-town clean transit systems. Reslidential environmental impacts should be a
{__major focus of the analysis but have not been addressed in the Draft EIR.

f——' c. Special Facliity Impacts lgnored Major elements identified in the Plan
and the redeveloppment analysis—specifically a potential Sports Arena and the
planned expansion of social service facilities and services in the Centre Clty
area—which have the potantial for significant impacts, particutarty on the
residential environment are not evaluated. Project-specific evaluations are
not felt to be adequate, since these ftems are tikely to be cumulative with sach
other and with other factors, they potentially impact broad areas and they
relate to basic Plan concepts.

[ Miigation Not Consistent with the Plan Several of the proposed
transporiation-mitigation measures are inconsistent with the Prefiminary
Cantre City Plan and may require amendments to the Plan. Exampiles include:
1) retention of North Harbor Drive, south of Grape Street--when the Plan and
Bayfront Design Principles call for s narrowing with a pedestrian emphasis;
2) expansion of State Street, north of Ash to a 4-lane major—which would
bisect a reskiential-emphasis neighborhood, past the front door of a newly-
reconstructed elementary school; and 3) the use of peripheral parking
mitigation in Centra Clty East to offset congestion on South Harbor Drive—
which calls for 5,000 spaces when the ptan identifies 3,400 (not to mention
the same area ls mentioned tor parking mitigation reiative to congestion
problems on Broadway).

Centre City Census raﬂo of studems to housing unlts resuits to estimate the
future potential for additional students. This seems questionable in light of the

Plan's objactives, which are 1o place a major smphasis on Centre City

windows Is not going to make Centre City a preferable residential area. We feel

through town destinations and could include such things as reducing FARS at the

od The impact analysis uses the 1980

XIV-6

XIv-7

XIV-8

The proposed Centre City Community Plan establisnes +rimarily residential
districts within specific arcas of downtown. However, urban resioen.,i
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 court 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
state law.

The conwrol 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, othes 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 cntire
Planning Area. The Centre City Community Plan does include a partial list of
new land uses or special atiractions that may be desirable within downtown
including a sports arena, library, aquarium, etc., however, the development of
these facilitics within Centre City are policy objectives, not specific projects. In
the event that a Sports 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 environmental impact evaluation would be
required.
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residential development and the projected tripling in (non-SRO) housing unks
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 of Centre City development on school needs by
totaliing the impact fees from what the Plan itselt recognizes as the "dominant
cemer in the region®, the “tocal point of large scale office development, the
center of banking, finance, law and government, and professional and clerical
employment®. Also, no recognition is mada of the potential limitations of
appropriate schoot sites even under a low-studem scenario or the issues of
|_safe, convenient access for students to school faciiities. )

Hit. The major probiem Identified by the Draft EIR analysis is the absance—at
least at this stage—of a Transportation Plan which can work In conjunction
with the adopted Centre City Land Use Ptan (the analysis shows that the
transportation components of the Preliminary Centre City Plan wili not
function at acceptable levels of service). During the development of the Cenirs
City Pian, C-3 urged the Planning staff to inciude a traffic analysis in the
formutation of the Centre Clity Community Plan. We argued there is a
“transportation camying capacity” which needs to bs taken into account. No
formal tratlic analysis was periormed In the development of the Preliminary
| _Centre City Plan.

_6-3‘5 concem regarding the transportation impacts conclusions of the Draft
EIR Is NOT with the likely development of totally unmanageable levels of future
congestion. The major result we feel is that the plan could fall far short of aver
realizing s goals and visions as a residential area. The market Isn' stupid—&
will shut down on its own accord bafors congestion gets to these levels. The real
risk 18 that development will procesd "according to Plan® with concentrations
of high denslity in select areas (especially along the waterfront}—and then
ratchet way down becauss of inadequate transportation capacities. The risk is
of a pattem of Centre City development characterized by “have® and “have-not”
arsas (much Hke the present situation, but at a larger scale.)

[ The long-tenm soundness of San Diego's Centre City as “THE DOMINANT CENTER
iN THE REGION and a major contributor to the Pacific Rim Community”
(Prefiminary Centre City Plan' Page 3) depends on its vared but across-the-
board vialty. The Draft EIR sends soms strong signals suggesting that soms
adjustments In existing plans and spsclal development guldance measures may
be neede to realize these goals. The best way to provide for the dynamic fyps of
planning which will be needed is to structure it early on and ensure there Is

| _active and ongoing community participation.

The Impact Report should not be viewed as a bureaucratic checkpoint or an

overly-long response to a standard checidist. 1t's puspose should be to assist
the community and declsion makers in agdressing real and underlying issues.
The suggestions for analysis by C-3 are intended in thig latter respect. Whal

XIv-10

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 terms 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 2 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 X1. 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, X1, and X1I).

mdnﬁME[RdoeshwludenmﬁcmalysisofmepmposedCcnmCitylm\d
Use, and Circulation Elements and related sections which also incorporate
additional mitigation measures.

Please see response o comment XIV-2,

Comment noted,



can be done within the time-frame for Councll 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 directed to the
tssues raised In the Draft EIR and that the Centre City community become
actively involved in this ongoing planning process.

Please take these into consideration for your final analysis.

Thank You,

/\%:“" S
Wayne W. Buss, ALA
Centre City Committee Chalrman



San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc.

Environmental Review Committee
®.0. Box A-B1106 San Diego, CA 92128

Fehruary 2, 1992 T

FEH 1 h

Tot Ms. Beverly Schroeder L \‘\

. Centre City Development Corporatiom . ‘!v' Ny

xv 225 Broaduay, Suite 1100 C“‘Q'WO'L..“LL“"
San Diego, California 92101-5074 raey T

Subject: Draft Master Environmental Impact Report
Centre City Redevelopment Project, Centre City Community Plan
and Related Documents

Dear Ms. Schroeder:

T have reviewed the rultural resources aspects of the subject Draft
Yaster EIR on behalf{ of this committee of the San Diego County Archaeological

Society.

As SDCAS was not sent aicopy of the Cultural Resources Technical Report
for the project, our review was based solely upon the information contained in
the EIR 1tself. On that basis, we have the following commentst

1) Several of archaeological monitoring programs have been required in the ’
¥v.j | project area, especially for water and sewer line work. The results of those XV San Diego County Archaeological Society
programs should be referred to in the current studies and report.
Mt In the mitigation sectlion for subsurface resources, on page 4.E-12, the XV-1 The mitigation measures outlined in the draft MEIR will reduce impacts to
first paragraph should also require project mitigation to include review of subsurface resources to below a level of significance. Individual projects will
XV-2i aerial photographs and obtaining cultural resources records Searches. On the ) L.
require monitoring on a site-specific level.

same page, the last two sentences of the second paragraph should be a separate
paragraph, as they apply to both mitigation approsches.

W(—]) On page 4.E-14, paragraphs 3.a and 3.b, we would question the omission of XV-2 The text has been amended to reflect the changes.

XV-3} the Historicel Slte Board itaself (as contrasted with HSB staff) from the
mitigation recommendations. . .
" XV-3 Sections 3a and 3b have been amended to reflect review by the Historical Site

""('A) On summary page ES-10, the second sentence in the Impact columm under Board when it has been determined by the stafftobca.ppmpriatc.
XV-4! cultural Resources is garbled.

Other than the above, we concur in the impact analysis and mitigation XV-4 The text has been amended.
measuras presented for cultural resources.



The San Diego County Archaeologlical Society appreclates being included in
the CCDC*'s environmental review process for this document.

Sincerely,

2 Iks W. Royle, Jr., C—éf;perar

Environmental Review Committee

ce: ERCE
SDCAS President
file
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Micheel Sweesy
701 Kettner Boulevard #214
San Diego, CA 92101

February 18, 1992

&Begly Schroeder

tre City Deve nt Corporstion
225 Broadway, Suite 1100

San Diego, CA 92101

Dear Ma. Schroeder,

As & member of the Project Area Committee for the Centre City Redevelopment Project and
Chairman of the PAC Environmental Impact Report Sub-committee, [ have bad the opportunity
t0 review the above referenced document. The review process has rised in my mind serious
deficiencies of the Report which I believe require further investigation and study. Furthermore, I

believe the Centre City Community Plan, Ceatre City Redevel Plan , Rukes for Owner
Mdﬁﬂon,meWncrhrddpnﬁon Agreement documents be revised to address these
issues tn & proactive manner. - -

1 wasnt to state clearly | am writlng a8 & concerned cltizen and resident owner-occupant in
downtown San Diego and the proposed redevelopment ares. While my involvement in the PAC
has given me greater insight into the redeveloporent ary comments here should in po
inenner be interpreted as official PACpoli?or on. The PAC has left public comment on
the D ft EIR to each individusl member of the Project Area Committee, rather than to adopt an
oﬁiﬁ:lpoli of its own. | hope that my personal comments will not be diminished in sny way
by this ditnation.

Ceneral Comment on the EIR

An EIR is meant for public consumption and should be written in 8 manner as to facilitate the

ing of an average citizen. For example, the EIR should employ a 3 of terms,
uvnidﬂuuneoﬂechniulwmdu.mdhch:deex.p information st the head of each section
which will aid in the understanding of the material that follows. The EIR, to my knowledge,
fails to ideatify the “related documents” it 10 have evalusted. Therefore, it is left to the
reader o determine which comments to which documents. The EIR document, in its
current condition, is not appropriste for public review.
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XVI

XVI-1

Michael Sweesy

The document has been reviewed and definitions have been added in an attempt
to clarify any technical terminology which may be considered by the public to
be difficult to understand.



XVi-§

Section IV.A. Landuse

Siguteant | oceur Marina
ant Impact: tibllities ma i i
Harborview, Cortez, and Centre City East Sub Districts. Y fn the Cotunbis,
Proposed Mitigation: Proposed on a project specific besis,
Recommendation: The Centre City Redevelopment Plan is an implemeatation document for
the Centre City Community Plan. As such, the Redevelopment Plan defines a intended
wF::egmhzf%Cmmsm;mqgthL:ﬂewmemmhmﬁ consider this
example, iego Ci cil, last June, removed a j i
m&um :hecny Amhiwcl'sogcemdh';nsfamdthempond e to the O
conflict of interest is unacceptable. Under the
oals of redevelopment could be given greater weii):ht and, in many mpmpos;‘;;mc&m:e sated
fanduse and urban design considenntions. With CCDC adjudicating both issues, a
conflict of interest may occur, resulting in unacceptable landuse and urban design decisions, The
Clity of San Dicgo should provide for proper checks and balances within the redevelopment
_;__ptoxsbysegtnﬁng.lheldminbmﬂonofmdew from these project specific landuse
and urban design reviews. Additionally, the Redeve t Pian should be amended to mandate
the creation of District precise plans and design guidelines, as a further development of concepts
| contained in the Community to insure these potential conflicts are minimized,

Section IV.B. Transportation and Circulation

_ Page 4B-1
Comments
blic

XVi2

Prtantial et
e i

The EIR analysis potes adverse impacts of traffic at ultimate buildout with 40%

ton.

tion: Possible mitigation is to rety on 50% public tion ridership.
Recommendation: 60% ﬁﬁc s on ridership is unrealistic, City of SmDil:so
and downtown residents Id consider higher acccptable levels of traffic congestion (Levels D
& E) in lieu of proposed street wi mitigations such s those for State Street,
Kettner Boulevard, and Harbor Drive. proposed be out of character for the
areas these streets acrve, Less catering to the automobile in the redevelopment process should
Evid: encoursgemeat for downtown residents and employees to scek public mmYmhﬁom
blic transportation ridership goals shonld be reinforced with employegemployee inccatives to
M&em;mthaebyuuwﬂntypeofpedwdm-odm anticipated in the

| Genersl comment: The of increased traffic levels in the ultimate buildou
d@cmmtmhwwmmmmmhﬂmbgw
which are proposed to bo devoloped,
Recommendstion: The EIR shoukd address the cumnlative impacts. The
redeve lopment process should provide mechanisms which encourage pubtic use of the trolley
| system and aoccienl thus reducing work trip levels.
C”4D-27Raikud

omments & Light Rail Transit (LRT) Noise: Potential noise 10 residentlal
use along mil rights of wa 'shouldbenﬂﬂgﬂadbyﬂmlmm‘ldonof ks,
Recommendation: This is too strong & statement which will predetermine design sofutions -

without considenation of ¢ conditions. While ] agree with the goal of the
_-_mlupdon.theidushoul be more discretionary to allow for a greater nge of

XVI1-4

XVI-5

XVI-6

gn solutions.
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The proposed Community Plan was developed by the CCPC (see response to
comments XIV-1) with extensive input and involvement by the City of San
Dicgo 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
ordinances. The approval process will be coordinated 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
architecrural environmental quality with special regard to the spatiel relationship
of open areas to public suctures (private and public), variety of building size,
bulk and siting, activity areas, pedestrian spaces, circulation systems, freeway
ramps and other design elerents which provide unity, integrity, quality to the
entire downtown area.

Please see response to comment IV-3 and V-5,

The draft MEIR analysis addresses the cumulative impacts of ultimate buildout
in the Planning Arca. The draft MEIR identifies the need for continuing study
and program development to meet the transit goals. Mechanisms to encourage
public use of the troliey 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.



xVEi2

Section IV.G. Social Servi

Comament: No consideration is given in this EIR to potential impacts of ex 't;ocinl service
facilitics on new residential neighborhoods proposed by the Community Redevelopment

Recommendation: Study both plans for potential significant impacts to proposed residential
neighborhoods with special attention given to the Centre City East District.

1 offer these comments on the Draft Master EIR s constructive criticism in the hope of
lmpmvin;lheredcwbpment in the downtown area. We need to refine the dnft EIR

document and carefully consi mmmmulm:mmmtmuﬁllﬁunu )

environmental assessment requirements for all downtown redevelopment pro Similarly, the
Community Plan, Redevelopment Plan, and related documents medbbem to a greater
degree since these documents govem a redevelopment process which will span 35 years or more.
1 petition the City Council, g a5 Centre City Redevelopment Age to instroct CCDC to
amend the EIR, Ceatre City Community Plan, velopment Plan, related documents to
correct these deficiencies.

Thank you for all of your hard work and efforts on behalf of downtown redevelopment.
Sincerely,

Aficdol?

Michacl Sweesy
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XVI-12

Please see response to comment XIV-8.



X7

Xvi-8

ERET

Vi1

ge 4F-29
Comment: The FIR notes a

Section IV.E. Culturai Resources

Comment: Slgmﬁcanl impscts will result from the demolition of buildings identified a5
hxstonully significan

Mmgalbm City of San Diego Historic Sites 1) Retain structure on-site to the extent

feas ble; 2) Prepare analysis which supports the need for demolition of structure, review by
Histode Sites Board; 3) Provide for relocation and prescmu‘on, if feasible; 4) Document
historic structure priof to demolition permit approval
Recommendation: In te EIR mitigation program into the Community or Redevelopment
Plan, whatever document is most appropriate, and make mandstory the review by the Historic

Sites Board.

Section IV. F. Urban Design

[ Comment: 1t sppears the EIR failed to conslder the Owner Participation g:emenldeulca

for Owner Participation in relation to the lack of incentives or directives in
and Redevelopment Plan to enco!mkf
Recommendation: The EIR should investigate the tial for fosing small lot development

iated to this joss in relation to urben desi,
mmuincenﬂvuornbiubwudcnﬁﬁgpmpenymcm,
d documents such as the Ownex Participation

Community Plan

and whatever impects may be
Mechanisms should be deve|
in the Redevel Plan and associ

Agmemcnundhuld for Owner Participation.

| Comments mmmwmhvdpgummdduwﬂmlmm
caused by the lack of ¢ siting information or mechanisms in the Community Plan for the
vaismofwelldisui Sbﬂcopensplcelnncwmdenﬁllm

mendation: Add to Redevebmmt?lmlmqﬁmtfmqndﬂcdﬁng of public
open space or mechanisms which lead to sdequate distribution and environmental protection of
pubﬂcopenwpnummdewkmm. TheuudonofDlﬂﬂcledaePhnslmlDedgn

| _Guidelines may

ginﬁcmxhnpnctuinngﬁomthehckofbmldmg
to support the Community Plan goal of low
density development a

ecommendation: Add Ini;ht mﬁcﬂommﬂxeCommmityPhnormdwe allowable
Co—erage along the waterfront to maximize public access and solar sccess o public open

w__E_! ¢ 4.F-29

Comment: Thmmuﬁnmmmyvea,mug&ggmdwmw
intensity of t the development arca. £oile i aarvees cumulative
m,,.cgowmmn mghou in relation to solar access. The Community Piew
not to consider cumulative solar acoess impacts from development over time.
mmmd-thm ’I'beCommunityPhndnou]dmclndemdenhmofcumnhﬁvemhr
which sh into the design of all new buildings, especially with

height restrictions within vbe

mpxdmpnb&opensp-ee.
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XVI-7

XVi-8

XVI-10

XVI-11

These concerns have been adequately addressed in Section 1V.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 grade parking and a 20 percent reduction of the required
setback for lots that are 10,000 square feet or smaller. In addition, the Rules
G ing Particioation by P 0 | Pref for Busi
Re-entexin the Centre City Redevelopment Project, recently recommends for
approval by the PAC on February 19, 1992, give preference to 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 rend
away from small lot development to the extent that significant adverse urban
design impacts would occur.

The need for public open space as well as 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 coordinated with the development of “focus plans” and
will be phased to meet the needs of the downtown community.

Please sec response 1o comment XIV-4,

The draft MEIR addresses sun access reduction impacts of the proposed plan
and identifies sensitive receptors 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 considered to be infeasible in light of the other Plan objectives and goals.
From an environmental standpoint, sun access impacts are only considered to
be significatii and adverse where there are sensitive receptors.



MEMORANDUM

DATE: FEBRUARY 19, 1992
™ CHAIR AND MEMBERS OF THE PROJECT AREA
COMMITTEE )
FROM: MARINA HENNIGHAUSEN, SECRETARY OF THE EIR-SUBCOMMITTEE

SUBJECT: REPORT OF THE EIR COMMITTEE, 21252

The following obsvervations and recommendstions are provided to inform of potentia
unaccepable environmena! impacts that would result from redevelopment under the
adoption of the Centre City Community Plan (CCCP), the Redevelopment Plan, and
related documents.

SECTION IV.A LAND USE

__Page 4.A.45

X¥YR1

Xvik-2

Comment: Potential landuse incompatibilities may occur in the Columbia, Marina,
Harborview, Cortez, and Centre City East Districts.
Proposed mitigation: on a project by project baxis. L )
Recx daton: The Redevelop plan should mandate the crestion of District precise
plans and design guidelines to insure these conflicts do aot occur.

Page 4.A.-45

[Comment:  Residential and business relocations, caused by the proposed plan, will

disproportionately effect minorities, low income people, and the eldecly.
Recommendstion: Review Relocation Plan w0 determine adequacy. )

SECTION IV.B TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

Page 4.B-1

Comment: The EIR analysis notes adverse impacts of traffic at ultimate buildout with

40 % lic transportation.
ﬁeptopp;bsedmiﬁpﬁmhmmlyonw%pubﬁcmmporudon
ridership in addition o 30% non-drive-slope rate.

Recommendation: 60 % public transportation ridership scems uprealistic. A lower
density initial and ultimate buildouwt may be considered in the CCCP
along with alternative development scenarios (LE. reduced density along
the waterfront).

Genersl Comment: The cumulative impacts of increased maffic levels in the .u.ltimn.z

buildout of the redevelopment area have not been comsidered in relation to
the residential meighborhoods which are proposed to be developed.

Recommendation: Consider lower levels of acceptable service.

SECTION 1V.D. NOISE

e 4.D-27
Cm!nmenc Rallroad & Light Rall Transit (LRT) Noise: Potentisl noise impacts

residential use along rail rights of way “should be mitigated by the
incorporstion of setbacks”.
Recommendation: Setbacks should not be used to mitigate noise.

XVII

XVi-1

Xvi-2

XVi-3

XVi-4

XVII-5

Project Area Committee, draft 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: 1) 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
cmergency housing. These concerns were also submitted in writing (see
comment letter XVI) and are addressed below. The cumulative impacts of the
proposed Plans are addressed in the draft MEIR, Section V.B.

Comment noted. The proposed Centre City Comrmunity Plan does, in fact, cail
for the creation of focused neighborhood plans by District (Action ltem, LU-6).

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.

Piizse see response to comment [V-3,

See response to comment XVI-5.

Setbacks arc 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.



Page 4.D-26
Comment: The EIR identifies that levels of noise created by automobiles, trucks and
buses will unilaterally exceed the allowsble fevels for residential and
hote} areas,

The proposed mitigation measure is that all new construction should
assure mechanical ventilation in lieu of operable windows, noise barriers
and setbacks of buildings for residential uses,

Recommendstion: Setbacks and noise barriers are not apporpiate w© mmgxu: poise in
Centre City. It is ptable 1o expect residential units to be developed
with mechanical systems in lien of natral ventialation. Additional
incentives should be availabe for Cenmre City usage of mass transit
systems such as shutties and the trolley. Circulation restricted and
pedestrian empham nghm-ofdvly a3 reflected -in the CCCP might help
mitigate traffic moise in residential districts. City Council Policy 600.32
(de-emphasize sutomobile traffic) shall be followed wherever possible.

XVII-6

SECTION IV.G SOCIAL SERVICES

No consideration is given in the EIR to potential impacts of expanded

social service facilities on new residential meighborhoods proposed by the

CCCP and Redevelopment Plan.

Recommendation: Require pew or expanding eoclal service users to address the
cumulative impact of social service agencies on residential neighborhoods
when preparing 8 secondsry study of Environmental impact for their
project.

Comment:
XVik-7

Xvi-7

SECTION IV.E CULTURAL RESOURCES

Page 4.E-11
Comment: The EIR states that the adaptive reuse of historic buildings is encouraged
through some incentive programs but these programs are weak when
viewed against incentives to redevelop pursuam to other goals of the
CCCP. Some significant cultural resources may also be found in the
areas which border the Gaslamp Quarter Sub Area (p.4.E-9) that have
not been through the historical evafuation process.
Recommendation:  Increase incentives for historic preservation and strengthen
measures t0 protect the exigting historic buildings and those which may
not be designated yet but are potentially significans.

Xvia

XVI-8

SECTION IV.F URBAN DESIGN

(this section was not dicussed as the PAC meering of 2/12/92) XVII-9
it appears the EIR failed to consider the Owner Participation Agreement
and Rules for Owner Participation in relation to the lack of
incentives/directives in the CCCP and Redevelopment Plan to encourage
small lot deveiopment.
Recommendstion: Add incentives or blas toward existing property owners in the
Redevelopment Plan and associated documents such as the Owner .
Participation Agreement and Rules for Owner Participation.

J—
Comment:

XVi-10

The EIR fails t0 address potential significant impacts cansed by the lack of
speclﬁcuungamechamnmh\hoCCCP_fwmpzwumnfweu

XVB-10 .
distributed public open spacjie in pew

Sctbacks, noise barriers and mechanical ventilation are effective methods of
mitigation of transportation related noise. The creation of a court 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.

Please refer to response to comment XIV-8.

The document has been amended by the addition of two sentences. Also see
response o comment XVI-7,

Refer to response to comment XV1-8. The proposed Centre City Community
Plan already includes several incentives for the development of small Tots.

Refer to response XVI-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.



Recommendation: Add to the Redevelopment Plan a requirement for specific siting of
public open space or mechanisms which lead to adequate distribution and
environmental protection of public open space prior to development.
District Precise Plans and Design Guidelines may incorporate these ideas.

Page 4.F-29

[~ Comment: The EIR notes a potentially significant impact arising from the lack of

building height restrictions within the CCCP to support the Community

XVE-11 Plan goal of low density development along the waterfront

Recommendation: Add building height restrictions to the Community Plan or reduce
allowable Jot coverage along the waterfront i0 maximire public access and

b solar access to public open space.

Comment: The EIR states that sun access may be significantly impacted by the
proposed intensity of development throughout the redevelopment area.
The CCCP appesrs not to consider cumulative solar access impacts from

xvir2 development.
Recommendation: The CCCP snould include consideration of cumulative solar sccess
effects which should be incorporated iato the design of all pew buildings,
o especially with regard to public open space.
SECTION IVK PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Page 4.K-5
omments:  Para.4c allows the direction of excavation work be determined by 2
paleontological monitor without regard to the cost impact to the ownex.
XIS | Rec dation: This is ptable. Compensation should be granted baded upon the
cost of delays w the owner or the power to interrupt excavation should vot
be granted

GENERAL COMMENT: An EIR is meant for public consumption and should be written in
a maoner 33 to facilitate the understanding of an average citizen For
Xvi-14 example, the EIR should employ 2 glossary of terms, avoid the use of
echnical words, and inctude explanstory information 2t the head of each
section which will aid in the understanding of the material that follows.

The Sub-Commistee recommends sthat the following be incorporated in their report to
Clry Council:

Comment: No consideration was tmken by the EIR to address the impacts of a sports
arens most likely @ occur in the CCE District, with its future emphasis
a8 a residential neighborhood.

Recommendation: After a negotistion Agreement has been executed between the City and
the Sports Arema developer, an EIR should address Ceatre City East
locations that have the least megative impact of automobiles on the
surrounding neighborhood and evaluate locations that do not require the
taking of significant portions of existing reighborhoods.

XVII-11  Refer to response XVI-10.

XVI-12  Referto XVI-11. The application of sun access criteria throughout the Planning
Area was considered, but was infeasible in light of the other Plan objectives 