Chapter 10.0 Alternatives

CHAPTER 10.0
ALTERNATIVES

In considering the appropriateness of a proposed project, CEQA mandates that alternatives be
discussed. Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires the discussion of a range of
reasonable alternatives to a project which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the
project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the proposed project.
The Guidelines also require that the specific alternative of “no project” be evaluated along with its
impact. When the project is the revision of an existing land use plan, the “no project” alternative is the
continued implementation of the existing land use plan; in this case, the Centre City Community Plan.
Section 15126.6 further states that "The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a 'rule
of reason' that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned
choice."

As discussed in Section 5.0, implementation of the proposed Community Plan could result in
significant, direct environmental impacts related to air quality, cultural resources, land use, noise,
paleontology, transportation/circulation, access and parking, as well as visual quality. As discussed in
Section 6.0, the proposed Community Plan would result in significant cumulative impacts related to air
quality, cultural resources, hydrology/water guality, noise, and traffic/circulation. In developing the

alternatives to be addressed in this section, consideration was given regarding their ability to: 1) meet
the basic objectives of the project, as discussed in Section 4.0, and 2) eliminate or substantially reduce
S|gn|f|cant enwronmental |mpacts as |dent|f|ed in Sectlons 5. 0 and 6.0 of thls EIR. As-discussed-in

As required by CEQA, this section considers the environmental impacts associated with implementing
the adopted 1992 Community Plan which represents the No Project alternative.

Based on the comparison of the impacts associated with implementing the 1992 Plan with those of the
proposed Community Plan contained in Section 10.1, it was determined that evaluation of an alternative
which would reduce land use density and intensity to a level between the adopted and proposed
Community Plan was not required. One of the key factors in this determination was the lanquage of
Section 15126.6 which indicates that an alternative should “substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the proposed project”. Due to the nature of the impacts, the primary consideration of
alternatives is traffic as well as factors related to traffic, such as air quality.

Based on a comparison of the traffic impacts under the Proposed Plan versus the 1992 Plan, the
traffic analysis concluded that, although some of the individual freeway segments would be less
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impacted under the 1992 plan, the overall impact on the freeway system downtown would be
significant and not mitigable under both the 1992 and Proposed Plan. Similarly, no substantial
change would be expected with respect to air quality since the air quality analysis concludes that the
automobile emissions would be reduced in subsequent years due to clean air requirements through
the buildout of the downtown.

On the basis of the lack of overall reduction in traffic impacts, it was determined that a reduced
density alternative would not meet the test of avoiding or substantially reducing traffic impacts and
need not be considered in this EIR.

No other substantially different approaches to developing downtown were identified in the course of
the extensive public outreach effort that took place during the preparation of the proposed
Community Plan. The focus of issues expressed by members of the public at these meetings was on
arts and culture aspects of downtown, and affordable housing. As no significant issues were
identified with respect to these areas, a discussion of them is not required under CEQA relative to
alternatives to the proposed project.

Prior to selecting the land use plan which is the basis of the proposed Community Plan, three
additional land use approaches were considered. Working Paper #7 identifies these three approaches
as follows:

e Concentrated Office Core, Maximum Residential;

e Double Multi-use Cores, Expanded Residential Area; and

e Large Multi-Use Core, Waterfront Retail District.

These three land use plan concepts were developed by CCDC in the course of defining the land uses
included in the proposed Community Plan. No discussion of these concepts is included in this
section because they do not represent alternatives as defined by Section 15126 of the CEQA
guidelines. None of these land use concepts would result in avoidance or substantial reduction in

significant impacts associated with the proposed Plans and Ordinance.
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10.1 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE:
CONTINUED IMPLEMENTATION OF
EXISTING CENTRE CITY COMMUNITY
PLAN (1992 PLAN)

Under this alternative, development within downtown would occur pursuant to the Centre City
Community Plan that was originally adopted in 1992 including related Planned District Ordinances.
As discussed in Section 5.1.1.4, the adopted Community Plan and Planned District Ordinances
contain a series of goals, policies and regulations which are intended to promote a diverse mixture of
land uses within downtown. As illustrated in Figure 10.1-1, the downtown area would be developed
with a mixture of land uses.

While implementation of the 1992 Plan would achieve the same general objectives as the proposed
Community Plan, the 1992 Plan would have several notable differences. First, it would result in an
overall reduced intensity of development. As illustrated in Table 10.1-1, the 1992 Plan would result
in residential population buildout of 48,000 people, which is only 54% of that anticipated under the
proposed Community Plan. Employment was emphasized in the 1992 Plan, but at buildout, would
result in an employment population that is only 74% of that proposed by the new Plan. There are
similar reductions for land uses such as residential, office, retail, and hotel. In addition, while the
1992 Plan focused on increasing the use of mass transit, with less reliance on automobiles and long-
term parking downtown, it did not focus residential uses around neighborhood centers or designate
green streets to promote pedestrian activity downtown. Finally, the 1992 Plan includes goals to
create an urban park system downtown, but at buildout would result in fewer acres of park space
compared to the proposed Plan.

The following discussion compares the potentially significant impacts of development in accordance
with the 1992 Plan with the impacts associated with the proposed Community Plan. Table 10.1-2
provides a comparison of this alternative with the proposed Plans and Ordinances.

10.1.1 AIR QUALITY
10.1.1.1 Construction Emissions (AQ-A.1)

Dust and construction equipment emissions generated under the 1992 Plan would be comparable to
those associated with the proposed Plans and Ordinance. As with the proposed Plan, dust and
emission controls would be required which would reduce direct impacts to less than significant.
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TABLE 10.1-1

Comparison of Buildout Condition under the 1992 Community Plan

and the Proposed Community Plan

LAND USe/ DEMOGRAPHIC

1992 COMMUNITY PLAN

PrROPOSED COMMUNITY

CATEGORY BuiLbDouT PLAN BuiLDOUT
Population 48,000 89,100
Employment 117,000 167,700
Residential (units) 30,700 53,100
Office (s.f.) 20,700,000 22,028,000
Office (Civic) (s.f) NA 7,793,000
Culture and Education (s.f.) NA 2,560,000
Retail (s.f.) 4,300,000 6,070,000
Hotel Rooms 15,600 20,000
Other NA 2,780,000

10.1.1.2 Increase in mobile source emissions (AQ-C10.1.2.2
Increase in mobile source emissions (AQ-A.1)

As with the proposed Downtown Community Plan, implementation of the existing 1992 Plan would
have significant cumulative impacts on regional air quality. However, due to the lower intensity of
uses at buildout, the 1992 Plan would result in fewer automobile trips generated per day. This would
result in fewer mobile source emissions compared to the proposed Community Plan. Therefore,
there would be fewer stationary sources of air pollution from electrical power plants.

On the other hand, the No Project alternative would not implement the smart growth principals
incorporated into the proposed Plans and Ordinances which are intended to reduce reliance on the
private automobile, thereby reducing mobile source emissions.

10.1.2 CULFIRAL-HISTORICAL RESOURCES

10.1.2.1 Impacts to Histerical-Architectural Resources

(CULHIST-A.1)

Implementation of the existing 1992 Plan could significantly impact sensitive histerical-architectural

resources, which occur throughout the downtown planning area.

The 1992 Plan contains

development incentives to encourage the restoration and renovation of designated historic sites,
including floor area ratio exceptions, land use and property development exceptions, alternative
building code provisions, and tax credits. The proposed Downtown Community Plan would carry
these incentives over. However, potentially significant impacts could still occur despite the
incentive programs. Therefore, there is no substantial difference between the 1992 Plan and the
proposed Plan with respect to historic architectural resources.
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TABLE 10.1-2
Quialitative Comparison of the Environmental Effects of No Project (1992 Plan)
Relative to the Proposed Community Plan

PROPOSED COMMUNITY No PROJECT:
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUE PLAN 1992 PLAN

DIRECT CUMULATIVE | DIRECT | CUMULATIVE
Air Quality (AQ)

AQ-B.1 Construction Emissions SM SNM SM (=) SNM (=)
AQ-C.1 Mobile-source Emissions NS SNM NS SNM (-)

Cultural-Historical Resources (CUL)

CULHIST-A.1 Impacts to Histerical-Architectural Resources SNM SNM SNM (=) SNM (=)
CULHIST-B.1 Impacts to Archaeological Resources SNM SNM SNM (=) SNM (=)
Land Use (LU)
LU-B.1 Ballpark Noise SM NS SM (=) NS
LU-B.2 Freeway Noise SNM NS SNM (=) NS
LU-B.3 Aircraft Noise SNM NS SNM (=) NS
LU-B.4 Railroad Noise SNM NS SNM (=) NS
LU-B.5 Ballpark Lighting SM NS SM (5) NS
LU-B.6 Transient Impacts SNM SNM SNM (=) SNM(=)

Noise (NOI)

NOI-A.1 Traffic Noise Level Increase on Grid Streets SNM SNM SNM () SNM (-)
NOI-B.1 Interior Traffic Noise SM NS SM (=) NS
NOI-B.2 Interior Ballpark Noise SM NS SM (=) NS

NOI-C.1 Exterior Traffic Noise in Residential Development SNM NS SNM () NS
NOI-C.2 Exterior Aircraft Noise in Residential Development SNM NS SNM (=-) NS
NOI-D.1 Exterior Traffic Noise in Public Parks and Plazas SNM NS SNM (=) NS
NOI-D.2 Exterior Aircraft Noise in Public Parks and Plazas SNM NS SNM (=) NS

Paleontological Resources (PAL)

PAL-A.1 Impacts to significant paleontological resources SM NS SM (@) NS

during construction
Traffic and Circulation (TRF)

TRF-A.1.1 Impact on local streets SNM NS SNM (-) NS
TRF-A.2.1 Impact on freeways SNM NS SNM (-) NS
TRF-A.2.2 Impact from Removal of Cedar Street Off-ramp SNM NS SNM (-) NS
TRF-D.1 Excessive parking demand SNM NS SNM (-) NS
Visual Quality (VIS)
\ID/:SgE-'Cl:o%r?;égtggy griggl;ivﬁor%f Bi?goaDFig?Ig aﬁg )Il—l izrr]s/vasyan SNM NS SNM () NS
Water Quality (WQ)
WQ-A Surface Water Pollution NS SNM NS SNM (=)
NA: Not Applicable (=) Impact essentially equivalent to proposed Community Plan
NS: Not Significant (+) Impact greater than proposed Community Plan
SM: Significant but mitigable (-) Impact less than proposed Community Plan

SNM:  Significant and not mitigable
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10.1.2.2 Impacts to Archaeological Resources (EUYLEHIST-B.1)

Future development under the existing 1992 Plan is expected to occur in areas that possess moderate
to high potential for archaeological resources. Grading associated with construction in these areas
could significantly impact sensitive archaeological resources despite resource recovery plans. As
similar impacts could also occur under the proposed Plan, there would be no substantial difference
between the two plans.

10.1.3 LAND USe COMPATIBILITY
10.1.3.1 Ballpark Noise (LU-B.1)

New development within four blocks of the ballpark would continue to be potentially impacted by
ballpark noise. Thus, as with the proposed Plan, significant noise impacts could occur on future
noise sensitive uses.

10.1.3.2 Traffic Noise (LU-B.2)

As with the proposed Plan, the existing 1992 Plan would allow additional residential development in
areas impacted by traffic noise. Thus, under either plan, significant traffic noise impacts would
occur on noise-sensitive land uses allowed within the 65 dB(A) CNEL contour of freeways or grid
streets. Due to the lack of specific information on the potential location and intensity of noise
sensitive uses within the area impacted by traffic noise, no quantitative analysis can be made as to
the number of persons potentially exposed to high noise levels under the two Plans.

10.1.3.3 Aircraft Noise (LU-B.3)

As with the proposed Plan, the existing 1992 Plan would allow additional residential development in
areas impacted by aircraft operations associated with the San Diego International Airport. Thus,
under either plan, significant aircraft noise impacts would occur on noise-sensitive land uses allowed
within the 65 dB(A) CNEL contour. Due to the lack of specific information on the potential location
and intensity of noise sensitive uses within the area impacted by aircraft noise, no quantitative
analysis can be made as to the number of persons potentially exposed to high noise levels under the
two Plans.

10.1.3.4 Railroad Noise (LU-B.4)

As future noise sensitive development constructed in accordance with the 1992 Plan would face
similar noise impacts from railroad operations, the impacts under the 1992 Plan would be significant.

10.1.3.5 Ballpark Lighting (LU-B.5)

New development within two blocks of the ballpark would continue to be potentially impacted by
ballpark lighting. Thus, as with the proposed Plan, significant noise impacts could occur on future
light sensitive uses.
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10.1.3.6 Transient Impacts (LU-B.6)

As with the proposed Plan, continued development would be expected to displace homeless
individuals which occur in less active areas within downtown which are favored by the homeless
population. As a result, a similar pressure would be created for homeless individuals to move into
canyons and less active areas within surrounding neighborhoods.

10.1.4 NOISE
10.1.4.1 Traffic Noise Level Increase (NOI-A.1)

New development in accordance with the 1992 Plan would increase noise levels on the grid streets
due to increased traffic volumes. Although the traffic increase would be proportionately less due to
the lower land use intensity, the 1992 Plan would result in significant noise level increases on grid
streets.

10.1.4.2 Interior Traffic Noise (NOI-B.1)

As with the proposed Plans and Ordinance, future noise sensitive uses could be exposed to exterior
traffic noise levels which would cause interior noise levels to exceed 45 dB(A) CNEL without
special noise attenuation.

10.1.4.3 Interior Ballpark Noise (NOI-B.2)

As with the proposed Plans and Ordinance, future noise sensitive uses could be exposed to exterior
event noise levels within four blocks of the ballpark which would cause interior noise levels to
exceed 45 dB(A) CNEL without special noise attenuation.

10.1.4.4 Exterior Traffic Noise in Residential Development
(NOI-C.1)

As with the proposed Plans and Ordinance, it may not be feasible to protect all required outdoor
open space associated with residential development from traffic noise in excess of 65 dB(A) CNEL.
Thus, the No Project could result in significant impacts on required outdoor recreation areas in
residential development.

10.1.4.6 Exterior Aircraft Noise in Residential Development
(NOI-C.2)

As with the proposed Plans and Ordinance, it may not be feasible to protect all required outdoor
open space associated with residential development from aircraft noise in excess of 65 dB(A) CNEL.
Thus, the No Project could result in significant impacts on required outdoor recreation areas in
residential development.
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10.1.4.7 Exterior Traffic Noise in Public Parks and Plazas (NOI-
D.1)

As with the proposed Plans and Ordinance, it may not be feasible to protect all recreational areas in
public parks and plazas from traffic noise in excess of 65 dB(A) CNEL. Thus, the No Project could
result in significant impacts on these uses.

10.1.4.8 Exterior Aircraft Noise in Residential Development
(NOI-D.2)

As with the proposed Plans and Ordinance, it may not be feasible to protect all recreational areas in
public parks and plazas from aircraft noise in excess of 65 dB(A) CNEL. Thus, the No Project could
result in significant impacts on these uses.

10.1.5 PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

10.1.5.1 Impacts to significant paleontological resources
during construction (PAL-A.1)

Future development downtown under the existing 1992 Plan is expected to occur in areas which
possess high fossil-bearing potential. Thus, as with the proposed Plan, grading associated with
construction in these areas could significantly impact important paleontological resources.

10.1.6 TRANSPORTATION CIRCULATION/ACCESS AND
PARKING

Overall, the 1992 Plan would generate approximately 588,000 (28%) fewer daily person trips than
the proposed Plan. The 1992 Plan would also generate approximately 298,000 (or about 24%) less
vehicle trips on a daily basis than the proposed Plan.

Although the 1992 Plan would generate less overall trips, it would not achieve the increase the
overall percentage of person trips that would be expected to use alternate forms of transit that would
occur under the proposed Plan. As indicated in the traffic study, the proposed Downtown
Community Plan, when compared with the 1992 Plan, would result in increased use of alternative
modes as follows:

e 40% increase in daily non-motorized trips, including walk, bicycle, and pedicab modes;

e 28% increase in daily carpool trips; and

e 30% increase in daily transit trips.

10.1.6.1 Impact on Grid Streets (TRF-A.1.1)

Although significant impacts would occur on downtown intersections under the 1992 Plan, less
intersections would be impacted due to the reduced traffic volume increase. Twenty-seven
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signalized intersections would operate at LOS F under the 1992 Plan. This compares with a total of
62 deficient intersections under build-out of the proposed Downtown Community Plan. Under the
1992 Plan, 11 intersections would fail in the AM peak hour; 19 intersections would fail in the PM
peak hour; with 4 intersections identified as failing in both the AM and PM peak hours.

10.1.6.2 Impact on Surrounding Streets (TRF-A.1.2)

As with the proposed Plan, future development downtown would create additional traffic on
surrounding streets. Although the traffic volumes would be somewhat less, a number of segments
would be expected to experience LOS F conditions. Thus, development under the 1992 Plan would
result in significant impacts to surrounding streets.

10.1.6.3 Increased Freeway Traffic (TRF-A.2.1)

Freeway segment volumes would generally range from 5,000 to 15,000 ADT lower than under the
proposed Downtown Community Plan. Performance of the downtown area freeway segments under
build-out of the proposed Downtown Community Plan and the 1992 Plan would generally be
similar, with no change in the number of segments operating at LOS F, with the exception of the
following:

e |-5 from Pershing to SR-163 would improve to LOS E in the AM southbound direction under
the 1992 Plan; and

e |5 from Sixth Avenue to First Avenue would improve to LOS E in the PM southbound
direction under the 1992 Plan.

Performance of the downtown area freeway ramps under build-out of the proposed Downtown
Community Plan and 1992 Plan would generally be similar, with no change in the number of ramps
operating at LOS F, with exception of the following:

e |-5 NB on-ramp from 19th Street would improve to LOS E during the PM peak hour under the
No Project alternative. SR-94 EB on-ramp from 19th Street improves to LOS C during AM
peak hour under the 1992 Plan;

e [|-5/SR-163 SB off-ramp to 10th Avenue would improve to LOS E during AM peak hour under
the 1992 Plan; and

e SR-163 SB off-ramp to Fourth Avenue would improve to LOS C under the 1992 Plan.

10.1.6.4 Elimination of Cedar Street Off-ramp (TRF-A.2.2)

Development in accordance with the 1992 Plan would avoid the freeway impacts associated with
elimination of the Cedar Street off-ramp because the 1992 Plan does not propose elimination of this
off-ramp.
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10.1.6.5 Excessive Parking Demand (TRF-D.1)

As with the proposed Plan, future development downtown would create additional demand for
parking which may not be accommodated by planned parking facilities within downtown.
Consequently, as with the proposed Plan, downtown employees and residents may seek parking in
surrounding neighborhoods creating potentially significant impacts.

10.1.7 VISUAL QUALITY

10.1.7.1 Disruption of views of San Diego Bay and San Diego-
Coronado Bay Bridge from Balboa Park and Highway
94 (VIS-B.1)

Like the Downtown Community Plan, the 1992 Plan would encourage development of residential
uses in East Village. However, the 1992 Plan would not result in as high an intensity of residential
uses in these areas. It can not be predicted whether buildout of the 1992 Plan would result in high
rises that would disrupt views of San Diego Bay and the San Diego-Coronado Bay Bridge from
Balboa Park and Highway 94; the 1992 Plan did not specifically address views from these locations.
Regardless, these public vantage points are not protected by the 1992 Plan; therefore, view impacts
are potentially significant as they would be under the proposed Plan.
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