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Environmental Impact Report 

EQD No. 83-0052 

SUBJECT: Expansion of San Diego Jack Murphy Stadium. ADVERTISING FOR 
BIDS and AWARDING OF CONTRACT to construct additional plaza level 
seating in the open end of the Stadium and 44 additional sky 
boxes. The existing bleacher seats would be removed. Approxi­
mately 7,658 net additional seats would be constructed bringing 
the total seating capacity of the Stadium to about 60,000 
persons. Located in Mission Vall~y, west of Interstate 15, 
between Interstate 8 and Friars Road (Portion of Partition of 
Rancho Mission, Map No. 330, S.C.C. 348). Applicant: City of 
San Diego. 

CON CL US IONS: 

The proposed project could have a significant impact on traffic 
circulation and parking. The expansion woula generate an additional 2,200 
to 2,500 vehicle trips to major Stadium events which would create 
additional peak-hour congestion, cause increased disruption to 
neighborhood access and force patrons to seek parking in adjacent 
residential neighborhoods. 

Mitigation measures to reduce these impacts have been incorporated into 
the project and are as follows. 

1. A representative of the transit district, the City traffic engineer 
and the Police Department have agreed that additional priority will be 
given to traffic which exits the Stadium parking lot via the 
intersection of Rancho Mission and San Diego Mission Road. 

2. An advertising campaign will be conducted which will include mailers 
to all Charger season ticket holders encouraging their use of shuttle 
bus service to and from Charger games. 

The fo 11 owing measures wi 11 be recommended for approval by the City 
Council. 

1. A participation agreement with the State of California which will 
provide for the construction of a four-lane roadway including bridge 
which will connect Rancho Mission Road to Camino del Rio North which 
is the frontage road for Interstate 8. This roadway can be dedicated 
exclusively for bus traffic during sold out events at the Stadium. 

2. The construction of a parking lot at the northwest corner of Friars 
Road and Mission Village Drive which will accommodate approximately 
500 vehicles. 
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These measures reduce impacts to an acceptable, but not insignificant 
level. Project approval will therefore require the decisionn@ker to make 
Findings which state that the impacts are acceptable because of specific 
overriding considerations. Findings are attached to this report. 

en M. Jones I eputy Di rector 
City Planning Department 

Analyst: MOSLEY/dh 
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PUBLIC REVIaJ 

The following individuals, organizations, and agencies rec8iv.ed a copy or 
notice of the draft EIR and were invited to comment on its accuracy and 
sufficiency: 

SANDAG 
San Diego Transit Corporation 
Metropolitan Transit Development Board 
Cciliforn1a Departn~nt of Transportation 
Library (Downtown Branch) 
The Daily Transcript 
The Sentinel 
The Los Angeles Tin~s 
The Union-Tribune 
Mission Valley Unified Planning Committee 
Serra Mesa Community Planning Group 
Citizens Coordinate for Century II I 
Stadium Authority 
Community Pl armers Committee 

Copies of the draft EIR and any technical appendices may be reviewed in 
the office of the Environmental Quality Division, or purchased for the 
cost of reproduction. 

RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW 

( ) No corrments were received during the public input period. 

( ) Comments were received but the comments do not address the accuracy 
or completeness of the environmental report. No response is necessary 
and the letters are attached at the end of the EIR. 

(X) Comments addressing the accuracy or completeness of the EIR were 
received during the public input period. Responses to these comments 
follow this section, and the letters are attached to the EIR. 
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SERR-½ MESA c,:-MM!.l"iITY P~?.1XN.JNS G;:.:c,:_ip 

June 2, 1Sfi3 

fl lf'n Mc 'ey 
[!'l\llr'.V·,M ~ilr':,L QUMi..ITY DJ\'ISION 
Ci~_y !.drn nistrcti,:in 8:.ii1,jir1g 
2Ci? ''C" treet 
San S~cgo, Ca1ifornia ~~1~1 

RECEiV~D 

Ju!·l 
.f.NYiRON.M::>:.:...-:;_v~n 

j)J,i~ 

SUB..;E:CT: DRtitT EJR :f3-C052 - EXPP,N:.ION OF SAN DIEGO J.4CK MURPHY STA~IU~-

.Our lanni~g Group discussed the subject DRAFT EIR at the May 24, 19e3 regu~3r 
me~t ng. ~t that tim~ severa1 concerns were discussed with respect to the 2~ist­
ing tadium operations? as well as potential problems if the Stadium were expanded_ 
The primary concerns were traffic circG1ation and parking reqtiirements. 

P~rticularly ~~sturting were stateme~~s in the DRAFT EJR th~t the City has ~Gt 
pr~posEd ~ea~~res to mitigare the impacts of St~dium expansion. 

A~ Chairman of the Serra Mesa Cs~munity Planning Group~ I have been directe~ by 
the r,1 unr.~ ng Gr-.:-.up tu notify you in Yffi ting of our concerns as tu the adeq:.:.ccy 
cf the :JRAFT ll~ as fol1ows: 

Pf..P ►~ING 

7he GRArT FIR points 0:1t that c~rrent1y ''During certain ~ajar events~ a~r0~s Dark 
:0 the 0or!~ on :he residential streets adjacent to rission Village Dr ve :r to 
tht=- f-a:t o~ or.9 ?.:::ricnc, M~ssicn and San Di gc Missior, Poads ~ in resident al :':"'::! corn­
mE·rcial ~reas"_ Further, , . ..,..1·e pr~:pose'.:l todiurr: expansion w□ u-!C result in a:Droxi­
mately ?,2C1~-2~5GO addition2l ve~icle tr ps to a major Stadium event'·. 

Si rice ... ~.fore 2.rt:'. cl ready pa:-L-.ing prob1e~s ir. t'1e Mis.sion '!il 1age area of c-~r Serra 
Mesa Ccim!"Tl..i!lit.y~ s.ignificant parking rr:it·:gations aprear in order now, as we-:., e.s iri 
ti-ii:- future .. for an_-,, E'lo'.pan-Ged Stadium uses_ Additional on-site park~ns is r'=-::.ui:e::::' 
fer mitiaaticn_ This additional parki~o (in structures i~ necessarv) sho~-= in-
clud~ n0i 0n1y !~e 2.500 sp2ces genErat;d by the pro~osed expansion: but Er addi~~o~a1 
am,:-:unT ,:_.f on-s~te- ;::·:iri·~ng to correct the ;:irohlerns w\.-,ich nov-i exist_ The S=~:a ~es..1 

2 C~n~uni:y als~ wants the City :o provide strict enforcement of parking reg_13ti0ns 
in tr:e are~s c,f Serra Mesa -imriacted on Stadiu:n even-:: days_ 

l. 

2. 

RESPONSE TO C'C!l,1':i:':TS 

The pr,-;.jt°C'"t ha.s beE-n re'-·ised.to include• :Ldd1:i,1nc.l )),;.:.rh.:...r.g 1or 
aµprc,xi:Ja.tely 500 vE.-hic}c,.s_ The const::uc-1ior.: cf :::_ rar!":ir,g lc-,1. 2-c 
~he north~est corner of Friars Road and \lissi(J~ \-:!l~~e Dr!vt~ is 
being reco::1r!iended' fr_)r ;.;_ppro'-·al Ly the City Cou:Jci]. 

It is !iot feasible f:..·,r the City to r,Tr: 1 ,·id-2- strict~.::.- e:1fc,r,_·,:"" □t:--:.r:1 
0f parking regulations during ~tadiu~ E,·ents ciue ~c ptrson11el .~~d 
financial cc 1nstraints. Many area:':-- 01 r11e city 2..re- 1~1;.iac:~_.,d b~ 
special or ~ea~onal e\·~nts (e.g_ tl1~ bea~bes and 5p( 1 rts Ar~na) 
and tl1ere isn't enough manpo~ 1.:er tc1 sp._:.c-ic.:lly enfc.:r1...e 2.lJ c:f 1iJ~::--~.­
area.s. 

·. . . . .,_. :"f ·. _. .... ••., •..... ~~.,. ~.• ' .,~·.:· ;;:,~::-i ..... , ...... · .__ - • -~·-• •·• · --~ ......~~T"i •,•·,~a..,,": .• ~~ "'.'~,-~a,;: __ ,"•'•"""',r~ •071 __ -..:rv;7..,, .. ·•·« •· • i...:-, "-•~• '• ·." n .,..A....,.•--...1'\•" -•--· '· '-•··•·-• · -
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June 2, 1983 

[ll en Mosley 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY DIVISION 

Page Two 

TRAFFJC ClRCULATJON 

Friars Road is the common boundary between the Serra Mesa and Mission Valley 
Communities. Friars Road serves as ;; primary arterial for both communities. 
Community traffic now exceeds 33,000 vehicles per day and is projected to 
carry approximately 70,0DO vehicles per day, exclusive of Stadium use. Current 
Stadium traffic control practice is to close down significant portions of Friars 
Road in order to give preference to Stadium patrons. This results in a siqni­
ficant and unccceptable disruption to our community traffic circulation. Some 
of this existing Stadium traffic spreads up Mission Village Drive into Serra 
Mesa, creating additional traffic congestion. Additional street access to and 
from the Stadium shou'd be required as mitigation for existing anc expanded 
Stadium usage in order to keep streets open to non-Stadium traffic. 
CONC~USJON 
The Serra Mesa Community Planning Group supports the expansion of the Stadium, 
provided substantial mitisation measures (such as those stated above) are in­
corporated in the expansion. 

Yours Very Truly, 

y;,.4 (-, 
' GLE.Nt, T'l?.BETT, Ch;;inr,an 

S~~RA ME~A COMMUNITY PLANN]NG GROUP 

GT:mjs 

----
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o~tZ:~::~~'¼~~,;,:~~~~;,;S•,~;--'''<;· •.-

RESPOXSE TO C'O!.E.!D'TS 

The project is not providing additional access ai: tbP present 
time. Howe¥er, a future additional access will be pro~ided 
when Milly Way is extended across the ~an Diego River. The 
draft Mission Valley Communi,y Plan wil1 include tllis '-i:.:cess. 
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Mr. ti.11eri f~_ Jor,es. 
En,.:ir-::n;-;:i=ntal Ou:::1 ity C:i·ri"sion 
City Ad~inis!ration Euil~ing

7 
~S 5t 

:?02 "f" S "tTEet 
~,:::n :1iego. CA 

~:ear r---:r-. Jc,n2s: 

92101 

Sutject: Exparsion of San Cieg0 
Jack ~1_ur;:,hv ~!adiur: 

Currently~ S~~C provides s~rvice to Char9er roott~~· ~3~23 
frnr: 14 1ocations (red dots on the attached '.::ap). Whi ~E- ... ,:i 

can eJpar1d the nur1~er of pick-ur p0ints, capacity is cu1·!·£~:·: 
available to acc0ITJTT10d.::ite hi.-;:he:- ride~·shic ie•~·els ~r. th~ ...: __ :_r·::. 
~he l0c3:ic 1ns are strategic~~~y 1oc2ted ~0 wiGi~·iz~ cer-:·-~-~ 
2nd t-us-tc•-stadiLrn: tr-cvel ti:-11es. 

t.c::-1:-'SS to the stcG~u is vio ~he ''Buses ~,,l lar.::: :--:::·~.·~n'.~ 
ur1der :-ls at ~2~c~r, ~~s~ rn Road. T~is a~ce~~ !-€~ r~: 
tssu 1·es our cirf 1 ~ arri~~ at ~vei-rs, ~•ut als: 1ows _s 
1·•:·ut.::. f.)u,· t-,usE.-s 1~~ -::u1r, a r·::rn1ei· ~-c• ~:, tc r:ir•~-·i:~ tr"~ .. -::· 
J~E - ~J~?~st,~r·. T~r re~l ~Ff2 ~•f con~~r~ -~ ~~·~t-2~~r­
~~ffSS. ~J1) ~~ses r~:~iv~ no p:·icrity once ou! 0~ t~~ 5-; 
:·':.d ir;•_ .:'.i-2c. : sr,r-c·,:ic ~•C!St-t\.-p:-.t :1·,:i.::_i,: ::-··:-=-r: shc-:J·:- :-
:.·:.:c.:-]·isi-•<:'l~ tl--:c: v.C'L!:d ~ive f·(,·~-t ;::1riu1·it_: t0 --~1. h:.;s~::- .=-

'..~(')" ·:r:-2re.::-,:-=-·ic:r!'.'., r7 .e. ~ ~ar,ci-111 !-~-iss·;c-r .sn2 ::;;1· ,..·ie;:- '·'· .::7 · 
:.(,.'1C.::,i :,,,s \"!·-'.J!d vi3:...c11v ·iet ·:•;::-OtGYlst~ kr----•,-: tr·.-::~;~··· 
~••_;: ~ i~ c,•· :iri'-':!"".:1:- cr-:1r~2r :•·ar-:,it 1:: tnt? :·:1;::,5t :t,r\·fr!l7·· 

.:.:c; -::, ;;,:-ir.1· ~-tf':'"~u7· ,::,.,.·._::r.:s. ~Jn ri,:-ge Tr?.nsi:- ~:.:-,7__. V',·:· 
,•.~l:ir1~.! to wor!· v:•:h C~ty st.oft c,r ti1i~ s;:iec~-:c 1-:-su1::-. 

~'.''( c,:r1·er~l·. ,-.. c't-;~ v-.i1 1, ;:-.r.~ ·;~,::.i:-!i1J·· t~,..~r·:t: -::r 
···.is :JS-:::,· t~,t- · • .:::1·1:'1...1:. i:'VE:-1:s. '~ori{ 1·J'.:J ~-e-.-:i2 •·c·1e:ses~ .:.· 
~:rT7~~:.·,2,-d r•,?css;es, ci:c., ctr!:' us-:>:i tc ~-:-0;1:nt.=. :h~· s2---.. .-
.::1-..c1. ?.~~: (r•de ir.:.:,,--;1;at 1nr1 is !JS~d tc l,!,::::t2 ~,:~~-i:-,lc :·· ~- - .. ·· 

c - , on~ .. 

'~f-1::,:_.~:~ .v-:1u•· -:eD2:i .. r--en: rcqu-:r,; add1~:;rna' ~:~:onr2:· 
i F ::'.'...':.' ... -:-1rt 2:.:: L 

• j J'} \ ,, .'fr! ~re\;,;· @· ,~ 
(-j,,/,"?l:~1{/' Ii ~· t1-":~,"", ,·J: '.. _, ✓ 

4. 

~;5[~·'"·· ,._,,~~2~',;1c,;:c,• ~-

RESPO:-~SI:.. TO COMhlIXTS 

The prc,jeci llu.s bee-;1 Te\•jsed to ir.,:·lude c.1 po.st-e\·t:.·:.1t ::-,tfI le 
plan ~h1c}J wc1uJj gi\·~ pric,rity to b~ses 0nce ou: cif :~~~ ~r:,d~~IT .. 
A part iciµation a.gr~t--mt.:•nt 1-'.jth tbe s~~tl~ c;f C;:i.~ifc•~·,:.::_._ ·;_1~: .. ·t 
u·ill ~rovide f0r t~~ cor1strucric,n of~ 4-l~n~ rl•ad~-~~- uJ:n~ 

1 s b ~!. f ;~ ~~c~~~:~,~~ d R~~~~h~ ;:i~~~;~~1in b~•,l~;~~~j; l ~-~ml;~;~ l ~~·;. :;· ~!~~ :: ;,~l' r7 i1 

will b..._• dedJcate-d 1::-xc1usi\·(:-=-]y fc,r tiu.s tr::;.:fic ci"..i7·1::~ •--< ~H Jt:,· 
E:-\·en.ts 21 Ihe stud unL This cons1::n..i1...'ti,:,r.i is e:--:.:-.-~---.:-•i.e :_, bl;_~ 
(·1..nnp~cred by tbe 7 l 8!.1 ft..11·" 1tbrd.i SE-:a.s--:::rn. F--r1orit: . .- 1;:1~ ::_~._,.., be 
giveu ltJ bus traf'f c ai:: Lhc> inter~E.-cti,•in ,if Rane-he, ::-::-~~Jr; r:,,.1C 

and Sari Diegu Mis.son Road nci½ tl1:i.t 1.ht.:. ir:~ers2,.,:t1cn _s . ..:.!;r.~l :::,., u. 

~~~-.-~~r~;.±f:~,~;;:-~~.,.~}·•-~1;1-~;:;:1,.r;,:-.~.~~,~~.~~:;:=-_z.,.;i::-,l;.1\~£~1=';,~~-~"~I.R,'r,'I.W,!i-.~'i'i'e"'~~::fi::'~l<.:to!S'Jl.1-11~~~~.::l,~-~~~~~~ .•. r.a>o:::;!'Oll,"~;.~:,,="""",..r,;,\i-"""=-'~...,_..,----=· ·=·-'""""··--·--"--·.,._ ··~ --~ ... ~ .. --·----- ·-



MISSiON VALLEY UNIFIED PLANNING COMMITTEE 
P.O. Box 3205, S.an Diego, California 92103 

June 2, 1983 

Allen M. Jones, Deputy Director 
El,VIRONMENTAL QUALITY DIVISIO!'. 
City Administration Building 
202 "C" Street 
San Diego, California 92101 

SubJect: PROPOSED EXPANSION OF SAK DIEGO JACK MURPHY STADIUM 
(DAAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT - EQD 183-0052) 

***•****•*~************************************~************* 

The MJSSJON VALLEY UKIFIED PLANNING COMl'!TTEE discussed the 
DRAFT EIR for the subJect STADIUM EXPANSION at our regular 
meetings of May 18 and June 1, 1983. Several ccncerns were 
raised over the existing traffic circulation, parking, and 
noise problems associated with STADIUM events as well as 
future problems if adequate ceasures are not implemented in 
conJunction with th<= proposec STAI:-IUM EXPANSJQt,;_ 

The Corr.mittee has directed rr.e to notifv vou ir: ..,.-ritinq of the 
Comn,ittee's position as to che adec;uac;, ;f the DR>;FT EIR as 
follows: 

1. Addit1cnal 1nves~19ation is necessary to study the 
5 traffic impacts of the proposed project. The City routi~ely 

re qui r-es c,ther Froj e-ct propo:-,ents i r. MI SSIOK \.-.~ LLEY t.o cor.­
duct detailed ccffiputer assisted traffic engi~eering analyses 
for DEAFT £lR 1 S. The City should not require less fer City 
projects than 1s required for priv2te p~ojectE~ 

Present attend2nce at ~rofessional ard college 
athletic contests {Charoers, Padres, Aztecs, Sockersl and 
otner widely attEnded e;ents such as rock co~certs a~a niaht 
fireworks in the 53,OGC--seat Stadiun: are ca1..:sct1ve factors 
'.JJ11ch have resulted in heav~-..1 traffic ccr.oestic,r: on FRIARS 
ROAD and adjoining roads an6 ereas both ]?ric-r to and follow­
ing these scheduled affairsa 

Nevertheless the proposed project co~templates 
adding 2pproxima~ely 7,500 seatsr and addin9 approximately 
4,400 tc 5,00C additional one-~ay vehicle tri~s per major 

6 event. It is reasonable tc assume that withc~t thorouat and 
apflicable mit1cat1ons (whic~ tne EIR does not cffer) ~his 

7 increase ~ould ~agnify the rresen~ unresolveo ~raffic an~ 
~5rk1ng violation ~ro~lems. 

i;Jt, .;: ,.:i• I,,.,•, L>l• .. U·"•',•-1; •,;I·, t•, .:,,-,.•._!•,J. ,. ,l\'•.•·· 

............. _. 

5_ 

6_ 

7. 

;~~1~,~'-

RESPO'.ISE TO Cm!)JENTS 

A detailed quantified traffic analysis is not consid~red ne(·e~s~r)· 
f"or this project. S,adium generated traffic is unique in tl:at 
it is te::n?ora.Ly and on]y occurs on a signifi('3..!lt basis d:...:rin~ 
major e~ent~ approxin1at~ly 12-16 times per year. A co~p~1~~ 
model exists for a\·erag'=' daily traffic vo]'...l..r:':es a...'1d rr1C=\.'E-~1•:nts 
and does not take i!!i:o account 2 u~ique e\·e~: such as t;'!2 st2.C.iur: .. 
No model cxist.s regarding stadium tratf"ic nows and such 1nfc,r­
mation cuuld only be developed in the fu,ure_ 

The prop0sed expansion would generate approximately 2200-2500 
vehicle trips to a ~ajor (capacity) st~dium event. The EIR 
states ~hat the additional traffic would cause significant imp~ct~ 
on paYking and traffic circulation_ 

Durin,;: The: public re,·ie,r period. the project Ras re,·ised ,o 
include 1he follo~ing mitigatiOil measures. The first two 
measures will be im1-'lemenre-d a.nd tbe la1.1.er two :nust be a.ppro\~d 
bi the City Council. 

1. A rerrese&ta1.ive 0f the transit district the City traffic· 
eng1~2er and the Police D~partrn~nt have greed that add1tJ(•n~l 
priority will be given to bus traffic~~ ch exits the s~adiu~ 
parking lot ,·i& the intersection of Ran~~o ~ission ~o~d and 
San Diego Mis~1on. Road. 

2. Ac ai~ertjsin~ camµaj.&n will be conduct~ wb1ch will i~~J~di• 
m~il~rs t~ all c~arger seascln ticl;~t ho! 2rs encc~ragin; 
th~i!· us~ of s!i~tt]e bus servjc~ to and ~om Charg~r f~n~s-

3. A pa !l~i~2tion ~~re~ment ·with t!1e S1ate 1 1 Californ1~ ~~~cl1 
hll prG\'ije f01· the c0ns1ru~tion c)i. a ~,-ur Jan~ ro~t~~~ 

i!:c ·.1din; :Jri>d~t? \i.hich \:.·ill con11f-Cl Ran,.::c, ?\1:issic:,r.. R,:-r-~d :o 

·L 

C:,;,_"".".: .1,:• dt-1 Ri•:..:i \._-.rLli \1,·:lich s the-· 1:rc,nt~;e- rDad j(,r l!!:1:""rs1~10 
8_ 7!1is !'"02d·,n1:: c:.1n be ded ca1.ed ~xc-Ju~~\·e]y :fc)r lJ-:.:.s tr::::.ff1c 
duri::~ S(,ld 0ut e,·ents at t e Stadium_ 

T!;,-2 ,.·,.·n~-::r-"ucrjc,:-: o::r a pa:rk::.n~ 101: <1.1 th.:.:- !"!'::'l~thw,::,--.._,-_ ,_,:_.r~11:.'-;· .-:'.!' 
Fria:r-s It..-2..d ;:;.nd. 1!is:sion Vi11ng_c- fJ~~in:: ,,:::....:h v,:i}J :.,;-·1... ;.!:--:;~ic: Lt.· 
aDpr0xi~~:~1y 500 vel!icles. The res~lt of this p:roj~c1 w 11 
Ue 1h:1,: ::::le impa,.;t of overf:o\;,· par~ing C)~ the neighbr_~rn(i-'.J 
~ill be s~bstan:ially reduc~d d~ring the 1983 s~ason a~d ~ill 
as::i:ST ir. o\-er~-luw==> during tbe 1984 seas:•n af1er ·,.,:h:ic!1 tb• .. ..:: 
R::.ricI~,._.., ~1is.sior. 1::xLe-nsion 1.0 Canino dt'l .F:.:.::; \'ort!1 i~ c-xµ~(~~d 
t.:· t,2 ,.·,)=;:-le1 t.=-d.. 

-.;, 

:!-
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Allen M. Jones, Deputy D1reccor 
June 2, 1983 
Pc:ge Two 

In addition, the traffic dislocation is not felt 
on fFIARS ROAD alone. The DRAFT EIR should also consider 
needed mitigations for the increased traffic flow on nearby 
arterial and collector streets including the following: 

a) MISSION VILLAGE DRIVE 
b) SAN DIEGO MISSION ROAD 
c) RANCP.O MI SSIOt; ROAD 
d) MISSIGN CENTER ROAD (TO EASTBOUND FRIARS ROAD) 
e) STADIUM WAY (TO EASTBOUND FRIARS ROAD) 
f) MISSION GORGE ROAD (AT SAN DIEGO MISSION ROAD 

AND AT FRIARS ROAD) 

2. Additional investigation is necessary on the fi-
nar,cial irr,pacts of the proposed project. Th is is necessary 
to include costs of mitigation such as: 

9 

a) 

b) 

Construction of a street connection to CAMINO 
DEL RIO NORTH (MILLY WAY EXTENSION) potential 
cost $1.0 - $1.5 MILLION. 

Construction of an overpass for STAD!U~ to 
westbound FRIARS ROAD traffic (potential cost 
$1.0 - $1.5 MILLION). 

c) Construction of parking s~ruc(s) for ,500 
additional vehicles (potential cost c S5,00G 
per space is approxiffiately S12,500,00 ) . 

CJ Relocation of existing practice field to 
allow fer street connection to MILLY ~AY at 
CAMINC DEL RIO NORTH (potential cost of ap­
proximately $500,000). 

3. Additional noise mitigations should be considere5. 
~t:~ DRAFT EIR suggests that noise is new controlled by a 
strict fee schedule, which evidently monetarily penalizes 
t~ose Stadiulli and Concert promoters who either exceed the 
95 decibel level or late niaht time limits. Currentlv, loud 
concussion type firewcrks a;e allowed up until 10:00 P.M. on 

10 weekdays and 11:00 P.M. on weekends. Residents report win­
dows, screens, and even walls shake by extremely loud con­
cussive exclosions. The 95 decibel rnaximuffi with the EIR 
1r1d1cates ~uffice~ for STADI[JM patronaae offers no protection 
frc:rn disturbance to residents east cf the STADIUM. s~a~ 

····:' . ·t: .". \7 :':I./ 8-..• -,,,.~ ~ .. .,..~.\.\" ,:_:~--/ ::r--7-. V -~:,,_,. ; ___ ,::..-..'"°',;,,.~ .• :·~-:-:...~,,.,.- ✓-~- .. ~.,....,.,,....,.,.,......,...~-._,_.,__,.,.....~~~,.......,,.,. ... ,~--•-----

8. 

9. 

10. 

<._;;,_f;}'_ 

RESPO~SE TO CO~ME~TS 

MiLigation is not considered necessary at these ]OC3tions b~­
c.a-...i.SC major (capa::i:.y) stadium events do net oc,:'..lr :,ften en,:..:;:: 
c,r on a regular basis to -wa.rrant such m,i.tigation~ Ternpnrar~ 
congestion is in~~itable due to The nature of stadium even1~. 
A~!hough the traffic congestion from major stadiuD ~,-ents i~ 
cor..sidered significa..nt, it only oc:-curs seve:r::d times a year. 
lr~ addi1.ionr ti1e i~crease i.o seating ca.pacity sh')u]d nc,t c:rc-.-!.t"= 
h jisctrnable difference in the existing disruption 0f traff~~-

The economic feasibility as well as n~cessit)· of th~~e mitic~-:~n 
rrtE-:?.sure!::- has been c.:n1sidered. A nt:-ed for -rhe-se r:-.:-..tigation r:·-::'"~::;-_!"e.s 
(a.b,d) has not bee~ extablished due to th~ uniq~e nature o~ 
s,:::=.Jium e;.'ents (see response nos. 5 and 8). The pro;icist-d p:;.!""k:..:-.§:" 
10: ~o b2 consTruc~ed on the north side of Fria~s Road ~111 ~~ 

i=;lemen1ed rat~er :han a parking struc~ure o~-site. 

Tt2 present noise p2~al1y structur0 is c0nsiderEd effecti;·~­
v1:lat10ns of n0is~ s1andards ha~e been reported. Ti1~ nc!s~ 5:~~ 
da~js ha\·e been ~s:~b!ished for boTh stadiu~ patr:~a~- and ~23_:~~:s 
i~ close proxim:ry IO the Stadium. Noise fro~ s~a~ ~eer e;·~=:~ :s 
m--=-•=i 1.orE-d on a coc:; ~2.in1: by complaint basis a:::d -.::h-=:-rt.::. b2\·c- ~~-.:-~::-::::, ·, 
rc-.:·-2nt complain .s :-~b2.rd1ng such eYents. Si:-iise :::.D:::.::eme-n-;: ;:--.':-::=-..... -::-... 
t~:·2 ~or;~~d wir t::~ e\·ent sponsor 10 mini~izF n~ ~~ pro~:~~~ 
s~ r~~ul~tin~ t t :~ient&rion and Jocation cif lo~ s~2ak~r~. 
F~~tl1er c0rr~cT ~~ =eas~res ~ould be considered : d~t~r~.1~~2 
i"_:-:: ~:.2ces:SJ.r;:. 



Allen M. Jones, Deputy Director 
June 2, 1983 
Page Three 

meet loud speakers, which are stationed outside the STADIUM 
and directed to the north and east are other producing prob­
lems. 

Even if permit fees are increased when there are 
noise violations, these fees go to the STADIUM AUTHORITY. 
Ho~ are the RESIDENTS in the adjacent neighborhoods compen­
sated for enduring these periodic noise level violations? 

In summary, the DRAFT EIR should be expanded to consider in 
more detail the implications of _traffic circulation and par,·­
ing, financing of mitigation measures, and noise impacts. 

The proJect as proposed by the City of San Diego (without 
any real mitigations for the adverse impacts) cannot be 
supported by the MISSION VALLEY UNIFIED PLANNING COMMlTTEE. 

Yours very truly, 

MISSION VALLEY UNIFIED PLANNING COMMITTEE 
,/ 

_j_ I ,1 -7/,. 1;J ~- . 
: ii{_.(!, /"J( 'v•, /~4<., 

Hugh M. P. Higgins,- Vice-chairman 

~ ' • ,._ '=---; '--<>----<..--
Ja;r.es Moore, Treasurer 

HM?H:JM:lhi 

cc: ~Sta~ium Aut~ority 
Plan~ing Depart~ent (Gene Lathrop) 

----· ---------

,,,. 

# 

1: 

--...,_,.· 
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Allen M. Jones, Deputy Director 
San Diego Planning Department 
Mail Station 5A 

Dear Mr-. Jones: 

Jtme 3, 1983 

The draft EIR on the Expansion of San Diego Jack Murphy Stadium has been 
received and revi_ewed by the staff.. The following comments have not been 
reviewed by the Board of Dh-ecto:r-s. 

1. The proposed parking mitigation measures shown in the draft EIR should be 
11 i:istituted, and the feasibility study of a parking structure should be 

UD.dertaken. 

2. The recommended feasibility study for the extension of Milly Way to provide 
1 2 additional access to the stadium. should be undertaken. Because additional 

stadiu::.:c facilities are proposed now 1 a study of the extensioo appears to be 
appropriate no-g;. 

Tua...-,k you for ilie opportunity to r-eview this EIR-

Sincerely, 

;P::~ 
Director of Land Use and Public Facilities 

SRS/RP/rw 

C-83-99 

•• -.-- i:, : .• 

., -?:";/;-~~-=c::~_ 
. ~~:~-~-:'·:~.•.~· 

RESPOl'iSE TO C0111fP,,S 

Jl. The pr0jec1 !las been re\·ised to include a recomrne-nciarion ·u--.ia.l a 
parking lor be constructed at the north~esT corner of Friars 
Road aad Mission Village Drive. 

12. Due to Tl1e unique nature of stadium events, additional ~cc~ss is 
not considered necessirv at this time. A future add~t1onal 
acc~ss ~ill be ensured io connEct wi~h ~i11~ Wa\· ~~e~ it is ex-
tended ac~0ss the~ Sa11 Diego River_ · · 

. -~ .... · ..• "••• '· .. 1,,. ,.7."r•'':.:; .. , •,,. :-.. •.,-.,...-, .. - ,,;-,,-•;-·-••••',_..¢ '-~;_,.:i:,•: .. ~•.,:-~•~•f:"?)~,.,.,.._,e,'1 .• • .•'J-l'.,~. :~.@•J!""H'>-•i,.:...,,,._:~.~ ,_.~ZTIT"""t""~I -.Le--~-----
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M V ASSOCIATES 
6215 CAMINO DE LA COSTA 
LJl. JOLLA, CAUFOR!HA 92037 

June 3, 1983 

Ell en Mosley 
E.iiVIROilMc.!iTAL QUALITY DIVISIOI, 
PLAiHWIG DEPARTHrnT 
CITY OF SAH DIEGO 
City Auministration Building 
202 "C" Street 
San Diego, California 92101 

RECElVED 

JUr1 B 1S'r3 
~VlRON-ME.~:1.C..i. Q~.:..;n. 

Dl'it~Llfi 

Subje::t: EQD #83-0052 - EXPAHSIOi, OF SAi, DIEGO JACK MURPHY STADIUM 

M V ASSOCIATES is the property owner of approximately 230 acres adjacent to 
and west of the STADIUM property. lie are the proponents of a phased redevelop­
ment project on our property to be cal led "IJORTHSIDE". This iWRTHSIDE project 
is a µlarrned residential and corrmercial development which will include appro­
ximately 4,000 residential units, a 500 room hotel, specialty shops and office 
and industrial uses. 

1-ie have reviewed the DRAFT EilV!ROIJl',E.liTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR) .for the proposed 

13 STADIUM expansion. The suuject EIR has not adequately analyzed the traffic 
circulation and parking aspects of the project. Our co11TI1ents on the DRAFT EIR 
pertain to these subjects and are based on extensive studies that we have made 
for our iWRTHSIDE project. 

As a general cormient, there are several possible mitigations discussed i~ the 

14 'text of the DEIR with respect to traffic circulation. However, the "Sum.ary 
and Conclusions" portion of the DEIR recorrmends only one mitigation as fellows: 

"*Traffic Circulation: The City Council should direct staff to study 
the feas101l1ty of accelerating the construction of the extension of 
MILLY .JAY from CAMiilO DEL RIO !WRTH to FRIARS ROAD which would provide 
a connection and additional access to the STADIUM. The draft Mission 
Valley Conrnunity Plan recorrmends such construction, but not for 10· to 
15 years into the future." 

The DRAFT EIR for the proµosed r,ORTHSIDE project (on fi1e with EQD but not yet 

15 out for public review) analyzes the HILLY WAY extension in grea1: detail. The 
' DRAFT EIR report explains that the MILLY .JAY extension to FRIARS ROAD cannot 

be constructed until the existing sand and gravel extraction operations are 
completed in the next ten to fifteen years. Since the only acceptable alignment 
for HILLY WAY to FRIARS ROAD requires the removal of the existing rock plant, 
the proposed investigation offers no real solution, nor could it be considered 
as a µractical mitigation measure for STADIUM traffic. 

.2:~2ili~1~~~~s••··,·-",,,-

RESPONSE TO COM!liENTS 

13. ~lease see response No. 5. 

1-L The purpos_;. of the "conclusions" section of 1.be EIR is to re.:-orm;.o.•nd 
only those ~easures which appear most effective or f~asib]e. 

15. Due to 1:he infr~quency of capacity stadium events 7 ~~e add1:1(-nal 
access fro~ Milly ~ay is not considered necessary at tl1is t1rn~ but 
should 1.Je uroYided i'or at some ooini: in 1be future 2.s i:r2.fiic 
volumes an2 de¥elopmen1. in1.ensi~y on adjacent areas increas~. 
This t imin;; is consistent with 1.he drait Mission \'alley C(,rm::un i 1. y 
plan. 

... 

4 

.£ 
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June 3, 1983 

Ell en Mosley 
rnvrno;l!-IUiTAL QUALEY DlVISIOI, 
PLAlli,IiiG DEPARTMEHT 
CITY OF SAU DIEGO 

Page Two 

fiowever a portion of MILLY w,;y can be constructed to connEcct the STADIUM 
directly to CAHliW DEL RIO iWRTH thereby providing additional access to and 
from the STADiUM. Ttiis so1ution is possible in the rnrned1ate future since 
a 11 the land for the necessary road connection is City or Water Utility 
owned. Tl1is new road connection to the south would reduce traffic congestion 
on FRiAf<S ROAD. 

The Di{AFT EIR points out that FRIARS ROAD wiiich currently carries about 33,000 
venicles per day, will carry future volur,,es of 70,0JO vehicles µer day (Page 8). 
Tne DRAFT i:IR also points out that "Pea, t,our congestion presently occurs during 
major (30,000+ crowds) weekday and ,1eeknigl1t events at the STADIUM. This 
congestion overloads local streets such as FRIARS ROAD" (Page 13). The report 
further describes the current solutions utilized by the Police Departrnent. "The 
most significant feature is the stoppage of eastbound traffic on FRIARS ROAD for 
up to eight rr,inutes at a time to allow the inbound or outbound STADIUM traffic 
and the reduction of through lanes on westbound FRIARS ROAD, and southbound 
MISSION VILLAGE DRIVE" (Pages 13 & 15). 

This current practice of stopping FRIARS ROAD traffic for uµ to eight minutes 
at a time in order to give preference to STADIUM traffic is al ready troublesome 
to tile SERRA MES/; and MISSIO!t VALLEY corm1unities. The expansion will only 
compound tt,e problem. This sugges::s that the time may be aµµropriate to consider 
more lony range solutions that would improve traffic flow around the STADIUM. 

Possibie mitigations should include tne following: 

1) Construct an overpass for existing STADIUM traffic to and from westbo:..nd 
17 FRI,r,P,S ;l.0~.D on City owned property. Tl1is would eliminate, or at least redace 

significantly, the stoppage of corm1unity traffic on FRIARS ROAD. 

2) I111~rove the access frorn the STADIUM to IlffERSTATE 15 SOUTH. This would 
18 facilitate the Regional traffic onto the Regional higl1way network and ·ther~Dy 

reduce traffic or, the local streets. 

3) Construct a street extension fror,1 tl1e STADIJl·l parUng lot southerly to 
19 connect ,;itt, existing MILLY wAY at CAMIIJO DEL fd(i i.OfiTH. Ti1is would provide a 

totally new access for tht: STADIUf·~ and will reduce the traffic iri:pacts on 
Fr:IARS ROAD. 

PARKii,~: 

Tne DRAFT [IR states tl1at. •. "At tile present time, during major event cor,~itions, 
adequate µad.ir,g does not exist at the SThDIUM". (Pag~ 19). There would be a 
demand for at leasL 2,200 - 2,500 additional parking spaces assoc1ated wiw1 tire 

a.•·,--~··:':"":·--..-:-,:,,..,~ •:••:z'---: ....... 'F ·ir.-.-,"T.r.-rr.:~Y .. ;,••.~~'"'!'""~-"'r,£:.--;:: --T 

RI:SPO!'iS.E TO CO!lnU:::-iTS 

16. As stated in responses Ko. l 5, additional acc:ess beoc-o.:.:,se c,f ,hec 
stadium expansion is not considered necessary at ~be pr~60nt Ti~~­
The draft: Mission Va.lley ccimrnunity plan v.:ill inclu.::ie 1hE:- :future-­
connection tc1 Milly Wa~- aT the Stadium. 

17. 

18. 

It has not b ~n determined that an o~erpass at this i~cation for 
stadium traf ic is necessary or feasible. Infor~~ri0~ ~el~~1ng 
to rhe eifec i~eness of present ~raffic control pr0ced0r2s i~ 
not available. The stoppage of t.raffic on Friars R~-;c.C is con­
sidered s1gnifica.nt bu1. does not occur frequenrly cn._).J;;h to 
warrant this mitigation measure_ 

It is not physically feasible to improve the access fro~ rhe 
s~adium to Int.erst.ate 15. None~ additional access c~n b~ pro­
,0ided due to Federal highv.ay standards regarding p:coc:1rc.:,y of 
intercl1a~ges. The distance between The txist.ing F~i~~5 R0ad 
and Int.erst.ate 8 interchanges would not allo\i.· fur a.n....:<hc:-~-:1..ccess. 

19. Plea e see r2sponses ~o. 3 and 12. The future ex:ec~:~~ 0f 
Mill Way from Camino· del Rio North as identified :n the draft 
Miss on \'.alley comouniry plan w1l 1 serve this func:~~·:: a:-.~ hG.\'E:-' 
adequate ca~acity to handle traffic from the Stad:~~-
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june 3, 1983 

Ell en Mosley 
Ei,VIROHMErnJ..L (iUAUTY DlVISIOli 
PLAHillHG DEPARTMEilT 
CITY Of SAil DIEGO 

Page T11ree 

PARKliJG (Continued): 

additional S,000 seats in the STADIUM. It seems only fair and consistant with 
tne parking requirements that are routinely made conditions of private develop­
ment tnat the City should provide 2,500 additional parking spaces on the STADIUM 
site. 

One possible alternative has to do with the existing practice field area. Since 
virtually all redevelopment plans will require the relocation of the practice 
field (for tne street connection to CAHJHO DEL RIO HORTH), serious consideration 
should be given to relocating the practice field to the existing City property 
north of FRIARS ROAD and west of MISSIOH VILLAGE DRIVE. This site is about the 
sar,1e distance froru the STADIUM field as the present practice field, and the use 
of this site would be compatible to the existing open space designation in the 
S[RRA MESA COi·U·lUiHTY PLAf,. The existing four acre level area could easily be 
widened by steepening the existing cut slope on the north. The existing practice 
field and sod growing area could then be uti1ized for the necessary road system 
and additional parkiny. 

In sur.1,1ary, the DRAFT EIR points out many existing and future pro bl ems with 
21 traffic circulation and parking demand. The City is not proposing _1l!lY. 1,1itigations 

for tllese adverse imµacts, even though several mitigations are a·,aiTalile and offer 
real lon'y range benefits to the STAD1Ul·1 prolJlem • 

..Je tl,ank you for tile opportunity to comment. 

Yours very truly, 

(·, \,-, \\---J;,.____ 
\ \ \ . '\ \' 
~\ \ r:, , ·, \ t ' ', ";'- ',_'\ \)_ \, \_ \,( 

'-

HEJ;RY F. HUi;TE, Pri\cipal 
M V ASSOC!A1E.S 

HF:7/mcw 

CC: MVUPC 
ShCPC 

~=Ill'~-.;=".-;:,;:;..--:.,'\.;~."' . -·•,:•~--~ ·-- .. ----··- .. 

--~~ 

RESPONSE TO COMM.E'.;TS 

20. Please see response No. 1. 

21. The project has been revised. Please see response No. 7. 

-
~ 

"-•.,,;/ 
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}03013-54 Caminitc, Cuervo 
San Diego, Ca. 92108. 
,June 3,1983. 

Ellen Mosle)-' 
En1.1 1ronr:-,ental Quality D1v1s1on 
P!ann1ng Department 
City of San Diego 
202 C Street 
San Diego, Ca. 92101. 

Dear Ms. Hosley, 

~ C :, ~ ; ·~· C 0 

Juil 6 :%3 
,00.1Ri)r1M:;"T.tJ. Q..:huf:'. 

j)l,:S,~ 

would l i k€- to ta~:e th IE- oppor·tun i ty to cornme-nt on the 
present plans to expand the stadium. As a resident of the 
imrr1E.-diate c.re-a :-1nce 1976~ I believe that I am well qualified to 
s~eak abc.ut the effect of st.adium activities on the local 
env1ronmE-nt and the- comfort and well being of the r-esident~--

E1_1 er· since I have lived here, I have been a.cutely awdre of 
the snortage of parKing space at the stadium at its present size. 
Whe~euer there Is an important game, a concert or a fireworks 
:=:.how, ti--1e area becomes cr·OVJded WJ th cars. My par·ticular re,sidence 
1s at H1s.s1on Ridge! which 1s an uppe-1 middle class condomiri1um. 
We pa-y s.ubstant1al taxes. Neve-rthe,le=-s, we find it necessary to 
er;,r_.,] □}· a guar·d dur Ing Charger games, somE Padre games and e,..,1er·y 
,::;::ncert c,r l igr,t sr-1ow JU"S-t to ke-ep the Illegal par·ke-r·~- out of our 
pr·vate driveways. In effect, due to the lack o+ parking 
tci.c:iitie= r.,,.ie s•..1!:•-s•d1ze the city b>' providing ciur· Ot.Jn pc,i1ce 
t~r-ce-. Inc1denta11-,.. ~equest-s to the city pol iCe to assist us or 
~-,...ov1de- us with SQ!i,E- prc,te-ct1c,r1 ha<...'e been 19nor·ed. 

With this bec~ground vo~ ~1i 11 understand why I was appalled 
tc find that the stad:um expa~:eion was 
a,j·jitional parking s~ace. It seems that 
the prob1em onto the local cDITiT1un1tY. 

planned without a si~gle 

the city intends to throw 

Apart fror,, the parking problem, I t.,.iould like to mention the 
p:-oti!e-m c,f large grc,ups o-f rov.iClie--s who ccxne u.:, onto our prc,perty 
wf-~neve-r t:here 1s a frrewor~:s shovJ, leaving their broken bottles, 
er.-:c,t1· tieer cans~ dama.g1n9 ou; pi anting=·~ our auto£nobi le-s and 
o::ier pr·operty. He:-e again~ calls to the police have been or.1 . .,. 
m.r,1ma1l, effective. This 1s usually due- to tt"1e fact that one 
po'.icema.n is har·dl::,., rn a pos-itior, to handle thrs kind of problem. 

F1r1al :-.. , the p:es-e-nt traffic i:•o.tter·n cr·eates J-1a<...•·:,c -for t!-:o-s-e 
of lJ:;- wnc a:-r11,,.•e- ho.--;-1e frorr, worit either bE·fore a game 1s about to 

24 st~r-t or 1rnrr1ed1atel:,- after .:o game- i"-s finishe,d. I wou1d urge ttiat 
e '$;gn1.f1cant e+fc-r-:: De madE- to impr,:,,!~ this~ ei...•er. if the plan to 
e£sand tn~ sta~ium 1s dropp~d. 

trust that 
th2 C1 t,· Cour1c11 

<..•1et•. , •. 1 1; tJiE' 1riccrporai:f-d 1:-,to :,--ou, r-e;:,c:rt 

22. 

23. 

2-1. 

F.ESPOKSE TO COM!,fE:\"TS 

Pleas~ see responfe ~0. 1. 

PJeas~ see response Xo. 2. 

Ple::ase so:-,:- r-2spon::-::e Xe;_ 7 whic:h di.::;.cu::-·sc.,s J:,Y-•.Jp(JSL:·d m1:: :.:.:.::: :;_1..·1r; 

mes.sures. 

~--" ... ? -~·;,-~~·(~~ -·, .. , .. :~-::···,,..,:_.,,:• ··~: :'·· .. · .. ., ;r,!,."7'::77:Y, .. "~·'"7-" Y.ii.-•1?3 _-,,;.,,.\_'.lc~.S<:>O~•~~ :~•.v.:,•:t""'."'.\-"'~.'!~-:~-v:;;r-oir&-,..~-w<i:.•~✓-- =(~_........,.,,,..,._,,.,,._,,...,,,..,,;c.,.::...c:..~,,.-~--·---'~·-··-•···• 



copy to :Councilman D1cK Mu~phy 
City of San Diego 
202 C Street 
San Diego, Ca. 92101. 

eMt~~ ... w~A~~:,:;;09#.&<:-.,,.,--.~~--.,-....,,,.. ... ,~· 

Ve-r-y truly yours,· 

. ~-- I J /'1 /, A "'··~r~:rI...1'7i.--.:. .. _-1 . ~' ··1- ~ .__ 

Nathaniel L. Cohen 

~ 
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RICHARD SCOTT ENTERPRISES J~•.: t' ') 

P.O. Box 201077 
EXVIRC:-...:.·:;,:;.~ '~u.i...:l"( 

i::,:!.!!..,il 

4 June 1983 

!15. Ellen Mosley 
Planning Department 
City of San Diego 
202 11 C" Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 

SAN DIEGO, CA 92120-0910 

Re: Stadium Expansion EIR, #83-0052 

Dear !is. Mosley: 

I have reviewed this EIR and have several comments. First, the existing 
and p:r .. "lposed traffic amounts and the street capacity was discussed, but 
there -..;as nc, discussion as to the amount of traffic that can be 
attributed to the stadiurr. and ~hat can be done to better control it. 
SeconCly, if s:r:reet c.apac:ity is limited at peak hours, then better 
sc½ed~~ing of stadlum events might be a solution. There is no 
necessity that baseball gaiiles be held on Thursday afternoons. As a 
business o~-ner in the area, I am concerned about increasing congestion 
and t~e effect on our local community. Thank you for your con~ideration. 

/4tl!2~ 
RICl!.<_;,.::, SCOTT 

RS:cfl 

cc-: P..a::~• Hedgecock 

_.,._,t,~ • .-~~:.: .. _ :_ . ,,_,-.,<.r.f .. _,..,.,_,.,,..v_. , ..... .,,,:r~_,_.__-.., .. ~ ••. · :::,:: __ .;s.:,,-.._y•·-··....,.. <--- _ ··'-==·-· ... .-.-.,,.,..~-•··~~--·-.,· ... •-··· - ~---~ 

25. 

· ~t;fit;;i~l:i~~Jl~~.:~~L~, ~c, ~ . ~~¢,,~~<~-~~ ~ 

F..ESPOl\ SE TC COM~lE'.'iTS 

A major (capacity) event generates approximately 19,000 vehicle 
trips. The expansion could add a.pproximarely 15 percent l!IOre 

traffic for capaci tv e,'ents ( assuming no increase in bus usage 
or in car-pooling). 

26. Illformatior. does not exist relati\'e to the effectiveness ,:Jf 
present traffic control procedures. According to the Police 
Department. the existing measl.ires appea.r adequate. Temporary 
,::ongestion is ireevitable for ,his type of facility. 

27. The vast majority of .capacity events occur at non-peak t~ vel 
Times. A rescheduling is not feasible because the schedu ing 
for most of the capacity e~enrs (football, basebalJ games is 
nor det~rmined locally. 



---
1 0400•24 l CAM'f,ffi'O CUERVO, SAN DtE:;o CALIFORNIA 921 08 

June 5, 1983 

Ellen Mosley 
Environmental Quality Division 
Planning Department 
City of San Diego 
202 ' 1C11 Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Re: Draft EIR, EQD =83-0052 

Dear Ms. Mosley: 

REC=:lVED 
JLif; 6 j.;;,,~: 

fNVIRD!t.v_.,,.,1 i;.__...._.r, 
Lia;~,e::· 

! am both a resident and employee in the v1c1n1ty of San Diego 
Stadium. I am also a professional land use p1anner. I have 
reviewed the stadiu~ expansion draft EIR and have two 
personal corn~ents: 

1) The existing traffic conditions h2ve not been 
-28 adeauately quantified and described. The existing traffic 

congestion results in large part, I believe, from 
inadequate control. There should be a description of the 
traffic characteristics, pe2ks, and existing traffic 
mar,a gernen t. 

2) The prop0sej mitigation me2sures are described in 
out1 ine form only ,.,Ith no real infcrmation to use in 
evaluating how effccrive they would be. Also? t.here is 

29 nothing in the proposed mitigation that would logicalli 
lead to something to be implemented. \/hat would be the 
action if future s!.udies (a suggested mit!g0rion) indicate 
that there is no f~2sible solution to the already created 
ne..-., impacts? The s .. :dutions should be sought nov•! ! 

Thank you for your :.on-sideration. 

Sinceraly, ,;:7 /-
/4 ,7 /,' ,/,,. , 

%~ /2£:c !.ur--/ ur.C-/'"'c~ 1..-~ / 

Mi l-;_.:_,n Phegle~· 

c..::: Counc; !r.,c-1 f'i'..!r,_,·· Mayer t-:ecgc:coc.k. 

~-~r,i~.i,t~;:;:,&~:\:-~1t:.;...~. __ .-___ _ 

RESPOc,SE TO COMME.NTS 

28. Please see response Xo. 5. 

29. .~s s1:a;:ed in earlier re.spc-nses, information regarding s:sd::.:.i□ 
t::affic and Lraific coDTrol is not aYaila..ble. IT is -ctE-:tcfore 
not possible to evaluate the effectiveness of miriga!i0~. The 
project has b2en re~ised to include mitigation (see respc,cse 
:, .. 1. 7) -

~__:;r;i...)~;. 

• 

..t' 
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CONDOMINfUM ASSOCIATION 
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JOZ50CAMlNlTO CUERVO "'SAN DlEGO. CA 9cl0£ • PHONE 1619) 5~4-409-l 

Jun2 6, 1983 

Ellen Mosley 
En,irnn;;iental Quality Division (MS SA) 
~lanninq Deoartment 
City of- an' Diego 
202 "C" treet 
,an Dieg , CA 92i0l 

fie: Draft Environmental Impact Report, Expansion of San Diego Jack 
Murphy Stacii un,, EQD #83-0052. 

::iea r Ms_ Mosley: 

we appreciate the opportunity to comment on this draft environmental 
ir·,oa:t reoorL Our comments are those of one of the several condominiu;r; 
cssoci.:itiOns located east of the stadium; however., we believe that our 
c~,n.1cnts are reflective of the concerns of a:l of the residential 
developments in the area. 

nE recognize San Di go Stadium as a 1egitirr.ate and important land use 
in :he San Diego re ion. We also recognize that an expansion of the 
sta,jium will have m ny positive social and econor1ic benefits. The 
~~~crtant issue for ~sis the recoonition anC cont~ol of external 
\ripacts so that the quality of other uses in the area is not degraded 
a~ tn2 benefit of stadium uses. 

nere are certain external icipa,:ts of stadiu~ operations which currently 
exist and would sont1nue even if no expansion was planned. However, 
co,si derati on of the current project presents an opportunity to conside·t 
EJ..l i :;:pacts in a cor:iprehens i ve manner. 

~e have reviewed the Draft Environmental Jrcpact Report (DEIR) and believe 
:~at it correctly identifies the probable ir,pacts of development. We 
:ls:: :ielieve that the DEIR recornri1ends sever::7 very effective !Triti9c.tio!l 
-·c::: s _;ies. 

•""•-•"'•::-:"" :-,-..,. ~~-•• :_.,_,,•• ..... • • "j'i"",,•.~•"•-•-•--•-•• •M•••- •• 
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City of San Diego, EQD ~83-0052 
June 6) 1983 
Page 2 

The DEIR concludes that the proposed project" ... would create additional 
peals-hour congestion, cause increcsed disruption to nei gh~orhood access 
and force patrons to seek parking in adjacent residential neighborhoods. 
The City r,cs not proposed mecsures to mi ti gate these impacts." We consider 
this approach to plannin9 to be .completely irresponsible; either the 
applicant does not recognize these impacts or does not feel that the type 
of c!evelopment responsibility which would be required of a private 
developer should also be required of a public agency. 

We believe that the proposed mitigation measures would substantially 
compensate for the existing and proposed impacts. However, these 
mitigation measures must be made an integral part of the project approval; 
and, guaranteed implementation programming and funding must be provided. 

The effective mitigation cf stadium impacts requires a comprehensive 
program among various City departments, City-related agencies, and non-City 
agencies. Such a progra~. does not now exist and we recommend that such 
an approach be taken as part of a stadium expansion approval. 

Funding for all necessary mitigation measures may not be presently 
available, but is available trrouqh user fees, lessee charges, or funds 
generated by increased lease revenues. 

Our specific comments on the DEIR follow: 

Distribu:ion 

It appea,s that copies of the DEIR were not distributed to several City 
31 departr.iec;~s who woald be most affected by or r..ast able to implement the 

proposec rr,iti•;:ation meassres. These depart;nents are Engineering and 
Developr-,ent, Police, anc Property. 

Traffic Circulation!Parkina 

--The existing street and freeway systerr, and t~e stadiurr: traffic character-
32 istics have not been evaluated for compatibili:y; i.e., is it possible.to 

control traffic in different manners than is now being done to reduce 
congestion? 

--~he in:reased us of e~isting and planned streets in a traffic management 

33 system has not beer discussed. The use of re•ersibile lanes on Friars Road 
and San :iego Mission Road could substantially increase their peak-hour 
capacity. 

--Then:::~ sta:es tr.at priority entry-and-exit is given to public transit 
34 buses_ -;)Wever~ tr.is is given only to the St~diurr-proper; a more effective 

~.,.~;,,~,..i,:.. . .JJ:,""7~0;;:;~·:~:-.:.:·.:·.~·~ 
~•' 

·~t:.~.~r=;?:t#.f".':.; =-~,:.i:;-. °",::;·i~ 

RESPONSE TO CO111!E!,TS 

30. The project has been re,·ised. Please see response No. 7. 
F~nding is availab]e. 

31. The distribuTion list for City departments is on Jile in the 
offices of the Planning Department. The dep&rtments cited ~ere 
sent copies of the EIR. 

32. ?le~se see response No. 26. 

33. Please see earlier responses regarding s~reet irnpro¥emen~s. The 
~se of reversible lanes is not considered desirable because of 
-che enormous costs and po1ential risks in;_·..:,,J\·12-d. The original 
C-esign of Friars Road provided for re'-·ersi:Jle lanes but wa!::> no1 
ir:,plement.ed because 1.he m-2asur12 did not arp~ar necess2.ry ~ 

34. Please see response No. 4. 

~ 



City of San Diego, EQD ~83-0052 
June 5, 1983 
Page 3 

method would be to give significant traffic t,reaks and through cccess 
for groups of buses along, for exame-le, the entire length of Friars Raad 
to SR-163 or the establishment of te;r,porary bus lanes on San Diego 
Mission Rncid. 

--So~e of the new shuttle bus pick-up points may not be available for 
35 use as they are private property (shopping centers) which were not 

originally approved as transit centers. 

36 --There is no discussion in the DEIR as to the adequacy of bus parking 
areas now or with increased use. 

--There is no discussion regarding employee parking and possible mitigation 
37 by reguirinq that Stadium employers provide bus transportation for employees. 

--There is no discussion c,f the use of Stadium parkin::; areas as "holding 
38 areas 11 for exiting traffic so that outbou!ld traffic is 11metered 11 and 

efficient use of the street system is achieved. 

39 

40 

In general, the DEIR indicates that many of the potentially effective 
mitigation measures require additional study. The study would then, 
presumably, become the basis for witigation. However, that mitigation 
which may be needed would not necessarily be part of this approval. All 
necessary rr.iticat1on and the means for imi:;lementation should be required 
and ac,proved as part of the proposed prc,ject. 

Noise 

The objectionable noise ir:-:pc.cts on adjacent residential uses are not from 
most spo,-ts events, but fro;:- other uses. Most sports related noise is of 
short duration, while some sports noise and concert noise is of longer 
durati8n. The objectionable sports noise occurs when events such as 
automobsle races are held in the parki~g iots, especially on the east side 
of the staC:ium. Noise fro--;-, these- events,. as we11 as swap mee: ccncerts, 
is often carried by prevailing winds to the residential a.recs which are 
located at a higher eleva:ion than the parkin•; lot. 

We ha.ve been previous1y informed that noise aJatement personnel are not 
available to monitor parking lot events and ~h2t there are no noise liRi~ 
levels for such events. As stated, the o,-eatest impacts ocrnr fro:o events 
in the east parking areas. The best mitigacion would be to prohijit 
automobile races and the ~se of sound a~plifi~ation in parkin~ are2s other 
than the west area. 

_. .......... ;::·····~,· -~-----''."::-?/"' -.:--,·~.-- ,··-- .• 

•·q~:~s~:,~,i}~ 

F..::::S.PO:~SE TO COM~tL·.JTS 

35. Your comment is correc:. Eo\re,·er, the Ci1:y is ,_;;or}:i!!g "-Ci::h 
pri;..-ate industry to d1:-:er~i:1e Tbe feasibiliTy of usi!":l~ pri\-aLe:~­
owned parl~ing lots fo:- tra.Dsit pick-up points for m5.J0r s1adiu.rn 
events. 

36. There appears IO be act~~Ll~Ie bus parking considering that the~e 
is an underutiliza1:ior:. :,f bus capacity. Ir1creo.sed ridership could 
be adequately accorr1710~..:.::e2_ 

37. Your comment lJ:3.s Deen :,:)ns1de-reC but d0es not ap;,ear feasible. 
S1adiurr. employ<?es arr:·:-2 .=......7d lec.~·e the stadium at all hours and 
bus transporta.:::ion is ::.:.-t .2.lways available. 

38. Your sugges~ion has b~~n c~nsid€red but is not consid~r~d 
practicc:1.ble c,r enforc~..:..=•l~. Iu addition, the nebati,·e e-ffects 
of an unconrrn!lable ..._~:-,y;;;.:::. is au,:.,Thcr pci1.ent.ial disad':antage. 

39. Please see re~~011se Xe. 7. 

40. Please see r~s~0nse \~. ::. ~c:se abatement p~rsonn~l are 
a~ailable to c~·~itor 5~2~ ~~e~rs but do sn onl)· on a c;,□~l~int 
basis. 
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Concert events within the stadium result in less objectionable noise 
impacts, increasing in intensity with particular performers and the 

41 specific wind direction. Greater penalties (including imll!ediate 
termination of power) should be instituted to insure that established 

42 

noise levels are not exceeded. ---

The noise from fireworks is gene1-a1ly not objectionable. However, as 
everyone tries to to stage a "bigger and better" show, more objectionable 
impacts are occuring. Lic,its should be established for the size and 
number of pyrotechnic devices (especially the concussion type) allowed. 

!n surrrnary, we be1ieve that the Stadium expansion should not occur unless 
the necessary 11,itigation mec.sures are incorporated as an inte3ral par.t of 
the project approvaL Again, thank you for the opportunity to corm1er,t. 

Sincerely, 

MlSSION RIDGE CONDOMINIUM ASSOCIATION 

(_ 1,_-; S/.. -- ' ~ - -- . 

Robert Hanrahan, President 

RH:MJP:ms 

cc: Counc; lmen Murphy and Strui ksc·o 
Ma_vor Hed9ecock 

~.;;1,~:.::=-~ ....... ~~.....,..~:.;:~,!1.':1.t,L.,.,_ 

,,.......,,,..... 

RESPO~SE TO COM~!ESTS 

41. Please see respoase :-;o 10. Termination of power is no, cons; c!e:r,cj 
feasible becausce ii: could result in daoage- 1.0 equip:::~nL. 

4•:J 

Negative- e~fects of an uncontrollable or hosi:ile au;::ier:'.:,· is 
anoi:her potential risk. 

Please see response ~o. 10. 
to be adt"quate. 

The steep penal1.y scbe~-::1lc- s.p1-i1:;;1::s 

.. 

~ 

---
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43. 

44. 

RESPOJ\SE TO cm1!lc:,Ts 

Your comoent is acknowledged and inco,porated by 
into the final EIR. 

. : .. ~-~-':),;.:,, --·,. ·:,•_:..:;,.-c.·. '·:~-,,.:-:,::~.~:".'i 

±'"'-~t5·J:'.'"< - •,:J."~ 

reference-

The CiTy is proposing to cons~rucr a ~arking lot on the pilblicly 
owned p2..r.·cel at the northiz,:est corner of Friars Rci3.d and ?11:: .. ssion 
Village Dri\·e. When the City Council act.son this r;-ieasure. the 
open space issue ~ill be consid~red. 

~<- :~-.: ' ;~• ·-~~-. •· .-. .~ ... •• .-~·:,.·.., ~~-- "', .•·.,.,., •. ,.._,!·,....7_,c.;. .. --,: .. '.'1-i-:-.:;r•:-·c .. .-.<.,,;.',V'T;~ .. -~ <.,.,.X~-"••~!fiJ,:., • .r~!.>;.,F_:.;::;;;q ,.--. ... ..,. •. ;"!'"lrC:-;_ .. ;,=w., . ._.,_, "··"'•"•r""•-•-..:~-.:..r,r·• 



:LE NO.: 

1.TE: 

,:::;M: 

:BJECT: 

- CITY of SP. .. N DIEGO 
.l"..EMORANDUM 

June 3, 1983 

Allen M. Jones, Environmental Quality Division 

Gene Lathrop, Long-Range Planning Division 

D:?;;_1'SICN OF Sh!, DIEGO JACK MURPEY STADIUM/EQD NO. 83-0052 

The fellowing comments are offered in regard to the proposeC 
seat~ng expansion Gf San Diego Jack Murphy Stadium: 

? . .:;. 

?.L 

? .. 7 .. 

?. s. 

: . 6. 

? . ~ (1. 

p-. ::_3 -

45 

46 

Park ng figures obtained for inclusion into the 
Miss o~ Valley Comm~nity Plan indicate that there are 
17JO G spaces for cars and 300 spaces for buses. 

The access into the Stadium grounds from San Diego 
Hission Road is located at the southeast corner of the 
Stadium and uot the northeast corner. Is it limiteC 
access rE:stricted to buses? 

The :Sast Mission Valley Community Plar. is net being 
47 revised. It will be repealed wt.en the fort~com.::..ng 

Miss.=..0:1 \·alle::y· Cormnur~i ty Plan is adopted. 

48 Should it be indicated tha~ San Diego Missi~~ RoaC 
prc,v.iC:c=s 0;12.y lirr.ited access to the St.cCium? 

49 

T~ir6 P~rasrapL. The statement tha~ the gc:f·ccurse 
can:1::t. be redevelo?ed at this time is not necess2.r:..ly 
corre~~- It c~n be redeveloped if the o~uers wi5h tc 
redevelo? it an~ the City grants the ~ecsssa=y 
appro\·5..!.s and t,·e:cmits .. 

50 ~eco:ld Po.rc.grai?b. 1:he traffic foreca1:~ 2.s:wrr:d 
aevE:.!.C•?:nE.nt a:nc no aevelopIG2r..t on Stac.1.ur . ..1..a.no.s. 

Third ?cragraph, Parki~g. The 3.6 figu~e C??ears tc 

51 
be i~accura~e. When multiplied by the ~6,700 tctal 
parkins sp2ces, it indicates tllat the Stadi::.r:! has 
60,}20 st~ts. 1£ accurate, it infers ~h2t ~he S~aGiili~ 
do=s :no:: have a 2ar}:ing prob~em. This fi~-..:=e also 
sugg2s~s r.h.::t thf:::re vt.i.11 be r..v parkin~ p:-.::=:..e::: E:r;.,0r~ 
.::c~?:et.:i.. c,n ox. t..he: seating expc.r:.s.:..or~ p-rG] ec-c.. 

~~:';:~::::;~;~~!:~~~-"-~,:~~;~~::,~~-' . 

RESPO:,SE TO COMMENTS 

45. The figures in the EIR regarding the D\L"ber of parking spaces 
are accurate. 

46. 

47. 

The a·ccess from Rancho Mission Road at the southeast cce·ner of the 
stadium is tor buses only. The San Die~0 Mission Road access at 
the northeast portion of the stadium is not restricted 10 buses. 

You:r- comment. i_s acknow] edged and incorporated by refere!ice into 
the final EIR. 

48. Rancho Mission Road provides limited access to the stac::iuno. 

--19. Your cor.rient is acknowledged and incorporated by referc-r;::-e in:o 
the fir.al EIR. 

50. Your co=ent is acknowledged -and incorixrated by refer-c:::ce in::o 
tile final EIR; 

51. The parkiug ratio of 3.6 seats per on-si:~ parking space ~ay be 
sliginly high. Without t:1king ir:sto acco;_i:n bus/recree<:ic,nal 
vehicle phrking, the ratio is appr0xim21ely 3.1. -Base.:: 11pcn 
this raLio, another 2000-2500 parking s~2ces ~ould be =~cessary 
LO accornr:ic•dai:e the stadium ex;:a.nsion. 

• 

.,.* 



-~1;~m;;~~yn,~-:~r;-~ti 

Ml.f-11. - J 01<££ Fage L. 

P. -- . 

P. :..:S. 

52 

'l'he G:!."""a::-:.. Ei.sE .:..::-:-. ,.,~z-..:.le~· Ccir!.II:..:!ii :y Plar: suggests four 
m2thods .~.::..st.ec in -_h-2 .J.~a.ft Elid for e2.sing the 
SLad.:.um 1 

:;. :;,a.rKins c.r:C tra=::ic- cc 1gest.ion probleru.s. 
T~2sE methods could~~ i~corpora~ed ir.tc a rr.itigatio~ 
:;.:::-ogra..-rn.. Pa::-t:.icJ..Fan-:..s i:-. t..his program shot:ld incl'..ldc. 
~rie: Ci-:.~· the s-::.ad.~w--r. At..::...:".vr1.i:.y1 St.o(;iu.:.--:-1 lessees, .Sa..~­
D1.~g0 Transi~, and ~he ?~ivate cnarter jus :ines. 

ALTERNATIVES, Ttird ?arc. !""aph. The prosr:a.rn set fort.!". 
53 :...n t.hi::: draf~ Missie,:-~ \/c.l -21· Community Plc.r.. is 

ava~lable as an al-:.e~~a~ ~e. A Jiable mitigation 
prcgram in t.:"~e for::i c.: c. comprehensive :!Jus2.r.s; ;.,lan ar,...:. 
a preferential parking feE s~ructure could be 
ri~veloped an~ put ~t~o e=~ec~. 

,---7 /l.d 
/ / - ;::CJI 
l:7-.,,,rc/_/d:-/7~ 
G~nt::: Lathrc~- , · J 
Senio:r Plc.:-1;er L...' 

GL:baa/yg 

cc: D. Duga..E 
Lcira 

E. M-:>sley ,.., 

~~~tlrt' ,,. · :~;;;~,~:~:~?'" · 

RESPO\SE TO COl,lM:E!<TS 

52. Please see response ~o. 7. 

53. Please see resp~nse No. 7. A pr~f~rential parking fee srructur~ 
has been considered but may result in other n~~at1ve eff~cts 
such as increased spillover of parking into adjacent residential 
&reas. Studies are noL available to sl1ow whether ~bis measur~ 
would achieve the goal of incr~ased carpooling or mass Tra~~it 
use. 

.,- f.-~·-•v.· V •,;: • ·, :•·• .._: '.C.>; • · • - , •. , · · 4..: . ."_"""><;~• _.-<,;;,,s-;-v_; ••.. -.;f--..'-r .• _,. .. ,..., >: ·'y,." -•. _<:-•·;.~;_~. ;·,,,-··•-.,. ·-:.· ft,.:.:.. d_.,_ •. ,. ,:,_.: :,,.·.··.•~it.-.__... ~ .. ·.,..iv..,.__.,...,.,...-._.,.·,.,..-,. . .:,.,.;:~~··-..· .. •. ·•· -·'·-··~-•---=---'"""•·'" 
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10325 Caminito Cuervo, 
2an Diego 1 Califo~nia 
June 6, 1983 

H77 
92108 

Ellen Mosley 
Environment;l Quality Division 
Planning Department, City of San Diego 
202 "C" Street 
San Diego, California 92101 

Dear .M.s. Mosley: 

RECEIVED 

,)'!...J;: :~·3_:! 
OO..LRDr1i.;E :-;r;.1. (,l:.;~-.lT'r 

D1f!!>lJf~ 

I am a resident of Mission Ridge Condominiums who lives 
in the building at the top of the hill immediately overlooking 
the Stadium. I have been livi!ig in this area since movir:g to 
San Diego fi•Je yeaIS acgo and love being in this Mission Valley 
location. 

However, since plans have been finalized to expa!1d the 
Stadium, I feel that expression should be nade by those who 
live in this -,.ricinity regarding the impact this expansion 
will cal!se: namely, pr.oblems concerning traffic control, 
noise control, and parking. As future plans are made, it 
would be helpful if some input from the people who will be 
living with the situation on an on-going basis could be ex­
pressed. Perhaps there could be an ex officio representative 
from the cond0mir!i u:n cornmuni ties in the a.rea who could sit in 
on the planning of the solutions to these problems. 

Jl.~s 2 S?eci::"i.c examrle, when f~reworks are set off after 
a concert at the stadium, ~ot only is the ~cise deafening, 
but also at the loudest mo:71e~ts, rnv i.;alls vibrate and I fear 
that my mirrorE =.nd pictures will fall to 't...."-!e floor. This 
is the kind of ?roblem that only people who live in the iillffie­
diate area woul~ be aware of. 

I look io:~ard to hearing from you_ 

Yours sincerely, 

,, 
·t -.. / '--' I 

Ina. M. Levy I 

. :-,-.-· 

. ~:1U~~4~~:::~-~:.~:,~ ~,·--·· 

✓-

,___., 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

This Environmental Impact
1 

Report (EIR) for a proposed action within 
The City of San Diego is prepared in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act of 1970, as amended. This EIR is 
"focused" in that it addresses only the potentially significant 
issues which could result from the proposed action.· An Initial 
Study was completed at which time all other impacts were found to be 
insignificant and, therefore, require no further analysis (EQD 
No. 83-0052). The Initial Study is on file with the Environmental 
Quality Division of The City of San Diego ~lanning Department. 

The discretionary action involved is the advertising for bids and 
awarding of a contract for the expansion of San Diego Jack Murphy 
Stadium. Th~ issues atjdressed in.this report are traffi~ 
circulation/pa~king·and noise. The analysis ef these issues is 
broken down into sections describing' the existing conditio,ns and 
assessing the 'potential impacts arid recommended or incorporated 
mitigating measures if an adverse impact 1$ ide,ntified. .• . 
Alternatives to the proposed project and a.ny potential cumulative 
impacts are also discussed in the report. T~!=~nical .,qat~ ~nd other 
supporting information and materials discussed in this report are on 
file in the ~nvironmental Qualit/ Division. 

I I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed project consists of the expansion of San Diego,Jclck 
Murphy Stadium which would increase the seating capacity from 52,600 
to appro~imate}y 60,251 persons. ;The Stadium would be expanded by 
constructing additional plaza level seating in the open end of the 
Stadium, thu~ making the pl<:1.za Je,vel a fllll,bowl (s~e Figurn)). In 
addition, there would be an extended lev~l of seati~g constructed 
above the plaza. Under this structure could be built office space, 
restrooms, locker rooms, and concession stands or the like. A 
maximum of 10,000 square feet of such additional space is antici­
pated. All additional seating would be identical to that which 
presently exists in the Stadium. It should be noted that the 
proposed extended seating area may preclude a 11full 11 expansion of 
the Stadium at some later date without demolishing the extended 
seating structure. Thirty sky boxes would be constructed above the 
extended plaza in the 11corners 11 of the open end of the Stadium. 
These boxes would also be constructed over a lower level which could 
house office space, etc. In addition, 14 boxes would be 
constructed, in place of existing storage areas on the loge level, 
making a total of 44 additional sky boxes. Additional seating 
capacity of the Stadium is broken down as follows (numbers are 
approximate): · 

Plaza level seats at grade 
Extended plaza level seats 
Sky box sea ts 
Loge box seats 

5,730 
4,480 

360 
168 
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TOTAL NEW SEATS 
Less existing bleachers 
TOTAL NET ADDITIONAL SEATS 

10,738 
-3,080 

7,658 

P.age 3 

Proposed construction w9uld permit the existing scoreboard and sound 
system to remain in place. and would also accommodate the ·existing 
advertisiQ9-pan~l~.J5n -~J1b"~r,.~sJde-of~.the scoreboard. These panels 
may have to be ra,1~ect ·~091~\'{hatto_,11clear 11 the extended plaza seating 

-structure~ \No off.:.site. igiproVernen,ts ,_&re irJcluded in the proposal. 

The financing ·bf{tH.~ fp~oJ:Jt~cfuTd }8rne'?~om the sa 1 e of revenue 
bonds. It is arfticip~t~d "th,af,a'\tlf{s1,1osidy would not be required 
for the additio,hal-ex,peHises re_s,Hltifigifrgm expansion (including bond 
redemption) becaq?e of ~xistinf:,an_q?jijcr-ef~ed~Stadium revenue (from 
the expansion). · · . · - ~ ::: _-·- --~ 

-~:'.~lt-?·~-:~-\_, -~~ 

The basic components pf the_financingp]~riare as follows: 
• • ·,- a ..• '.:_ • . ' -L ~i, ,· . •:-·· -:· . 

A. The City's agre~fuJJt'·~jth the Sa,xf1H:~c~c/ctlargers would be 
extended through the yea'r 2003; :: ··i,~. J ·t < - . - ·-· • 

B. The-add\tionJ1-4{¥ii~s ;~ould b~~rn1t~'6'it"&1~/~lhe San Diego 
Coarge.rs .onl~.\f.i rs~:;;c9me~.ftrst~:;ety~9;,.Ms J§j,:\T!,e ava i 1 ability of 

,addi ttona l bo~~s :=w.o-~lds b~e\puo-1 icly;Jn,no4nfed;-

c. t~~i~i~~t Itil: ff~i~;~t~ii?ifi"~wi~,i?affqr th
• 

44 

Years 16;20 

D. The rent paid by th~ 'Ch~}ge'rs VJhich _is -p,rfs:~ntly 8 percent for 
a 11 seats in the StadtLJm a.Qd ''bncthe existj rig 29 sky boxes, wi 11 
be increased to JQpercerit effet~ive With~the 1989 season; 

E. A parking surFh'.~rge ~f $1:00 P~F'v~Ricl~:"~ould be applied to all 
Charger games ije~inhing wit~;th~ 1984 season's first preseason 
game, with th~,Chargers waiving any share of this added revenue; 

F. Office space which wiil ~e 6onstructed as part of the expansion 
project will be rented by the City with an anticipated revenue in 
1982 dollars of $100,000 per year. 

The lease would also include provisions for responsibility of 
maintenance and custodial service costs and a guaranteed minimum 
number of Charger games to be played for five years beginning in 
1984. 

'f 

'' 
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Construction is to begin no later than April, 1984. The 
construction specificatiors would be written to preclude any 
construction activity from taking place two hours prior to a 
scheduled event and could not resume until two hours following a 
scheduled event. The contract would also state that constr~ction 
equipment not block any°.spectator's view of the scoreboard during an 
event. 

The total cost of the project including con,struction, arc:hJtectural 
fees, bond counsel, financial consultantJ ~roject management and 
revenue bond fund financing is estimated to be $10,000,000. 

III. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

San Diego Jack Murphy Stadium is located immediately west of 
Interstate 15 between Interstate 8 on the south and ,friars Road on 
the north (Figures 2 and 3). The Stadium and par~ing areas consist 
of 158 acres. The Stadium, which was constructed in 1967, presently 
has a seating capacity of approximately 53,000 qnd parking for 
16,250 cars, 200 recreational vehicles and 250 buses; It is used 
fat San Diego Charger and San Diego State University;Aztec football 
games, Padre baseba 11 games, Sacker. soccer gam§s, special events 

, including the Holiday Bowl, high sthool championship~games, 
concerts, swapmeets and festivals~ Access into the Stadium is from 
Friars Road at the northwest end 6f the. Stadium, Misiion Village 
Drive at the north central iporti qn··of th.e Stadium and from San Di ego 
Mission Road at the northea§t end of the. Stadium. · 

The site ls g~nerally level. i1~tatio~srange from approximately 50 
feet above Mean Sea tevel at the c::entet or the Stadium,· rising to 
about 70 feet .MSL to the north and,leveling offto~about 50 feet MSL 
to the south. Th.e Stadium is located in the S9n Dieg·o River 
floodplain. The San Diego River.is located jList south of the site 
and portions of the parking lot are subject to flooding. The 
Stadium was constructed on fill to a level above the standard 
project flood. Existing zoni~g i~ R-1~40 and FPF (Floodplain 
Fringe). 

Land use surrounding the Stadium Varies. To the north are vacant 
hillsides with single-family residential development occurring at 
the rim along Mission'Village Drive, in Serra Mesa. Multi-family 
residential development occurs across Interstate 15 to the east of 
the Stadium. The San Diego River lies to the south. Further south, 
office and commercial development occurs. To the west, in County 
jurisdiction, is a sand and gravel extraction operation where the 
majority of vegetation has been removed. Surrounding zoning is 
R-1-40 to the north and west, FW (Floodway) to the south and R-3 and 
R-2A to the east across Interstate 15. 
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Due to topographic chijra¢teristi~s, the Stadium is the dominant 
feature in this area •. Located in a valley, the ~ite issurrouncled 
by hi 11 sides and stands ·:bu fas a major l aridmark Jo passersby. In 
addition, it is surrounqed by freeways on the east ,and south and a 
major road on the north., and is therefore viewed bynot only 
adjacent residents and·worker".s, but by community, city and regiqnal 
passersby as well, thus m~king it ,q.n important visual focal point. 

The site is located in the' Mission Valley ~ommdnity planning area. 
The existing East Mission Valley Community Plaff_was adopted in 1968 
and is currently being revised. - In general, the revi~ed~plan 
envisions intense urbanization of Mission Valley with '•m.ajor 
development proposals for the area to the west of the ~fadium and 
p9tenti a 1 ly for the City property surrounding ~the Stadium. A 
precise plan has been submitte.d J:o the City for processing of the 
240 acres immediately west of the site. The proposed plM calls for 
mixed-use ~evelopment ijth multi-family residential, large and small 
office, specialty commercj~l-;~nd."botel land uses. In addition, the 
City's Property Departmeff~1s·cond.1,1cting an economic feasibility 
study to determine how Clty-6wned:property (the Stadium as well as 
other properties located;between Stadium Way and I-15) might be 
developed in the future. ;,;, 

Friars Road serves as the boundary between the Mission Valley 
community and the Serra Mesa community. The Serra Mesa Community 
Plan (City of San Diego, 1977) designates the hillsides across 
Friars.Road as open space. 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

A. TRAFFIC CIRCUI..ATION/PARKING 

Existing Conditions 

The following information was drawn from a traffic forecast 
prepared by the City's Engineering and Development Department in 
1982 for the MissionVall~y Community Plan revisions, in addition 
to other analysis conducted by that Department for this project. 
The full forecast is incorporated into the draft Mission Valley 
Community Plan (dated 11-4-82). 

Regional/Community-wide Circulation System 

The'Stadium is located in the Mission Valley community of the 
City. Mission Valley is well served by the regional freeway 
system: Interstates 5, 8, 805 and 15 and State Route 163 serve 
the area. Interstates 8 and 15 lie immediately to the south and 

• f •I 

( 

east of the Stadium respectively, and Interstate 805 and SR-163 ""\ 
are both located within approximately two miles of the site. LJ 
Street access to the site is provided via Friars Road, a six-lane 
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prime arterial street; San Diego Mission Road, a two-lane 
collector; and Mission Village Drive a four-lane major street. 

Although Mission Valley is well serveg by the regional freeway 
system, it does not rave an adequate surface street system. 
According to the draft Mission Valley Community Plan (11-4-82), 
the surface street system has not kept:pace with development. A 
major problem facing the existing transportation system is its 
lack of uniformity - many streets are ui')der-designed and r6Ute an 
excessive number of cars on to streets not intended for these 
volumes. " 

In addition, Mission Valley is unique in several respects with 
regard to its transportation system. It has lacked an overall 
development plan for the public and private sector to follow, 
several of the largest parcels are G~rrently in sand and gravel 
extraction, and other major parcels (such as the golf tourse) 
cannot be redeveloped at this time. It is therefore difficult to 
evaluate the existing surface system. Some streets, such as 
Friars Road, function smoothly,at the present time because there 
are few intersections and little driveway access. Other streets 
experience congestion, mostlfat peak hours, because they are not 
built to standards. The congestion is both a function of 
underdesigned or incompletttstreets and congestion on the 
freeways which causes backyps irto the surface street system. 

Mission Valley also contains several unique traffic generators 
that overburden the surface street s_ystetnduring certain times. 
One of these generators Js the Stadium whith currently overloads 
Friars Road and other local streets. In addition, Friars Road is 
expected to carry future traffic volumes of 10,·ooo vehicles 
daily, which is ~lmost two times as muc~ as the present volumes 
of 33,000, thereby potentially resulting in a worsening situation 
in terms of congestion. 'Existing street volumes (1981) are 
indicated in Figure 4. 

Planned Facilities 

In preparing the .Mission Valley Community Plan, the City 
completed an extensive travel forecast analysis and projection of 
future traffic flows based on the proposed development. The 
City 1 s travel forecast was used as a basis for the roads included 
in the community plan. These roads will be sized to accommodate 
traffic that would be generated by development of projects in the 
area. The forecast also assumed the development of City-owned 
parcels adjacent to the Stadium. Construction of these 
facilities would primarily be the responsibility of the 
individual developers (as well as the City as developer) as 
projects are reviewed and approved. Precise development and 
phasing, as well as financing plans are required for each 
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individual development before the City will approve a given 
project. This approach is designed to assure that adequate 
public facilities will be available when needed. · 

The City's travel fq_recast also identified the tran~portation 
facilities that may be necessary to ·serve development adjacent to 
the Stadium facility. The foreqst analyzed tv,o lctbd use plans 
whiGh differed in the assumed development of several parcels of 

·• City-owned land adjacent to the Stadium_. ·portio~s of the Stadium 
were analyzed for potential future development as commercial 
office and retail uses. In aadition, the City proposed to 
construct a new street along· th~-nort~·stde of the San Diego 
River between Rancho MissJpn Road and Mi.1 ly Way concurrent with 
development on the Stadium proper:ty .. T~sting the Stadium 
development did not change any of tht3_ recommendations for street 
classifications shown:on the.proposed future street system. 
Figure 5 depicts the future street system required to accommodate 
cumulative traffic demands,'for the,syear 2000. 

The draft community 'plan tilso rec~~mends that traffic control 
techniques used during Stadium events be improved and that 
alternative methods of,transporting Stadium capacity crowds, 
especially if th~ ~eating capacity of the Stadium is expanded, be 
established. 

Transit Service 

At the pfesent tim~, there are seven bus routes serving Mission 
Valley. D_uring normal ·service, no route directly serves the 
Stadium. /Ro,ute 43, hoWever, runs along Friars Road to San Diego 
Mission Road, thus stbpping in close proximity to the Stadium. 
San Di~go ~raniit-dcies operate a shuttle bus service for football 
and baseba l1 _g'ames. at the Stadium. Based upon the 1981 season, 

. San Diego Transit, carried approximately five percent of the 
overa l1 gate _attendance. This compares to approximately five , 
perceht of ~11 the trips in the region. Figure 6 shows San Diego 
Transit bus-routes for the area. 

The draft community plan encourages a higher level of mass 
transit service tb the Stadium during scheduled events. The plan 
proposes.that this be accomplished by: 

1. Establishing more pickup points in heavily congested areas 
outside Mission Valley, preferably "park and ride" 
locations. 

2. Setting parking fees high enough to encourage people to 
carpool or use buses. 
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3. Developing faster ingress and egress routes and/or policies 
for buses. 

4. Providing greater numbers of buses which leave at various 
times from several locations~ , ·~ . ~~' , 

The draft Mission Valley Commun,tty.;Plan also proposes the 
ex tens 1 on of the regional ti ght:Bt1i l Trans it ( LRT) sy~tem as an 
alternative method of nioving comiiiUter? through Mission Valley. 
The extension would include a linf running froro downtow_n, through 
Mission Valley, to either the EasitCounty or North County. The 
preferred alignment jderitified in the community plan is located 
north of the river corridor and south of Friars Road. If this 
LRT extension were provided, a hiih level of transit acces$ibi­
lity to within one .. quarter mil~):,r closer (potential stations at 
Milly Way and Interstate 15) of'the Stadium may r~sult. 

Parking 

The Stadium contains apprgrim~t:ely 16,250 private vehicle parking 
spaces, 200 rec~eationa1 1 ~ehtcle spaces and 2ij0 commercial bus 
spaces. The parking ratio is_ therefore 3.6seats per on-site 

-tl! { ~: (-, 

' '"' ~ ,,. ~ ... . 

parking spac~., The p~rki ng lat currently has 15 to 20 perce.nt ,~-)-'· 
designated small q1r<~paces. There are virtually no parking (~ 
facilities adjacefrt :.to the Stadium. During certain major 
events, patrons parl<'"to 1:;he north on'the residential streets 
adjacent ·to Mission Village;Drive or to the east along Rancho 
Mission and San Diego.Mission rqads, in residential and· 
commercial areas·~ There is no legal parking available on Friars 
Road adjacent to toe Stadium. Figure 7 shows the existing site 
and parking plan._'. · 

Issue: How wo~l:d the project affect traffic circulation on 
adjacent and commu'nity streets? -

Impact: The proposed Stadium expansion would result in 
approximately 2,200-2,500 additional vehicle trips to a major 
Stadium event. This would increase major event traffic 15 
percent to a total of approximately 19,250 vehicles. 

Peak-hour congestion presently occurs during major (30,000+ 
crowd) weekday and weeknight events at the Stadium. This 
tongestion overloads local streets such as Friars Road. The San 
Diego Police Department firids it necessary to institute traffic-
control procedures for all special events ( Appendix A); 
These events include professional and college-football games, 
baseball and soccer games and concerts. The extent and duration 
of these procedures vary according to the size-of the crowd. The 
most significant feature is the stoppage of eastbound traffic on \~) 
Friars Road for up to eight minutes at a time to allow the 
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inbound or outbound Stadium traffic and the reduction of through 
lanes on westbound Friars Road, and southbound Mission Village 
Drive. Traffic-control procedures are also used for Mission 
Village Drive, San Diego Mission Road, Rancho Mission Road, and 
Mission Gorge Road •. , Inbound and outbound Stadium traffic is 
given priority over other traffic in the area of the Stadium to 
facilitate the flow of traffic. 

As can be seen on Figure 8, Friars Road.will experience peak-hour 
congestion even when street improvements are completed. Rancho 
Mission Road which is also _indirectly impacted by the Stadium 
will have volumes above its design capacity. The expansion of 
the Stadium would therefore exacerbate the congestion. In 
addition, the City is studying th,e feasibility of commercially 
developing the City-owned parcels adjacent to the Stadium. The 
draft Mission Valley Cqn,imunity Plan states that a separate 
special study of Stgdiuh} access and egress may be necessary when 
this development is proposed. Figure 9 shows future (year 2000) 
traffic volumes·. ---·.--"• . •\ 

Significance of Impact: Th!:L~~dcJ;tional traffic generated by the 
project is significant becau,e~the expansion proposal is not 
linked to programs to increa~·ecarpooling or mass transit use. 
Peak-hour congestion curr~ntJ:Vexists and forecast traffic 
volumes indicate incr~~sed·c.ongestion. The impact would become 
more significant as VolUmes;HJ1crease on Friars Road and the 
number of major events_ are increased. 

Mitigation: The City has not p.roposed any mitigation. The 
eventual improvements identified in the draft Mission Valley 
Community Plan (Figure 10) may lessen the impact; however, major 
Stadium events will continue to overburden the local system 
causing significant peak-hour congestion. At a minimum, it is 
recommended that a separate Stadium traffic study be conducted if 
and when the Stadium property is commercially developed. 

Issue: How would the project affect access to neighborhood 
streets? 

Impact: The increased traffic generation (approximately 2',200 to 
2,500 trips and 8,000 additional people) would incrementally 
increase the existing disruption of local street access during 
major Stadium events. As stated above, several adjacent streets 
are stopped or movements are restricted during all special 
events. When the major events occur on a weekend, the impact is 
reduced. The current disruption of access to neighborhood 
streets during large weekday crowds would, however, be 
exacerbated by the additional 2,200 to 2,500 trips since they 
coincide with peak-hour traffic on adjacent streets. 
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Significance of Impact: The project would result in an 
incremental increase in the existing djsruption of local street 
access. Because disruption presently'exists, and the Stadium 
expansion would exacerbate the problem, the impact is considered 
significant. The a~~itional 2,200 to 2r500 trips will most 
likely spill over into neighborhood streets (mostly residential) 
as less and less parking is available a~d more congestion occurs. 

Mitigation: The City has not proposed 1J1Jtigation. Mitigation 
which could reduce the impact to an a,_cceptable lev~l.woul~ be the 
provision of additional access to the Stadium facility, thereby 
dispersing the traffic eBtering or lei~ing events. According to 
the Engineering and Development Department (Schempers m~morandum, 
3/29/83) additional access to th~ Stadium appears to b~~most _ 
feasible by the extension of Milly,Way from Camino deL,Rjo North 
to Friars Road which w·ould make possible a connection ,between the 
Stadium and Milly Way. The draft.Mission Valley Community Plan 
(11-4-82) recommends that Milly Way be constructed as a four-.lane 
primary arterial from Camino d9-l Rio North to (future) Rio San 
Diego Drive as a six-lane major street from (future) Rio San 
Diego Drive to Fria_rs Road. 5In addition, constru~tion of a 
diamond interchange is recommended at Milly Way arid Friars Road. 

. ' 
• •,1, ., \') 

t· ("If;_ 

The construction of this ,ai:iditiona l access and ,interchange would (_"_)_-_,_"_-,• __ -_' 
be the responsibility of those developers adjacent to these _ 
facilities. The timing 9f such development is not known. The 
Plan also states" that a .separate special study of Stadium access 
and egress may be necess?iry,•ifand when, full development 
adjacent to the Stadium occurs. The study would be the 
responsibility of the City. 

\ssue: How would the project affect exisit~g parking facilities 
And will there be sUb~tantial demahd for new parking? 

Impact: At the pre~~nt time, during major event conditions, 
adequate parking does not exist at the Stadium. Throughout the 
year, during various large-ca.pacity events, the Stadium parking 
lot has been closed prior to game time. Theoretically, if one 
assumes a private vehicle occupancy of 2:6 to 2.8 persons per 
vehicle, it appears that there is sufficient parking available in 
the parking lot·to accommodate existi.ng Stadium seating 
capacity. However, it has been observed at several Charger games 
and certain concerts, baseball games, or other major special 
events, that the Stadium parking lot was closed about 30 minutes 
prior to game time, with subsequent arrivals seeking parking on 
the streets in the residential areas to the north and east of the 
Stadium (see Figure 11). It should be noted, however, that 
studies to determine the extent of this problem have not been 
conducted. 
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The Stadium expansion does not include any acldHion~·1 parking, or 
a program to increase vehicle occ;upancy or)ius"ti$~ge, qnd __ 
ther~fore, parkipg impacts on neighboril)g ;str~et§:'Wll].JnCr~ase. 
ThEf trips. generatecl ''by_ the ·& ,000 addi ti Q(lgl s,~~Jf':\-dll0 b~sult tn 
a need,for approximaJel_y' ?,200. to 2,500 !i11qr~,:P~tfirig $,pirC~S~ .... 
Because there is· no J:>,tb.~r. par~Jng ~ya i lab le ""iidd~§~nt·:Jo,;the. 
Sta di um, the -addi tigp:a;:lJ~2,gqg.,2, ,cpQQ:c.~rs WQUl d J>$-Jorcec:I into. 
adjacent neighborh~~~s,fo'.~s~'e'!<\pci:rfin~f. :'·· t:~;, - _ - · 

S{gnificance of. Imp·~2t;.t,,.;§ir1~~/it -~pp~a}.$· thit durtng .certain 
major events, exi stfog"~>'~r~_iij~f:is ·not adequate at':the·"Stadium, 
th,e addi ti ona 1 vehi cJes gener~ted3by" the ;ex pans io'n WrodJg result 
in . a significant i ll1R~f~/Qtf4-Hiik f ng bj- 1,nc r~q~fn.9f,cl~mggc;J)y 
2,200-2,500 spaces~~~t·•,';:\t.,t , \i'i'\·.,/{·Z·/' :i",}; 2\-,.·_ 

Mi ti ga ti On : {N9 nd t t~g~~-iq~1-s pro po~~~--o;fi~~:~~~ci'.t}:'.: Tb~p:,-.~ e·,· . 

fo 11 owil'lg measyres ar.~·:·cqnsi (fered f¢asjbljf:q11d .woul a ·be-the .­
responsibility }of th1t~ity~ th~ StadHuff>~g1:jlodtY or Sa.nJ;Hego 
Transit. The m~a,sur~s:ytQyJd.:redy.~e :parking' impct:'tts .to.'·an··0 ,t ·_ 
c1cceptable level: It snould·,be pbinteq out, however, that C 

. :p~rking inthe ·surrour1dio.g communUy ,.\:/tll co11tjrllie to occur and 
·._ matt likely increase. "·TypicalTy,\,;tbifsfimpc1ct•-will involve these 
--,, paJrons who do not wi shto pay the· parking•;f~e or who do not wish 

tot:iirk in the Stadium lot~ ···. ··- _ ;~II\; 

Recd01111ended Measures: 

Addld ona l Parking 

:i. /!There are parcels adjacent to the Stadium, particularly to 
·· the north, in pub lj c ownership. They could be improved to 

accommodate additional cars. 
, .. 

2; A parking structure could be constructed in the Stadium 
parking lot or adjacent to the lot. 

Increased Mass Transit/Carpooling 

1. Incentives or disintentfves relating to carpooling and mass 
transit usage could be provided such as: reduced San Diego 
Transit fares for ticket holders; higher parking fees for 
vehicles with two or less persons and access and egress 
loading pribrities for buses. 

2. Increased advertising (on tickets and scoreboard, for 
example) for bus and carpooling. 

3. Establishment of shuttle buses subsidized by the various 
teams or event sponsors, at convenient locations (e.g., 
Fashion Valley shopping center, University Towne Center, 

,""'"\. 
-~:, 
---
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Bonita shopping center, various educational institutions) to 
transport people to and from the Stadium. 

The draft Mission Valley Community Plan encourages greater 
public use of the tr.?nsit system to Stadium events by similar 
measures: · 

- . 

1. Establishing more pickup points in heavily congested areas 
outside Mission vaney, preferably_ "park and ride 11 

-

locations. 

2. Setting parking fees-high enough to encourage people to 
carpool or use buses. 

3. Developing faster ingress and egress routes and/or policies. 
for buses. 

4. Providing greater numbers of buses which leave at various 
times from several. locations. --

ii.These measures would be the'res,ponsib11Jty of the City, Stadium 
Authority and San Diego Transit. - ·,, 

To date, studies have not been conducted relating to possible 
programs to reduce parking demand at major Stadium events. City 
staffcould be directed by the Council to provide such studies 
and recommend various programs. 

Increased police patrol of neighboring streets.to prevent illegal 
parking may also lessen the impact of Stadium patrons parking in 
these residential areas. 

B. NOISE 

Existing Conditions 

Ambient Noise Levels: The major source of noise within the 
vicinity of the Stadium facility is automobile, bus and truck 
traffic along Interstates 8 and 15 and Friars Road. The Noise 
Element of the Progress Guide and General Plan identifies an 
exterior community noise equivalent level (CNEL) of below 65 
decibels as "normally compatible11 with residential land uses. 
[CNEL is a 24-hour, time-weighted average noise level based on 
A-weighted decibel (d B(A)), which is a frequency correction that 
correlates overall sound pressure levels with the frequency of 
response of the human ear.] Residential uses which are sensitive 
to noise generated by Stadium events are shown on Figure 12. The 
residential development south of the Stadium along the hillsides 
above Interstate 8 are not impacted since Interstate 8 tends to 
mask the noise from Stadium events (Hafner, 1983). 
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Residential development is located east of the Stadium-across 
Interstate 15 and north of the Stadium across Friars Road at the 
rim of the hillsides along Mission Village Drive. According to 
the City 1 s Noise Abatement Office, noise generated by Interstate 
15 between Interstate 8 and Friars Road is 76 decibels at 50 feet 
from the center of the outside lane based on a daily traffic 
count of 57,800. Ambient sound levels to the north of the 
Stadium at the canyon rim are typically~57-63 decibels due to I-8 
and Friars Road traffic. 

Stadium Noise Levels: The City has established noise regulations 
for certarn Stadium events. At .the present time, Stadium 
concerts and firework displays are regulated. Concert 
performances are not permitted tq exceed a 95 decibel average at 
the press level and the concert must end by a prescribed time. 
No loud concussion type fireworks are allowed after 10:00 p.m. on 
weekdays or after 11:00 p.m. on weekends. 

According to the City's_Noise Abatement Office, a few concerts 
have substantially exceeded the 95 decibel limit and continued 
!beyond the prescribed time. In order to address these problerns1 

a strict fee schedule is included in the contract agreements 
between the Stadium and concert promoters. Noise abatement staff 
attends all concerts and the promoter is continuallj advised of 
the sound level being generated. 

The City does not presently have noise standards for Stadium 
sporting events. Sound levels have been monitored at selected 
Charger games using the same methods used for rock concert 
monitoring. Hourly averages of 95 decibels have been r_ecorded at 
football games and motorcycle racing events have had hourly 
averages of 93 decibels. 

A secondary noise problem related to Stadium events is noise from 
news helicopters and advertising aircraft flying over the 
residents• homes. It is estimated that the peak sound level for 
each flyover is 75 decibels. Aircraft flying in the vicinity of 
the Stadium are under the control of the Montgomery Field Tower 
and must follow FAA rules and regulations. 

A swap meet is regularly held at the Stadium and occasionally, 
concerts are offered at this event. Sound levels have been 
measured for these concerts and such events do not exceed 64 
decibels at the Stadium property line. Such events are also 
being monitored. 

Issue: Will the expansion of the Stadium result in a significant 
increase in noise levels? 
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Impact: The proposed expansion would increase the Stadium's 
capacity from 52,600 to about 60,251 persons. :This expansion 
would therefore represent an approximate 14 percent increase in 
persons attending events if the Stadium were filled to capacity. 
In terms of crowd nq_ise, the resulting increase in noise levels 
would be 0.6 decibel. ,'This increase is riot considered .. 
significant as-0.6 'decibel is. not noticeable to the human ear; an 
increase of .approximately three decibels is necessary for the ear 
to perceive a louder sound (Hafner, 198.3). In terms of special 
Stadium events or aircraft noise, the present regulations would 
still be applicable and the expansion would not have any impact 
on increasing these levels. 

Mitigation: The expansion of th~ Stadium~ill not result in a 
stgnificant increase in noise le~els and therefore mitigation 
measures are not necessary. Present noise regulations for 
concerts and other special events would remain applicable and 
therefore, no increase in noise levels would result for these 
events. Mitigation is ~ot required. 

V. ALTERNATIVES 

No-Project: The 11no-project 11 alternative would permit the 
continuing operation of the Stadium with its existing seating 
capacity of about 52,000. The no-prpject alternative would, 
however, preclude any expansion of the Stadium and not achieve the 
project's stated goal. · · 

The only significant and unmitigated impact associated with the 
project is traffic-tirculation/parking. Since impacts appear to 
occur with the existing facility, the "no-project" alternative would 
not result in no impacts. This alternative would not, however, 
cause the additional incremental increases in traffic-related 
impacts as the proposed project would. 

There are no alternatives available which would achieve project 
goals and not result in additional traffic circulation/parking 
impacts. A reduced expansion proposal would proportionately reduce 
the impacts but would not eliminate them. 

VI. REFERENCES 

City of San Diego 
1982 Draft Mission Valley Community Plan 
1977 Serra Mesa Community Plan 

VI I. IND IV !DUALS AND AG ENC I ES CONSUL TED 

City of San Diego 
Building Inspection - Noise Abatement Office, F. Hafner 
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Engineering and Development Department, W. Schempers, E. Hayden 
Police Department, Sergeant Brown 
Stadium Authority, John Hoaglin 

San Diego Transit 

This Environmental impact Report was prepared by the Environmental 
Quality Division of the Planning Department, City of San Diego. 
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Environmental Impact Report 
Findings for San Diego Jack 
Murphy Stadium Expansion 

(EQD No. 83-0052) 

The following Findings are made relative to the Conclusions 
of the Final Environmental Impact Report for the proposed 
expansion of the San Diego Jack Murphy Stadium, These 
Findings have been p-repared pursuant to Section 15088 and 
15089 of Title 14 of the California Administrative Code 
and Section 21081 of the Calif6rnia Public Resources Code. 

FINDINGS 

A. The City Council, having reviewed and considered the 
information contained in the final EIR for the proposed 
Stadium expansion and in the recor~, find that measures 
have been incorporateq into the project which minimize 
the environmental effects thereof as identified in 
the final EIR. Specifically, the following measures 
have been implemented or will be incorporated into 
project approval. 

1. A representative of the transit district, the City 
traffic engineer and·the Police Department have 
agreed that additional priority will be gi~en to 
traffic which exits the Stadium parking lot via 
the intersection of Rancho Mission Road and San 
Diego Mission Road. 

2. An advertising campaign will be conducted which 
will include mailers to all Charger season ticket 
holders encouraging: their use of shuttle bus 
service to and from Charger games, 

3. A participation agreement with the State of 
California which will provide for the construc­
tion of a four lane roadway including bridge which 
will connect Rancho Mission Road to Camino del Rio 
North which is the frontage road for Interstate 8. 
This roadway can be dedicated exclusively for bus 
traffic during sold out events at the Stadium. 

4. The construction of a parking lot at the north­
west corner of Friars Road and Mission Village 
Drive which will accommodate approximately 500 
vehicles, 

B. The City Council,. having reviewed and considered 
the information contained in the final EIR and the 
record, find that specific social, economic or other 
considerations make infeasible the mitigations iden­
tified in the final EIR. Specifically: 
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Parking 

1. A descending parking fee structure for three or 
more persons per car would be counter-productive 
to the flow of traffio entering the stadium. 
Traffic congestion could be seriously compounded 
by additional time required by attendants to ascer­
tain the appropriate fee for each car. Al.so, to 
be an effective incentive for carpooling, ~ees 
charged for less th~n three persons would have to 
be substantially more than the present rates, 
which, if put into effect, may very well force 
increased attempts at off-site parking in adjacent 
neighborhoods. 

2. It is not feaqible to initiate police p,atrol of 
neighboring streets to prevent illegal parking 
in residential are~s. Any illegal parking must 
necessarily be handled on a routine basis by 
individual property owners. The situation around 
the stadium, which, by the way, .is not cop.fined to 
sold out eventsi is.identicai to that existing 
around any major attraction such as Balboa Park, 
tl:le-~qeaches ,:. coJ.,l~gi,ts, :miJi.tary .bases, etc. It 
would be inappropriate for the City to provide an 
expensive special service in this one area of the () 
City, 

3. Any improvement at the stadium must pay for itself 
or be subsidized by tax dollars. The estimated 
cost of structured parking is $8,000 per space. 
If such a unit were constructed, the income derived 
could not amortize the capital investment within 
three times the design life of the structure and 
is therefore economically infeasible. It should 
also be considered that providing any substantial 
increase in parking would be self-defeating with 
respect to traffic capacities of adjacent streets. 

Statement of Overriding Considerations 

The City Council, having reviewed and considered the 
information contained in the final EIR, makes the following 
Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

Although the project may have unavoidable environmental 
effects, there are specific overriding considerations 
such that the benefits of the proposed project outweigh 
the unavoidable environmental effects. The identified 
impacts are related to traffic circulation/parking. The 
impacts are outweighed by the City's and region's need 
for an expanded Stadium facility. 
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The proposed expansion of the San Diego Jack Murphy 
Stadium stems from a general public demand for the' 
maximum utilization of this public facility, one aspect 
of which, involves its maximum feasible capacity. The 
extent to which this can be accomplished is related not 
only to the probability of recovery of costs, but also to 
its workability and compatability with its present and 
near-future surroundings. Expansion of the facility 
would increase the opportunity for residents of the City 
and region to attend events and as such would enhance 
an important City/Regional resource, 



,._,l: 

) ' 
' 

--.,_,:.,, 


