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DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT
Date of Notice: May 25, 2010
PUBLIC NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
AND
PUBLIC NOTICE OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
SCOPING MEETING
1.0. No. 24000155

PUBLIC NOTICE: The City Of San Diego will be the Lead Agency and will prepare a draft Environmental
Impact Report in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This Notice of
Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report and Scoping Meeting was publicly noticed and distributed on
May 25, 2010. This notice was published in the SAN DIEGO DAILY TRANSCRIPT and placed on the City of
San Diego website at the location noted below on May 25, 2010. City website: http://www.sandiego.gov/city-
clerk/officialdocs/notices/index.shtml.

SCOPING MEETING: A scoping meeting will be held by the City of San Diego Land Development Review
Division on June 9, 2010, from 6:00 to 8:00 PM at the Carmel Valley Recreation Center, 3777 Townsgate
Drive, San Diego, CA 92130-2584, (858) 552-1616. Verbal and written comments regarding the scope and
alternatives of the proposed Environmental Impact Report will be accepted at the meeting. Written comments
may also be sent to Holly Smit-Kicklighter, City of San Diego Development Services Center, 1222 First
Avenue, MS 501, San Diego, CA 92101 or e-mailed to DSDEAS @sandiego.gov referencing the Project Name
and Number in the subject line within 30 days of the receipt of this notice. Responsible agencies are requested
to indicate their statutory responsibilities in connection with this project when responding. A draft
Environmental Impact Report incorporating public input will then be prepared and distributed for public review
and comment.

PROJECT NAME: SaNDIEGO CORPORATE CENTER PROJECT NO.: 193036

SCH NO.: PENDING
COMMUNITY PLAN AREA: CARMEL VALLEY
COUNCIL DISTRICT: 1 (LIGHTNER)

SUBJECT: SANDIEGO CORPORATE CENTER: Vesting Tentative Map, Planned Development Permit,
Site Development Permit, Rezone from CVPD-EC to a new zone entitled CVPD — Mixed
Use Center (MUC), Community Plan and Precise Plan Amendments, Easement
Abandonment, and Right of Way Vacation to vacate a portion of Del Mar Heights Place for
a phased mixed use development project on a 23.6 acres site that is currently graded and vacant.
The site is located at 12910 Del Mar Heights Place, within the Carmel Valley Community Plan
Area. The project would construct a mixed use development with a maximum of 2,044,200
square feet of building area with approximately 1,143,200 square feet consisting of commercial




retail and office, including parking; 150,000 square feet consisting of a 150 room hotel; and
751,000 square feet consisting of 608 residential units. The project also would include public
spaces, internal roadways, parking facilities, landscape, hardscape treatments, and utility
improvements to support these uses. Applicant: Kilroy Realty Corporation

RECOMMENDED FINDING: Pursuant to Section 15060(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, it appears that the
proposed project could potentially result in significant environmental impacts in the following areas: Land Use,
Transportation/Circulation/Parking, Visual Quality/Neighborhood Character, Noise, Air Quality,
Energy, Green House Gas Emissions, Paleontological Resources, Biological Resources, Hydrology/Water
Quality, Public Utilities (Solid Waste, Water and Sewer), Public Services and Facilities, Geologic
Conditions, Health and Safety, and Historic Resources.

AVAILABILITY IN ALTERNATIVE FORMAT: To request this Notice in alternative format, call the
Development Services Department at (619) 446-5460 immediately to ensure availability. This information is
also available in alternative formats for persons with disabilities. To request this Notice in alternative format,
call (619) 446-5446 or (800) 735-2929 (TEXT TELEPHONE).

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: For information on environmental review and/or information regarding this
project, contact Holly Smit-Kicklighter at (619) 446-5378. Supporting documents may be reviewed, or
purchased for the cost of reproduction, at the Fifth floor of the Development Services Department. For
information regarding public meetings/hearings on this project, contact Project Manager Renee Mezo (619)
446-5001. This notice was published in the SAN DIEGO DAILY TRANSCRIPT, placed on the City of San
Diego website http://www.sandiego.gov/city-clerk/officialdocs/notices/index.shtml and distributed on May 25,
2010.

Cecilia Gallardo, Assistant Deputy Director
Development Services Department

ATTACHMENTS: Figure 1 Regional Location Map

Figure 2 Project Location

Figure 3 Conceptual Site Plan

Figure 4 Scoping Meeting Location Map
Scoping Letter

DISTRIBUTION:

Federal Government
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (7)
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (19)

State of California

Department of Transportation, District 11 (31)

California Integrated Waste Management Board (35)

California Regional Water Quality Control Board: Region 9 (44)
Air Resources Board (49)

Native American Heritage Commission (56)

Office of Planning and Research (57)




California Energy Commission (59)
California Dept of Parks and Recreation (474)

County of San Diego
Air Pollution Control District (65)
County Water Authority (73)

City of San Diego

Mayor’s Office (91)

Councilmember Lightner, District 1
Councilmember Falconer, District 2
Councilmember Gloria, District 3
Councilmember Young, District 4
Councilmember DeMaio, District 5
Councilmember Frye, District 6
Councilmember Emerald, District 7
Councilmember Hueso, District 8
City Attorney’s Office (MS 56A)
Park and Recreation Board (77)

Fire and Life Safety Services (79)
Library Department — Government Documents (81)
Carmel Valley Branch Library
Engineering and Capital Projects (86)

Other Interested Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals

San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) (108)

San Diego Gas and Electric (114)

Solana Beach School District

San Dieguito Union High School District

Carmel Valley Community Planning Board (358)

City of Del Mar - Planning Department (359)

Arroyo Sorrento Property Owners, Jill McCarty (360)

Los Penasquitos Canyon Preserve Citizens Advisory Committee, Mr Geoffrey Smith (361)
Del Mar Mesa Community Planning Board, Gary Levitt Chair (362)

Carmel Valley Community Planning Group (350)

Torrey Pines Community Planning Board, Dennis E. Ridz Chair (469)

Torrey Pines Association (472)

Crest Canyon Citizens Advisory Committee (475)

Friends of Los Penasquitos Canyon Preserve (477)

Milton Phegley, UCSD Campus Community Planner (478)

Applicant: Kilroy Realty Corporation, 3611 Valley Centre Drive, Ste. 550, San Diego, CA 92130
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TrHe City oF SanN Disco

May 25, 2010

Mr. Robert Little

Kilroy Realty Corporation

3611 Valley Centre Drive, Suite 550
San Diego, California 92130

Dear Mr. Little:

SUBJECT: SCOPE OF WORK FOR AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR
THE SAN DIEGO CORPORATE CENTER PROJECT, PROJECT NO.
193036

Pursuant to Section 15060 (d) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the
Environmental Analysis Section (EAS) of the City’s Land Development Review (LDR) Division
has conducted an Initial Study for the above-referenced project and has determined that the
proposed project may have significant effects on the environment, and the preparation of a draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required.

The purpose of this letter is to identify the specific issues to be addressed in the EIR. The EIR
should be prepared in accordance with the attached “City of San Diego Technical Report and
Environmental Impact Report Guidelines” (Updated May 2005). A Notice of Preparation will be
distributed to the Responsible Agencies and others who may have an interest in the project.
Changes or additions to the scope of work may be required as a result of input received in
response to the Scoping Meeting and Notice of Preparation. In addition, the project may be
adjusted over time by the applicant and these changes would be disclosed in the EIR.

Each section/issue area of the EIR should provide a descriptive analysis of the project followed
by a comprehensive evaluation of the issue area. The EIR should also include sufficient graphics
and tables to provide a complete description of all major project features. Scoping meetings are
required by CEQA Section 21083.9 (a) (2) for projects that may have statewide, regional or area-
wide environmental impacts. The City’s environmental review staff has determined that this
project meets this threshold. A scoping meeting will be scheduled.

The project that will be the subject of the EIR is briefly described as follows:

Project Location: The 23.6-acre project site is located in the Carmel Valley community within
the City of San Diego, California. The triangular shaped property is located at the southwestern
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corner of the Del Mar Heights Road and El Camino Real intersection. High Bluff Drive is
located directly west of the project site and Interstate 5 (I-5) is a quarter mile to the west of the
project site and the Neurocrine Biosciences site is located along the southern border. The site is
located in the North City West Community Plan, the North City West Development Unit
Number Two Precise Plan, and Council District 1. The site was previously graded as a part of
the North City West Development Unit 2 (i.e., Carmel Valley Employment Center) mass grading
under Tentative Parcel Map (TPM) 86-0276, and was planned to be developed with employment
center uses. Currently topography on the site ranges from approximately 217 feet above average
mean sea level (AMSL) at the northwest corner and 175 AMSL at the southeast corner.

Project Description: The San Diego Corporate Center project proposes several discretionary
actions, including a Carmel Valley Community Plan Amendment to change the land use
designation from Employment Center to Regional Commercial (Residential Permitted), a Carmel
Valley Precise Plan Amendment to allow for the mixed-use project in the Employment Center,
and a Carmel Valley Planned District Ordinance Amendment and Rezone from Carmel Valley
Planned District — Employment Center (CVPD-EC) to a new zone, Carmel Valley Planned
District — Mixed Use Center (CVPD-MUC) which would be similar to the CC-5-5 Zone
(Community Commercial 5-5) in the Municipal Code.

Per the Municipal Code, Community Commercial allows a mix of heavy commercial and limited
industrial uses and residential uses. Specifically, the CC-5-5 Zone is intended to accommodate
development with a high intensity, pedestrian orientation. The proposed zone would change the
Carmel Valley PDO to add this type of CC Zone to the PDO and would not add a new City-wide
Zone. As stated, the CVPD-MUC Zone would be similar to the CC-5-5 with limited exceptions,
such as building height, minimum lot size, and setbacks. Additional details regarding the
proposed CVPD-MUC Zone are evolving and would be fully analyzed in the Environmental
Impact Report. The greatest possible buildout per the applicable zones would be analyzed for
all issue areas in the EIR. The project would also include a Vesting Tentative Map (VIM),
Planned Development Permit (PDP), Site Development Permit (SDP), a street vacation, and
easement abandonment.

The proposed project would entail the phased construction of mixed-use development broken up
into three Districts with a central main street on a 23.6-acre graded and vacant site (22.39 acre
net project area). Overall development would consist of a maximum floor to area ratio (FAR) of
1.98 which would be consistent with the CC-5-5 Zone which allows a maximum FAR of 2. The
project FAR of 1.8 also includes parking structures as part of the gross floor area.

Maximum development on-site would be a total of 2,044,200 square feet with approximately
1,143,200 square feet of this area consisting of commercial retail, office, and above ground
parking area; 150,000 square feet consisting of a 150 room hotel; and 751,000 square feet
consisting of 608 residential units. The latter two uses would contain subterranean parking
which would not be included in the overall FAR. The project would also feature public spaces,
internal roadways, parking facilities, landscape, hardscape treatments, and utility improvements
to support the mixed use on site.

Districts. The project would be comprised of three districts connected by a central Main Street,
including the Community Plaza District, the Central East District, and the Western District.
These districts would be further divided into Blocks A through E. The Districts would
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correspond with the anticipated phases of project construction, with the Community Plaza
District constructed in Phase 1, the Central East District would be constructed in Phase 2, and the
Western District would be developed in Phase 3.

The project would also feature a Main Street that would function as the central organizing and
unifying element of the development. Main Street would be lined with a mixture of uses and
public spaces along a landscaped parkway. Internal roadways and pedestrian/bicycle paths
would connect with Main Street.

The Community Plaza District would be located in the southern portion of the site between El
Camino Real and the proposed internal Market and Main Streets. This District would be
comprised of Blocks D and E, which would generally be separated by the proposed Second
Avenue, and would contain a mixture of commercial uses, offices, public spaces, and parking
facilities.

The Central East District would be located south of Del Mar Heights Road, north of proposed
Main and Market Streets, east of the proposed Third Avenue and west of El Camino Real. This
District would include Blocks A and B, which would be separated by First Avenue. Proposed
uses within this District would include retail, restaurants ancillary to a hotel, multi-family
residential (townhomes), and parking facilities.

The Western District would be located in the western portion of the site, south of Del Mar
Heights Road, east of High Bluff Drive, and west of the proposed Third Avenue. This District
comprises Block C and would include primarily residential uses with some retail/restaurant
amenity space and related open space areas.

Development Summary. The project would be developed in phases driven by market conditions,
proposed areas of these uses may vary per phase, but the total area of each use would not exceed
the area or range of area for that use, or the overall project square footage of 2,044,200 with a
FAR not to exceed 1.98. Specifically, the project proposes up to 1,143,200 square feet of
commercial/retail, and office; a 150,000-square-foot, 150-room hotel, and 751,000 square feet
for 608 multi-story, attached, residential units.

Parking. The proposed project would provide a maximum total of 4,177 parking spaces
throughout the site where 4,011 are required based on City shared parking requirements. Parking
facilities would include underground garages beneath the site and multi-level, above ground
parking structures. Shared parking would be provided in accordance with parking requirements
in the Municipal Code.

Circulation/Access. Vehicular access to the project site would be provided from Del Mar
Heights Road and El Camino Real. The proposed project includes two access roads, First
Avenue and Third Avenue that would extend from Del Mar Heights Road, and one access road,
Market Street, that would extend from El Camino Real. These three access points would be
signalized and identified with signage and streetscaping. In addition, three access points from EIl
Camino Real would be provided to driveways leading to on-site parking structures. Proposed
internal roadways include First, Second and Third Avenues, Main Street, and Market Street.
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Pedestrian circulation would be provided throughout the site by a network of sidewalks,
pathways, plazas, and public spaces. These pedestrian facilities would provide convenient
connections between the proposed uses within the project, and also would connect to existing
sidewalks along Del Mar Heights Road and El Camino Real. In addition, an internal bicycle
route would be provided along Third Avenue, Main Street, First Avenue, and Market Street. This
bicycle route would connect to existing bicycle lanes along Del Mar Heights Road and El
Camino Real. Bicycle racks also would be provided on site to support bicycle circulation.

Landscape and Hardscape Treatments. The project would include landscape throughout the
project site, including along the proposed roadways, plazas, courtyards, pedestrian walkways,
and the site perimeter. Each district would be defined and unified through the use of landscape.
Proposed hardscape treatments would include concrete or asphalt pavers, enhanced concrete
finishes, and natural stone accents. Furnishings would include benches, seat-walls, planters,
patio tables, chairs, decorative railings, bollards, tree grates, and trash receptacles. Hardscape
treatments and furnishings in each district could vary, but would maintain a consistent,
identifiable theme. Signage would also be provided at the project entries and within the site.

Utilities. Utility services would be provided through construction of pipelines/extensions from
existing utility infrastructure within surrounding roadways. Water service would be provided to
the site by a new on-site 12-inch-diameter loop extending from an existing 16-inch-diameter
water main in El Camino Real. Sewer service would be provided by connecting to the existing
El Camino Real trunk sewer, which drains into the Carmel Valley trunk sewer and into Pump
Station 65 adjacent to Sorrento Valley Road. Electrical, natural gas, and telecommunications
services would be provided by connecting to existing infrastructure within Del Mar Heights
Road and El Camino Real. The project site is served by an existing storm drain system in El
Camino Real. Storm water flows would be collected and treated on-site in proposed storm drain
facilities, and then directed to the existing facilities in El Camino Real.

Project Phasing and Construction. The proposed project is anticipated to be developed in three
phases. Phase 1 would include development of the Community Plaza District, Phase 2 would
include the Central East District, and Phase 3 would include the Western District. Proposed
roadways and parking facilities would be constructed commensurate with buildings to
accommodate access and parking requirements per the City.

Approximately 23 acres of the 23.6-acre site would be graded. Site grading would require
approximately 528,000 cubic yards of cut and approximately 25,000 cubic yards of fill, requiring
export of approximately 503,000 cubic yards. The maximum cut depth would be 45 feet, which
would be required for the construction of the underground parking garages. Manufactured slopes
are proposed in the western and northern portions of the site and would have a maximum
gradient of 2:1 with a maximum height of 17 feet. Retaining walls on-site would consist of 500
linear feet with a maximum height of 14 feet.

EIR FORMAT - THE KEY ELEMENTS

Emphasis in the EIR must be on identifying feasible solutions to environmental problems. The
objective is not to simply describe and document an impact, but to actively create and suggest
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mitigation measures or project alternatives to substantially reduce significant adverse
environmental impacts. The adequacy of the EIR will depend greatly on the thoroughness of this
effort.

The EIR must be written in an objective, clear, and concise manner, in plain language. Use
graphics to replace extensive word descriptions and to assist in clarification. Conclusions must
be supported with quantitative, as well as qualitative information, to the extent feasible.

EIR CONTENT

Prior to public review, EAS will prepare Conclusions to be attached at the front of the Draft EIR
(DEIR), but these cannot be prepared until an approved draft has been submitted to the City.
The EIR shall include a title page including the PTS number and the date of publication. The
entire EIR must be left justified and shall include a table of contents and an executive summary
of the following sections:

1. INTRODUCTION

Introduce the purpose of the project with a brief discussion of the intended use and purpose of
the EIR. Discuss how the EIR may be used as the basis for subsequent approvals and/or
subsequent environmental documents, as appropriate; and describe the parameters for such future
use of the EIR. Describe and/or incorporate by reference any previously certified environmental
documents that address the project site.

2. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Describe the precise location of the project with an emphasis on the physical features of the site
and the surrounding area and present it on a detailed topographic map and a regional map.
Provide a local and regional description of the environmental setting of the project. Describe any
upcoming changes to the area and any cumulative changes that may relate to the project site.
Include the existing and planned land uses in the vicinity, on-and off-site resources, the
community plan area land use designation(s), whether or not the project is located within the
Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA), existing zoning, all utility easements and any required
maintenance access, and any overlay zones within this section. Provide a recent aerial photo of
the site and surrounding uses, and clearly identify the project location.

3. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Per CEQA Guideline Section 15124, discuss the goals and objectives and major features of the
project. Describe all the discretionary actions involved in the project. List and explain the
requirements for permits or approvals from federal, state, and local agencies. Describe the
proposed project’s components, including the commercial/retail, office, hotel, residential,
parking, circulation, public space, landscaping, hardscape treatments, and utility improvements.
Project phasing also should be discussed in this section.
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4. HISTORY OF PROJECT CHANGES

Chronicle the physical changes that have been made to the project in response to environmental
concerns raised during the City’s review of the project.

5. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

This section shall analyze those environmental categories having a potential for adverse
environmental impacts, either because of the project’s effect on the existing conditions, or the
effect of existing conditions on the project. The draft EIR must include a complete discussion of
the existing conditions, thresholds, impact analysis, significance, and mitigation for all the
environmental issue sections. The EIR must represent the independent analysis of the Lead
Agency. The City’s current CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (2007) are to be used
to establish significant effect unless otherwise directed by the City.

In general, the EIR should discuss all potential direct and indirect impacts associated with each
environmental issue area listed below. These environmental issue areas are listed in order of
anticipated magnitude of significance. Lastly, the EIR should summarize each required technical
study or survey report within each respective issue section, and all requested technical reports
must be included as the appendices to the EIR and summarized in the text of the document.

In each environmental issue section, mitigation measures to avoid or substantially lessen impacts
must be clearly identified and discussed. The ultimate outcome after mitigation should also be
discussed (i.e., significant but mitigated, significant and unmitigated). If other potentially
significant issue areas arise during detailed environmental investigation of the project,
consultation with the Development Services Department is required to determine if these areas
need to be added to the EIR. As supplementary information is required, the EIR may also need
to be expanded.

5.1 Land Use

Issue 1: Would the project be inconsistent/conflict with the environmental goals,
objectives, or guidelines of the Carmel Valley Community Plan or City of San Diego
General Plan?

Issue 2: Would the project be inconsistent/conflict with an adopted land use designation or
intensity and indirect or secondary environmental impacts may occur?

Issue 3: Would the project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation
of an agency with jurisdiction over the project?

As indicated under Project Description, the proposed project would include a community plan
amendment, rezone, and precise plan amendment. The impacts of these land use changes must
be addressed in the EIR. In addition, the EIR shall evaluate consistencies/ inconsistencies
(including all deviations, variances, etc.) with local, state, and federal regulations (i.e., the City’s
General Plan [2008], Carmel Valley Community Plan, North City West Development Unit
Number Two Precise Plan, and the City of San Diego Land Development Code.
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The site is designated Employment Center by the Community Plan, and zoned as Carmel Valley
Planned District (CVPD)-Employment Center. The site consists of a vacant lot with four graded
pads. The project proposes to change the Community Plan designation to Regional Commercial
(Residential Permitted) and rezone the site to a new zone that is proposed as part of this project
application titled Carmel Valley Planned District-Mixed Use Center. Describe how the project is
in conformance with these designations. If the project is found to be inconsistent with any
adopted land use plans, would that inconsistency result in physical affects that could be
considered significantly adverse?

The proposed rezone is to a new zone (Carmel Valley Planned District - Mixed Use Center). In
this case, the maximum build out limit is based on the CC-5-5 Zone with a FAR of 2. The new
zone would vary from the CC-5-5 Zone with regard to building height, minimum lot size, and
setbacks; though it may be determined that these exceptions would be project specific. This
Project would also have a defined maximum build out of 2,044,200 square feet gross floor area
or 836,000 square feet gross leasable area plus a 150-room hotel, and 608 residential units with a
maximum FAR of 1.98. Any additional development above the proposed maximum evaluated in
the EIR or exceptions not detailed in the EIR would require subsequent environmental review.

The site is not located within or adjacent to any Multi-Habitat Planning area of the Multiple
Species Conservation Program (MSCP), therefore no land use conflicts with the MSCP are
anticipated. This shall be disclosed and discussed in the Land Use Section.

5.2 Transportation/Circulation

Issue 1. Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking
into account all modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel
and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass
transit

Issue 2. Would the project conflict with an applicable congestion management program,
including, but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or
other standards established by the county congestion management agency for designated
roads or highways?

Issue 3. Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?

Issue 4. Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g.,
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Issue 5. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?
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Issue 6. Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or
safety of such facilities?

The proposed project will increase traffic volumes and has the potential to result in direct and/or
cumulative impacts on the surrounding local circulation network (segments and intersections)
and adjacent I-5 freeway (freeway ramps and mainline). Therefore, a traffic study must be
prepared for this project to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

Describe in this section any required modifications and/or improvements to the existing
circulation system, including City streets, intersections, freeways, and interchanges. Discuss any
potential traffic impacts on the Carmel Valley community, as well as adjacent communities (if
applicable). Also, discuss how the mix of uses would affect the overall traffic generated by the
project. Address cumulative traffic impacts, including any future development in the Carmel
Valley community. Note the assumption of traffic conditions at build-out. Describe the parking
proposal and the walkability and pedestrian connectivity of planned facilities within the project,
both internally and externally. Describe the extent that the internal street pattern would circulate
vehicles through site without utilizing external roadway system. Describe how any proposed
pedestrian and bicycle access would connect with off-site circulation elements.

The EIR shall present mitigation measures that are required to reduce or avoid impacts. Discuss
if those measures will mitigate impacts to below a level of significance. If the project results in
traffic impacts, which cannot be mitigated to below a level of significance, the Alternatives
section of the EIR should include a project alternative that will avoid or further reduce traffic
impacts.

5.3 Visual Quality/Neighborhood Character

Issue 1. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Issue 2. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited
to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

Issue 3. Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of
the site and its surroundings?

Issue 4. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare that would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

This section should evaluate grading associated with the project and potential change in the
visual environment based on the proposed development. Provide an evaluation of the Visual
Quality/Neighborhood Character (Aesthetics) impacts due to the proposed project. Describe the
proposed structures in terms of building mass, bulk, height, and architecture. Describe or state
how this complies or is allowed by the City’s standards for the zone. Address visual impacts of
the proposed project from public vantage points. Visibility of the site from public vantage points
should be identified through a photo survey/inventory and/or simulations, and any changes in
these views should be described.
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Describe how the character of the surrounding area would be affected with development of the
project. Describe any unifying theme proposed for the development area, and include a
description of the proposed design guidelines. Would the project result in a homogenous style of
architecture, or would varied architectural designs be encouraged? Also address any zone
deviations (such as height) that could result in substantial impacts to the visual environment.

If significant impacts to Visual Quality/Neighborhood Character are identified, mitigation
measures and/or project alternatives that would reduce significant impacts to below a level of
significance should be provided. Any and all such deviations/variances relating to visual
quality/neighborhood character, and bulk and scale must be discussed in this section.

5.4 Noise

Issue 1: Would the project result or create a significant increase in the existing ambient
noise levels?

Issue 2: Would the project result in the exposure of people to noise levels which exceed the
City's adopted noise ordinance or are incompatible with the City’s Land Use- Noise
Compatibility guidelines?

Issue 3: Would the project cause exposure of people to current or future transportation
noise levels which exceed standards established in the Transportation Element of the
General Plan?

Issue 4. Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above existing without the project?

The proposed mixed-use development (which would include residences) would be required to
provide outdoor amenities in the form of recreational areas, public open areas, or plazas and
some, if not all, would be required to be accessible to the general public; therefore exterior noise
attenuation may be required. Some building interiors may also be subject to Title 24 of the
California Building Code and/or the City’s Noise Ordinance, which could lead to the
requirement of interior noise attenuation. The project site is currently subject to traffic noise
from adjacent streets (Del Mar Heights Road, High Bluff Drive, and El Camino Real). The
proposed project itself would also increase vehicular noise levels in the area which could result
in a significant increase in noise levels affecting surrounding sensitive receivers. The site is not
located within any Airport Influence Area, thus airport noise is not anticipated to affect the

project.

Prepare a noise study in accordance with the City’s “Acoustical Report Guidelines.” The report
must assess the effects of existing and projected transportation noise levels on interior and
required exterior usable areas. Where adverse impacts are identified, mitigation measures (i.e.,
setbacks, use of double-paned glass, noise walls/berms and other noise attenuation techniques)
must be provided. Include graphics within the noise study, which show the existing, and future
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noise levels of dB(A) and any increased noise levels over dB(A) in 5 dB(A) increments on the
conceptual land use plan.

The EIR should discuss how the project would conform to the City of San Diego Municipal
Code Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance §59.5.01 and the General Plan. Additionally,
construction noise may impact surrounding uses and the EIR should include a discussion
regarding this potential impact.

5.5 Air Quality

Issue 1: Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?

Issue 2: Would the project cause a violation of any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation?

Issue 3: Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

Issue 4: Would the project’s construction activities exceed 100 pounds per day of
Particulate Matter (dust)?

Issue 5. Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?

Issue 6. Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of
people?

The construction and operation phases of the project have potential to affect air quality.
Construction can create short-term air quality impacts through equipment use, ground-disturbing
activities, architectural coatings, and worker automotive trips. Air quality impacts resulting from
the operation of the project would be primarily generated by increases in automotive trips. An
air quality analysis must be prepared which discusses the project’s impact on the ability to meet
state, regional, and local air quality strategies/standards, as well as any health risks associated
with construction.

Describe the project’s climatological setting within the San Diego Air Basin and the basin’s
current attainment levels for State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards. Discuss short-
and long-term and cumulative impacts on regional air quality, including construction and
operational-related sources of air pollutants. Discuss the potential impacts from the increase in
trips to the Regional Air Quality Standards, and the overall air quality impacts from such trips,
and any proposed mitigation measures. Should the project result in a significant decrease in the
levels of service of any roadway or intersection, address the potential degradation of air quality,
which may result, including the possibility of “hot spots” within the area. Also include a
discussion of potential dust generation during construction within this section of the document,
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together with any proposed dust suppression measures that would avoid or lessen dust related
impacts to sensitive receptors within the area.

5.6 Energy

Issue 1: Would the construction and operation of the proposed project result in the use of
excessive amounts of electrical power?

Issue 2: Would the proposed project result in the use of excessive amounts of fuel or other
forms of energy (including natural gas, oil, etc.)?

CEQA requires that potentially significant energy implications of a project shall be considered in
an EIR to the extent relevant and applicable to the project. Particular emphasis on avoiding or
reducing inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary consumption of energy should be included in this
section. Address the estimated energy use for the project and assess whether the project would
generate a demand for energy (electricity and/or natural gas) that would exceed the planned
capacity of the energy suppliers. A description of any energy and/or water saving project features
should also be included in this section (cross reference with Green House Gas section as
appropriate). Describe any proposed measures included as part of the project or required as
mitigation measures directed at conserving energy and reducing energy consumption. Ensure
this section addresses all issues described within Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines.

5.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Issue 1. Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment?

Issue 2. Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing emissions of greenhouse gases?

This section shall present an overview of green house gases (GHG) including the most recent
information regarding the current understanding of the mechanisms behind current conditions
and trends, and the broad environmental issues related to global climate change. A discussion of
current international and domestic legislation, plans, policies, and programs pertinent to global
climate change shall also be included. Per General Plan direction, the EIR shall provide details
of the project’s sustainable features such as pedestrian access and orientation, sustainable design
and building features, and others that meet criteria outlined in the Conservation Element of the
General Plan.

The EIR shall address the project’s contribution to green house gases. A quantitative analysis
addressing the project-generated greenhouse gas emissions, as applicable, shall be provided in a
GHG emission study and summarized in the EIR.

The City does not currently have adopted thresholds of significance for GHG emissions. The
City is utilizing an interim threshold of 900 metric tons of GHG annually to determine a
project’s potentially significant impacts for GHG emissions.
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Based on the scope of the project, GHG emissions resulting from both construction activities
related to the project and on-going operation of the project must be analyzed. The analysis
should include, but is not limited to, the five primary sources of GHG emissions: vehicular
traffic, generation of electricity, natural gas consumption/combustion, solid waste generation,
and water usage. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) has developed a year 2020
“business-as-usual” forecast model which represents the GHG emissions that would be expected
to occur without any GHG project reducing features or mitigation. To reduce potential impacts
to below a level of significance, proposed projects must show a 30 percent reduction to the 2020
business-as-usual model.

5.8 Paleontological Resources

Issue 1: Would the project result in the loss of significant paleontological resources?

The EIR should include a paleontological resources discussion that identifies the underlying
soils and formations and the likelihood of the project to uncover paleontological resources
during grading activities. The EIR should identify the depth of cut (in feet) and amount of
grading (in cubic yards) that would result from any grading activities. The City’s thresholds for
monitoring include grading depths of 10 feet or more and excavation of 1,000 or 2,000 cubic
yards depending on the respective moderate or high sensitivity of the formational soils on-site.
Monitoring may also be required depending on other site conditions such previous grading on-
site and depth of exposed formation(s). If the proposed development would impact fossil
formations possessing moderate to high potential for significant resources, specific conditions
(monitoring and curation) would be required to mitigate impacts to a level below significance.

The project site is underlain by artificial fill and Torrey Sandstone. Torrey Sandstone has a
high potential to contain fossils of scientific interest. Site grading would require
approximately 528,000 cubic yards of cut to maximum depths of 45 feet on 23 acres of the
23.6 acre site. Given that grading over the City’s thresholds would occur in highly sensitive
paleontological areas, monitoring would be required. The EIR would therefore contain a
paleontological discussion and current City mitigation requirements would be required in the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) Section.

5.9 Biological Resources

Issue 1: Would the project directly or indirectly impact any species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in the MSCP or other local or regional plans,
policies or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

The project site is not within or adjacent to the City’s Multiple Species Conservation Program,
Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MSCP/MHPA). Also, the project site is not located adjacent to
native habitat or areas preserved as open space and the site does not contain habitat of biological
value (Tier L, II, or III Habitats). However, the project site contains mature trees along its
perimeter that may be suitable for raptor nesting.
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The EIR shall address potential direct and indirect impacts to nesting raptors. If significant
impacts are determined to occur, the project shall include mitigation that requires a pre-
construction nesting raptor survey if grading/construction would occur during the raptor
breeding season. The mitigation shall indicate that if raptors are located within a potential direct
or indirect impact area, then an impact avoidance plan shall be developed.

5.10 Hydrology/Water Quality

Issue 1: Would the project cause a substantial increase in impervious surfaces and
associated increased runoff?

Issue 2: Would the project cause substantial alteration to on- and off-site drainage
patterns due to changes in runoff flow rates or volumes?

Issue 3: Would the project result in an increase in pollutant discharge to receiving
waters during construction or operation?

Issue 4. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?

Issue 5. Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or
planned uses for which permits have been granted)?

Anticipated changes to existing drainage patterns and runoff volumes should be addressed in the
EIR. A preliminary hydrology study must be provided and measures to protect on-site and
downstream properties from increased erosion or siltation must be identified.

Water Quality is affected by sedimentation caused by erosion, by urban run-off carrying
contaminants, and by direct discharge of pollutants (point-source pollution). As land is
developed or redeveloped, the impervious surfaces could send an increased volume of runoff
containing oils, heavy metals, pesticides, fertilizers, and other contaminants (non-source
pollution) into associated watersheds. Sedimentation can impede stream flow. Compliance with
the City’s Storm water Standards is generally considered to preclude water quality impacts. The
Storm Water Standards are available online at:

http://www.sandiego.gov/development-services/news/pdf/stormwatermanual.pdf.

Discuss the project’s effect on water qﬁality within the project area and downstream. If the
project requires treatment control Best Management Practices (BMPs), submit a Water Quality
Technical Report (WQTR) consistent with the City’s Storm Water Standards. The report must
describe how source control and site design have been incorporated into the project, the selection
and calculations regarding the numeric sizing treatment standards, BMP maintenance schedules
and maintenance costs, and the responsible party for future maintenance and associated costs.
The report must also address water quality, by describing the types of pollutants that would be
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generated during post construction, the pollutants to be captured and treated by the BMPs. The
findings in this report must be reflected within this section of the EIR. Based on the analysis and
conclusions of the WQTR, the EIR shall disclose how the project would comply with local,
state, and federal regulations and standards.

Per the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin, the project site is included in the
Miramar Reservoir Hydrologic Area (No. 906.10) of the Pefiasquitos Hydrologic Unit (Basin
No. 6). This section shall identify pollutants of concern for the watershed considering the
federal CWA Section 303(d) impaired water listings, address potential impacts to the beneficial
uses, and address if the project would cause impacts to water quality. Conformance with the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements shall be discussed.

5.11 Public Utilities

Issue 1: Would the proposed project result in the need for new systems or require
substantial alterations to existing utilities including those necessary for water, sewer, storm
drains, and solid waste disposal? If so, what physical impacts would result from the
construction of these facilities?

The EIR shall include a discussion of potential impacts to public utilities as a result of the
project. Identify any conflicts with existing and planned infrastructure, evaluate any need for
upgrading infrastructure and describe any impacts resulting from the construction of needed new
facilities.

Discuss the project’s construction and operational effects on the City’s ability to handle solid
waste. According to Assembly Bill 939, the City of San Diego is required to divert at least 50
percent of its solid waste from landfill disposal through source reduction, recycling, and
composting by 2000. The proposed project meets the City’s threshold of development of 40,000
square feet or more and therefore a Waste Management Plan must be prepared by the applicant,
approved by the City’s Environmental Services Department, and summarized in the EIR. The
Plan must address recycling and solid waste disposal, for demolition, construction, and post-
construction occupancy phases of the project.

A Sewer and/or Water Study should be performed to determine if appropriate sewer/water
facilities are available to serve the development. The analysis and conclusions of the studies
shall be included in the EIR.

As the project proposes more than 500 residential units, more than 250,000 square feet of
commercial office uses, and includes a VITM application, a Water Supply Assessment (WSA)
pursuant to CA Senate Bill (SB) 610 and a Water Supply Verification (WSV) pursuant to SB
221 are required to be prepared. SB 221 applies to the Subdivision Map Act, requiring the
verification that a proposed project has sufficient water supply available to serve it, and SB 610
augments the CEQA process to definitively establish water availability.

Senate Bills 610 and 221 require the evaluation of the availability of water to serve the proposed
project for a 20-year planning horizon, including single and multiple dry years. The analysis and
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conclusions of these reports must be summarized in the EIR.

5.12 Public Services and Facilities/Recreation

Issue 1: Would the proposed project result in the need for new or expanded public
facilities, including fire protection, police protection, emergency medical, libraries, schools,
and parks? If so, what physical impacts would result from the construction of these
facilities?

Issue 2. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or
other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility
would occur or be accelerated?

Issue 3. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

Discuss any intensification of land use on the property and if it would increase demand on
existing and planned public services and facilities. Identify fire and police facilities in relation to
the project site. Disclose the Fire and Police Department’s current response time to the area.
Discuss if the site currently receives six-minute response time for fire crews and equipment,
eight-minute emergency services response time, and whether the Police Department’s goal of a
seven-minute response time for priority calls are currently able to be met on-site. Discuss if or
how the project would alter any existing or planned response times to the site or surrounding
service area.

Since the project includes residential uses, it also could increase the demand for libraries,
schools, and parks in the area. Discuss if the schools and parks are adequate to accommodate
the increase in residences in the area. If facilities are not adequate, discuss the physical
environmental impacts that could result.

5.13 Geologic Conditions

Issue 1: Would the project expose people or structures to geologic potential substantial
adverse effects including the risk of loss of life, injury, or death due to hazards such as
earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or similar hazards?

Issue 2: Would the project result in a substantial increase in wind or water erosion of soils,
either on or off the site?

Issue 3: Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that
would become unstable as a resuit of the project, and potentially result in an on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

The project is located in Hazard Zone 52, other level areas, gently sloping or steep terrain,
favorable geologic structure, low risk. A geotechnical report, prepared in accordance with the
City’s Geotechnical Report Guidelines, is required to address the feasibility and suitability of the
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entire site for the proposed development. The EIR should discuss the potential for either short-
or long-term erosion impacts to soils on-site. Geological constraints on the project site,

including groundshaking, ground failure, landslides, erosion, and geologic instability should be
addressed, as well as seismicity and seismic hazards created by faults present in the project site.

5.14 Health and Safety

Issue 1: Would the project result in hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within a quarter-mile of an existing or proposed
school?

Issue 2: Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites complied pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
create a significant hazard to the public or environment and would the project expose
people to potential health hazards?

Issue 3: Would the project expose people to toxic substances?

Issue 4: Would the project impair implementation of, or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan?

The project site is located adjacent to industrial and research and development uses, some of
which may routinely transport, use, store, and dispose of hazardous materials. The EIR shall
identify known contamination sites within the project area and address the potential impact to
residents and occupants of the proposed project. This section should also address any hazardous
materials that could be utilized and/or stored on site. Please provide the types and quantities of
hazardous materials along with the locations of storage areas on the plans.

The EIR shall also discuss project effects on emergency routes and access within the project area
during and after project construction.

5.15 Historic Resources

Issue 1: Would the project result in an alteration, including adverse physical or aesthetic
effects and/or the destruction of a prehistoric or historic building (including an
architecturally significant building), structure, object, or site?

The project site is located within an area of high sensitivity for archaeological resources. The
site has been graded under previous entitlements for Neurocrine Biosciences project. The EIR
should summarize any previous cultural resources reports prepared for the project site and
identify archaeological resources and any previous historic structures or sites associated with the
site. As additional grading will occur with the project, discuss the potential that subsurface
historic and/or prehistoric archaeological materials could be encountered.

The EIR should discuss the grading that has occurred as part of the approved permits and
whether that grading resulted in filling the site or cutting into native soils. Quantify the amount
of additional grading that will occur and evaluate the potential that proposed grading will occur
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in areas of previous fill and/or cut into areas of native soil where there is a potential to uncover
subsurface resources. The EIR should include a requirement for archaeological monitoring for
areas where new grading would occur in native soils.

6. CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

When this project is considered with other past, present, and reasonable foreseeable future
projects in the project area, implementation could result in significant environmental changes,
which are individually limited but cumulatively considerable. Therefore, in accordance with
Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines, potential cumulative impacts must be discussed in a
separate section of the EIR.

Additionally, the Cumulative Impacts section must address the project’s contribution to green
house gases. Quantify the greenhouse gas emissions associated with the project and the extent to
which that contribution is considered significant. Discuss current relevant legislation (AB32,
SB97) and how the proposed project’s air quality analysis conforms to state requirements. (This
discussion may reference and summarize the detailed analysis presented in the Energy and
Green House Gas sections of the EIR.)

7. MITIGATION MEASURES

Mitigation measures should be clearly identified and discussed. A Mitigation, Monitoring and
Reporting Program (MMRP) for each issue area with significant impacts is mandatory and
projected effectiveness must be assessed (i.e., all or some CEQA impacts would be reduced to
below a level of significance, etc.). At a minimum, the MMRP should identify: 1) the
department responsible for the monitoring; 2) the monitoring and reporting schedule; and 3) the
completion requirements. In addition to separate issue area mitigation discussions, a
consolidated, stand alone, verbatim, all issue area MMRP shouid also be included in the EIR in a
separate section and a duplicate separate copy must also be provided to EAS.

8. EFFECTS NOT FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT

Provide a discussion of the environmental issue areas that were determined not to be significant
and describe the reasons for this determination. For the San Diego Corporate Center project,
these include Agriculture and Forestry Resources and Mineral Resources If issues related to
these areas or other potentially significant issues areas arise during the detailed environmental
investigation of the project, consultation with EAS is recommended to determine if subsequent
issues area discussion needs to be added to the EIR. Additionally, as supplementary information
is submitted (such as with the technical reports), the EIR may need to be expanded to include
these or other additional use areas.

9. NEW INFORMATION/PROJECT AMENDMENTS

If the project description changes, and/or supplementary information becomes available, the EIR
may need to be expanded to include additional issue areas. This must be determined in
consultation with EAS staff.



Mr. Robert Little
May 25, 2010
Page 18

10. MANDATORY DISCUSSION AREAS

In accordance with CEQA Section 15126, the EIR must include a discussion of the following
issue areas:

A. Any significant environmental effects that cannot be avoided if the proposed project is
implemented. Include impact threshold criteria used. Provide mitigation measures where
appropriate; including triggers, details, responsible entities, and a monitoring and report
schedule. Include a sentence on the significance of each impact area discussed, with effect of
the proposed mitigation if appropriate. Do not include analysis in this sentence.

B. Any significant irreversible environmental changes that would result from the
- implementation of the proposed project.

C. Growth-inducing impacts of the proposed project. The Growth Inducement analysis should
conclude: 1) how the project is directly and indirectly growth inducing (i.e., fostering
economic or population growth by land use changes, construction of additional housing,
etc.), and 2) if the subsequent consequences (i.e., impacts to existing infrastructure,
requirement of new facilities, roadways, etc.) of the growth inducing project would create a
significant and/or unavoidable impact, and provide for mitigation or avoidance. Address the
potential for growth inducement through implementation of the proposed project; accelerated
growth could further strain existing community facilities or encourage activities that could
significantly affect the environment. This section need not conclude that growth-inducing
impacts, if any, are significant unless the project would induce substantial growth or
concentration of population that would lead to significant environmental impacts.

11. ALTERNATIVES

The EIR must place major attention on reasonable alternatives that avoid or mitigate the
project’s significant impacts. These alternatives should be identified and discussed in detail and
should address all significant impacts. The alternatives analysis should be conducted in
sufficient detail to clearly assess the relative level of impacts and feasibility. See Section
155364 of the CEQA Guidelines for the CEQA definition of “feasible.”

Preceding the detailed alternatives analysis, provide a section entitled “Alternatives Considered
but Rejected.” This section should include a discussion of preliminary alternatives that were
considered but not analyzed in detail. The reasons for rejection must be explained in detail and
demonstrate to the public the analytical route followed in rejected certain alternatives.

Per Planning Commission Direction, the proposed project and project alternatives should
consider the ability of each alternative to meet the project objectives while reducing significant

environmental impacts. The following alternatives at a minimum must be considered:

A. No Project/Development Under Existing Plans
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This alternative should describe proposals that would develop the site in accordance with
existing zoning and/or existing land use plans. Describe any future development of the site that
could occur. Discuss the environmental effects that could increase or decrease as a result of this
alternative, such as land use, traffic, air quality, GHG, and noise.

B. No Project/No Development

This alternative would include no changes to the existing site conditions. The site would remain
undeveloped and vacant. Describe any environmental effect changes that would occur if the site
remained in its current state.

C. Reduced Development Alternative

If the traffic study shows a substantial increase in traffic volumes in the community as a result of
build-out of the proposed project, a Reduced Development Alternative that reduces the overall
traffic impacts should be presented with the Draft EIR. The Applicant should work with the
City’s EAS and Transportation Development staff to determine the development intensity that
should be considered in this alternative.

D. Reduced Use Development Alternative

If the traffic study shows a substantial increase in traffic volumes in the community as a result of
build-out of the proposed project, a Reduced Use Development Alternative that reduces the
overall traffic impacts by eliminating one or more use type (i.e. residential and/or hotel use)
should be presented with the Draft EIR. The Applicant should work with the City’s EAS and
Transportation Development staff to determine the uses that contribute the most to traffic
volumes that should be considered in this alternative.

If through the environmental analysis process, other alternatives become apparent which would
mitigate potentially significant impacts; these alternatives must be discussed with EAS staff
prior to including them in the EIR. It is important to emphasize that the alternatives section of
the EIR should constitute a major part of the report. The timely processing of the environmental
review will likely be dependent on the thoroughness of effort exhibited in the alternatives
analysis.

12. REFERENCES

Material must be reasonably accessible. Use the most up-to-date possible and reference source
document.

13. INDIVIDUALS AND AGENCIES CONSULTED

List those consulted in preparation of Draft EIR. Seek out parties who would normally
be expected to be a responsible agency or an interest in the project.
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14. CERTIFICATION PAGE

Include City and Consulting staff members, titles and affiliations.

15. APPENDICES

Include the Scoping Meeting, NOP, and responses to the Scoping Meeting and Notice (Scoping
Meeting verbal transcript). Include all accepted technical studies.

Prior to starting work on the EIR, it is recommended that we meet with your staff to discuss this
proposed scope of work and the environmental review process. Please contact Holly Smit-
Kicklighter, Environmental Planner, at (619) 446-5378, if you have any questions regarding the
CEQA analysis; or Renee Mezo, Project Manager at (619) 446-5001, for general questions
regarding the proposed project.

Sincerely,

Cecilia Gallardo, AICP
Assistant Deputy Director
Development Services Department



























Torrey Pines Community Planning Board
Project Review Committee

BOARD MEMBERS: Dennis E. Ridz, Chair, dennisridz@hotmail.com ; Patti Ashton; Richard
Caterina; Roy Davis; Greg Heinzinger; Norman Ratner, Michael Yanicelli, Cathy Kenton

PUBLIC MEMBERS: Bob Lewis; Dan Jensvold; Diana Scheffler,
To: Cecilia Gallardo, Assistant Deputy Director, Development Services for the City of San Diego
June 7, 2010

Subject: San Diego Corporate Center — Project No.: 193036

The Torrey Pines Community Board’s Project Review Committee (PRC), as an Interested
Agency, would like to take the opportunity to respond to the public notice of an Environmental
Impact Report Scoping Meeting to be held on June 9, 2010. As a Interested Agency, we believe it
is our obligation to provide feedback, observation, and critical analysis to the City of San Diego
on Land Use issues that impact the Torrey Pines Community and citizens of San Diego’s First
District.

The PRC held a public forum to discuss the Scoping Document provided to the Torrey Pines
Community Planning Board (TPCPB). Furthermore, Section B — Transit First, of the City of San
Diego General Plan has been reviewed in connection with the concept of “Transit Supportive City
Land Use Planning” and the 2030 Regional Transit Plan (RPT). The stated Goal of the Transit
First section of the General Plan “is to reduce dependence on the automobile”.

As a practical matter, the PRC believes that the cumulative traffic impacts foreseen by the
development of the San Diego Corporate Center will cause severe congestion along Del Mar
Height Road and EI Camino Real and radiate outward to impact I-5 and State Route 56. Recent
transit ventures such as the MTS bus route along Del Mar Heights Road were abandoned and the
Carmel Valley Transit Center on Townsgate Drive never became operational. This project does
not support or “reduce dependence on the automobile” but provides for 4,177 parking space. The
PRC finds this project unacceptable until such time as a city mass transit plan(s) are in place,
funded and operational. Until such time as the City in collaboration with other agencies, such
as SANDAG, moves from the long range-planning phase to the real world application of the
Regional Transit Vision, this project cannot be supported.

Under Section 5.2 Transportation/Circulation, Issue 6 of the Draft Environmental Impact Report,

the PRC would suggest that as Alternatives are developed, they include the following:

1. A 15-20 % reduction of parking spaces or elimination of around 800 parking spots.

2. Establishment of a secure off-site employee parking area and a corporate funded Shuttle Bus
system to run during peak employment hours.
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3. For corporate individual’s unwilling to carpool or use the shuttle system, the establishment of
a parking pricing policy or consideration of parking as a taxable employee benefit.

4. Provide a linkage between the proposed Transit Center at Pacific Highlands Ranch and the
San Diego Corporate Center.

5. Elimination of the 150-room hotel until such time as the mandatory water rationing in San
Diego is lifted.

6. Inclusion of SANDAG’s commissioned report from Parsons Brinckerhoff for the 2050
Regional Transportation Plan entitled Lessons Learned from Peer Regions. One of the
Overarching Themes relates to “Parking requirements in transit-supportive communities are
reduced.” The Brinckerhoff report on page 28 states that “Abundant and inexpensive

parking have proven to be key deterrents to transit use.”

We are providing our comments so they may be included as part of the public
testimony. The Torrey Pines Community Planning Board intends to respond to the DEIR
when it is issued and is willing to assist the City during its Scoping phase.

Dennis E. Ridz, Chair of the Torrey Pines Community Planning Board
Member of the SANDAG Shareholders Working Group on the 2050
Regional Transportation Plan

CC: Councilmember Sherri Lightner, District 1

Chairwoman Pam Slater-Price, San Diego County Board of Supervisors
Senator Christine Kehoe, Thirty-Ninth Senate District
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Comments on the Proposed
San Diego Corporate Center Project

A public scoping meeting is being held to give the public and interested parties an opportunity to
submit comments regarding the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project. This
information will be used to develop the scope and content of the proposed Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for the project to be described at the meeting.
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Attach additional sheets if necessary. Written comments do not need to use this form.

Comments on the San Diego Corporate Center Project must be received by June 24, 2010.

Comments may be submitted in person at the June 9, 2010 public scoping meeting or mailed using this
form.
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1.0 Executive Summary

Kilroy Realty Corporation (“Developer” or “Kilroy”) has submitted a proposal to the City of San
Diego (“City” or “San Diego”) to develop a 24-acre mixed-use development called One Paseo
(“Project” or “One Pase0”) at the southwest corner of Del Mar Heights Road and ElI Camino
Real in the City. Kosmont Companies (“Kosmont” or “Consultant”) was retained to prepare a
Retail Market Analysis (“Analysis”) for the Project’s retail components.

As proposed, the Project's retail component is expected to include apparel, general
merchandise, home furnishing and appliance, and a variety of eating and dining establishments.
More specifically, the commercial retail components of the Project are expected to total
approximately 220,000 square feet wherein approximately 130,000 square feet of the proposed
Project’s retail would be comprised of General Merchandise, Apparel, Home Furnishings /
Appliances, Other (“GAFQ”) retailers with 60,000 square feet made up of Eating and Drinking
places and the remaining 30,000 square feet as Food (grocery) users.

The Analysis evaluates the existing and projected demand for the various retail components
within a ten mile radius of the proposed Project (“Trade Area”). Within the Trade Area, a primary
market area (“PMA”) and a secondary market area (“SMA”) are identified as follows: the PMA
consists of the area within a 0-4 mile radius of the Project and the SMA is comprised of an area
within a 4-10 mile radius of the Project (exclusive of the PMA). These boundaries were
established using industry standard radii measures, certain geographic boundaries such as the
Interstate 5 / 805 interchange as well as Kosmont's experience with consumer retail shopping
patterns. The existing and projected retail demand was then compared to the actual volume of
sales, thereby establishing a net retail demand. The net retail demand was compared to the
retail supply that would be created should the Project be developed.

It is Kosmont's conclusion that based on the existing and projected retail supply and demand it
is unlikely for the Project to have a significant negative impact on the existing retail
establishments within the PMA or the overall Trade Area. Kosmont estimates that should the
proposed Project be developed in conjunction with other currently-planned retail projects in the
Trade Area, the PMA will be underserved and maintain a net demand for additional retail square
footage. When net demand exists, market conditions are generally favorable for retalil
businesses, and as a result retailers will not be forced to close for reasons related to insufficient
demand caused by the Project. Should existing businesses close, it would likely occur on an
intermittent/site-specific basis, and primarily for reasons unique to those businesses. Further, as
market conditions remain favorable based on the net demand for additional retail square
footage, it is unlikely the Project will cause significant business closures and long-term
vacancies, which would cause property owners to cease maintaining their properties and leave
decaying, unoccupied shells.

Executive Summary 1
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2.0 Introduction

2.1 Purpose

Kosmont Companies (“Kosmont” or “Consultant”) was retained to undertake a Retail Market
Analysis (“Analysis”) for the retail component of a 24-acre mixed-use development known as
One Paseo (“Project” or “One Pase0”) in the Carmel Valley community planning area of the City
of San Diego (“City”) at the intersection of Del Mar Heights Road and EI Camino Real.

The purpose of the Analysis is to examine existing retail market conditions and trends and
evaluate the potential for future retail product to be constructed (including the proposed One
Paseo Project). For purposes of this Analysis prepared for the Project, Kosmont established the
following criteria to determine if the Project's market impacts would be significant enough to
create a lasting physical change in a market area:

o Diversion of sales from existing retail facilities are severe enough to result in a chain
reaction of business closures and subsequent long-term vacancies;

e The business closures are significant enough in scale (i.e., in terms of the total square
footage affected and/or the loss of key “anchor” tenants) to affect the viability of existing
shopping centers or districts; and

¢ Would such impacted shopping centers or districts deteriorate and lead to a decline in
the associated or nearby real estate.

2.2 Sources of Information

The Analysis utilizes information from the following sources:

e Cities of San Diego, Encinitas, Del Mar, Solana Beach, Carlsbad and San Diego County
e Urban Land Institute, Dollars and Cents of Shopping Centers / The SCORE 2008
e ESRI - Demographic and market data for the area surrounding the Project
e Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2008 Consumer Expenditure Report
e Eureka Group, California Retail Survey 2010
e Cassidy Turley BRE Commercial
¢ Kilroy Realty Corporation
e Colliers International
e Marcus & Millichap
e US Census, 2010
Introduction 2
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2.3 Summary of Methodology

For this Analysis a primary market area (“PMA”) and a secondary market area (“SMA”") were
established based on industry standard radii measures in conjunction with certain geographic
boundaries and market specific factors. The PMA consists of the area within a 0-4 mile radius
from the Project, delineated based on the location and concentration of retail installations to the
north as well as the Interstate 5 / 805 interchange which functions as a natural boundary.
Additionally, 0-4 mile PMA considers the travel patterns along State Route 56, which serves as
a primary transportation corridor to the Project from the east. The SMA consists of the area
within a 4-10 mile radius of the Project (exclusive of the PMA) and was established based on
the I-15 as an approximate eastern boundary, yet extended slightly beyond based on the
location of existing retail projects to the east and north of the SMA. The total area encompassed
by both the PMA and SMA is called the “Trade Area”.

The Analysis includes the following steps:

1. Estimate the potential demand for apparel, general merchandise, home furnishings and
appliances, other retail stores and eating and dining establishments based on existing
and projected demand based on demographic data within the PMA and SMA,;

2. Compare the potential demand to the historical actual sales volume of the applicable
retail stores and eating/dining establishments in the PMA and SMA;

3. Evaluate the potential demand for the applicable retail stores and eating/dining
establishments based on projected demographics relative to existing sales volume and
potential sales volume of the proposed Project and planned/expected retail projects
within the PMA and SMA.

Figure 1: Map of Primary & Secondary Market Areas
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Source: ESRI; Kosmont Companies, 2011
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The PMA and SMA include all of or portions of the following geographic areas:

PMA

SMA

City of San Diego

Unincorporated San Diego County
Del Mar

Solana Beach

City of San Diego

Unincorporated San Diego County
Carlsbad

Encinitas

2.4 Retail Classification

The Analysis categorizes retail into three generally accepted primary groups and corresponding
subcategories as follows:

1.

“Shopper Goods”

a. Subcategories include “Apparel”, “General Merchandise”, “Home Furnishings /
Appliances”, and “Other”. Collectively the Shopper Goods are commonly referred
to as “GAFO” (General Merchandise, Apparel, Home Eurnishings / Appliances,
Other), and will be commonly referred to as such in this Analysis'. GAFO is a
term commonly utilized in retail analysis to denote the abovementioned retail
categories.

“Convenience Goods”
a. The second primary category, Convenience Goods, is comprised of “Food
(Supermarket/Liquor)” and “Eating and Drinking” categories.

“Heavy Commercial Goods”.
a. The third primary category, Heavy Commercial Goods is comprised of
“Building/Hardware/Farm”, “Auto Dealers and Parts”, and “Service Station”
categories. ?

! The GAFO retail square footage (“SF”) of the proposed Project is expected to consist of major retailers whose
merchandise mix includes elements of each of the GAFO components and as such, the square footage of these
major retailers will be evaluated as GAFO rather than on the individual components of GAFO.

2 For reference, depending on the type of retailers included in the Project, Building/Hardware/Farm is often grouped
into the GAFO category as many modern building and hardware stores sell GAFO merchandise in addition to strictly
building and hardware products. The retail uses described above are for illustrative and analytical purposes. Please
consult the Project description section of the EIR for a more detailed description of the retail uses proposed for the

Project.
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3.0 Project Description

3.1 Location

The Project is located in the Carmel Valley community planning area of the City of San Diego
which is located along the western edge of San Diego County. Communities bordering the
Project’s location include unincorporated San Diego County and the incorporated cities of
Solana Beach, Del Mar, Carlsbad and Encinitas. The Project’'s 24-acre site is located in the
northwestern region of the City. The Interstate 5 Freeway (“I-5”) is approximately 0.5 miles west
of the Project and State Route 56 is approximately 1.0 miles south of the Project.

The Site is currently unimproved and lies within an urbanized area of the City consisting
primarily of commercial retail, office and residential uses. The Site is bounded by residential
uses to the north and northwest, commercial retail to the east and south east, commercial office
to the south and west.

Figure 2: One Paseo Project Location Map (*)
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Source: ESRI, 2011; Kosmont Companies, 2011

3.2 Project Components

As proposed, the mixed-use Project is anticipated to include a 220,000 square foot retail
component with apparel, general merchandise, home furnishing and appliance, and a variety of
eating and dining establishments. Approximately 130,000 square feet of the proposed retail
would be medium-box GAFO retailers. Approximately 60,000 square feet will be made up of
Eating and Drinking places and remaining 30,000 square feet as Food (grocery) users.

3.3 Project Phasing & Timing

The Project’'s retail component is expected to be built in three phases with phase one
commencing in 2013 (approximately 100,000 square feet), phase 2 commencing in 2014
(approximately 66,000 square feet) and phase 3 commencing in 2015 (approximately 54,000
square feet). Stabilization is estimated to occur between 2014 and 2016.

Project Description 5
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4.0 Existing & Projected Retail Conditions

4.1 Existing Retail Conditions in the PMA

To examine existing conditions in the PMA, Kosmont analyzed data from the San Diego County
Assessor’s Office, data gathered from ESRI and from local real estate brokers and augmented
these efforts by performing a windshield survey. From this research, Kosmont determined that
there is currently approximately 1.90 million square feet of retail space within the PMA. This
includes square footage dedicated to each of the primary retail categories (Shopper Goods,
Convenience Goods and Heavy Commercial Goods). Based on information provided by
Cassidy Turley BRE Commercial, the vacancy rate of core retail space in the Central San Diego
County® area has fluctuated between a low of 0.9% during the 2005 and a high of 4.2% during
2009. Since 2005 the vacancy rate of core retail has increased steadily with a spike in 2009 and
slight decline in 2010. A vacancy rate of 5% is considered stable for core retail and therefore the
market appears healthy at this time as the current vacancy rate is below industry accepted
conditions for levels of vacancy.

Table 1. Core Commercial Vacancy Rates

Central San Diego County Retail Vacancy Rates

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
0.9% 1.0% 1.7% 2.0% 4.2% 4.1%

Source: Cassidy Turley BRE Commercial, 2010

4.2 Existing Retail Conditions within the Trade Area

In order to evaluate existing retail conditions in the Trade Area, Kosmont analyzed over 100
retail centers within the Trade Area, representing an estimated 14.00 million square feet* of
retail space (1.90 million in the PMA and 12.10 million in the SMA). These retail centers range in
total size from a few thousand square feet up to 1.5 million square feet and include centers
similar in scale to the proposed Project as well as neighborhood and community centers which
are smaller than the proposed Project.

Vacancy Rates

Within the PMA, approximately 63,270 square feet of the 1.90 million square feet was vacant (a
vacancy rate of 3.33%). Within the SMA, approximately 515,460 square feet of the 12.10 million
square feet was vacant (a vacancy rate of 4.26%). These estimates generally confirm vacancy
data as published a number of retail brokerage research reports for the area surrounding the
Project.

% Central San Diego County is a geographic definition established by Cassidy Turley BRE Commercial which is where
the One Paseo Project is located.

4 Square footage is based on published figures from center operators/industry sources, broker data, and estimates by
Kosmont based on aerial images (as needed).

Existing and Projected Retail Conditions 6
KILROY ONE PASEO - RETAIL MARKET ANALYSIS



Figure 3: Map of Existing Retail Centers within the PMA °
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A corresponding list of existing projects in the PMA can be found in Appendix 4.2.1.

® The PMA and SMA boundary radii appear as ovals due to the projection methodology in the software program
(ArcGIS) used to create the maps in this analysis as related to the earth’s curved surface. Despite the oval
appearance, the PMA and SMA boundaries are in fact circular radii around the Project.
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Figure 4: Map of Existing Retail Centers within the SMA
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A corresponding list of existing projects in the SMA can be found in Appendix 4.2.2.
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4.3 Proposed Retail Developments within the Trade Area

As part of the Analysis, Kosmont surveyed cities and parts of San Diego county to estimate
potential future significant retail projects within the Trade Area. Kosmont made direct inquiries
with officials in each jurisdiction’s planning department to determine the planned commercial
retail projects stabilizing between 2014 and 2016. Research indicates that in addition to the One
Paseo Project, there could be up six (6) major projects representing approximately 800,000
square feet of retail space developed within the Trade Area within this time period.

Figure 5: Map of Proposed Retail Centers within the Trade Area
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Source: Kosmont Companies, 2011

A corresponding list of proposed projects in the Trade Area can be found in Appendix 4.3.1.
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5.0 Retail Demand Analysis Summary

Kosmont analyzed the potential for the development of the Project to cause significant negative
impacts by studying the existing and projected retail supply and demand. The Analysis includes
an evaluation of the type and amount of square footage in the proposed Project relative to the
expected demand within the PMA, and the type and amount of square footage of other currently
proposed projects within the Trade Area during the approximate timeframe of the Project’s
development.

5.1 Project Impact on Retail Demand - GAFO Component

It is anticipated that the construction of the Project will result in the creation of approximately
220,000 square feet of retail development within the Trade Area. Of the Project’s total retalil
area, an estimated 130,000 square feet would be for GAFO retail. Based on Kosmont's analysis
there is adequate GAFO retail demand to support the creation of the Project’s retail square
footage.

Table 2: Expected Net Supportable GAFO Retail Space

Expected Net Supportable Retail Space (Square Feet)

Retail Category 2009 2010 2013 2015 2016 2017 2020
Shopper Goods (GAFO):

Apparel -233,480 -165,991 119,980 223,870 244,482 265,646 332,747

General Merchandise 184,650 270,785 289,175 277,586 298,529 320,018 388,083

Home Furnishings/Appliances -57,711  -34,244 71,972 128,651 138,931 149,481 182,908

Other 510,593 648,501 487,799 451,996 490,355 529,730 654,523

Subtotal 404,051 719,050 968,925 1,082,103 1,172,296 1,264,875 1,558,261

Source: California State Board of Equalization, 2000-09; ESRI, 2011; Kosmont, 2011. An expanded version of this
Table, including additional data points, is provided in Appendix 5.1.1.

It is anticipated that construction of the Project’s retail components will be completed in 2015
with the first year of fully stabilized operation in 2016. As shown in Table 2, in 2016 it is
projected that the PMA will be able to support a net additional 1.17 million square feet of GAFO
retail square footage.

5.2 Project Impact on Retail Demand - Eating and Drinking Component

Of the Project’s up to 220,000 square feet of retail, an estimated 60,000 square feet is planned
for Eating and Drinking retail establishments. Based on the analysis of retail demand (see
Section 6 - Retail Demand Analysis Methodology), there is adequate Eating and Drinking retail
demand to support the Project’s installation of additional retail square footage.

Table 3: Expected Net Supportable Eating and Drinking Retail Space

Expected Net Supportable Retail Space (Square Feet)

Retail Category 2009 2010 2013 2015 2016 2017 2020
Eating and Drinking | -392,760 -278,153 71,754 350,162 392,365 435,491 572,271

Source: California State Board of Equalization, 2000-09; ESRI, 2010; Kosmont, 2011. An expanded version of this
Table, including additional data points, is provided in Appendix 5.2.1.

Retail Demand Analysis Summary 10
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Upon stabilization in 2016, it is projected that the Trade Area will be able to support a net
additional 392,365 square feet of Eating and Drinking retail square footage.

5.3 Cumulative Impact of Projects Planned in the Trade Area

As part of the Analysis, Kosmont analyzed the characteristics and proposed opening dates of
six (6) proposed retail projects within the Trade Area. To determine the likely impact of these
additional projects on the retail demand at the Project location, the square footage of each of
the proposed projects was multiplied by the expected capture rate based on the proposed
project’s location within either the PMA or SMA. In general, proposed projects within the PMA
are assumed to have a much higher capture rate than those in the SMA.

Table 4: PMA & SMA Expected Capture Rates

PMA & SMA Expected Capture Rates

Retail Category PMA SMA
Shopper Goods (GAFO):
Apparel 65% 10%
General Merchandise 65% 10%
Home Furnishings/Appliances 65% 10%
Other 65% 10%
Convenience Goods:
Food (Supermarkets/Liquor) 75% 5%
Eating and Drinking 65% 10%
Heavy Commercial Goods:
Building/Hardware/Farm 65% 10%
Auto Dealers and Parts 25% 5%
Service Stations 65% 5%

Source: Kosmont Companies, 2011

Multiplying the proposed product square footage by the expected capture rate allows for the
evaluation of the proposed projects as if they were being built at the Project location. Thus by
adjusting the proposed square footage based on the expected capture rate it is possible to
compare the expected retail demand at the Project location to the potential retail supply
regardless of its location. A summary of the results of this Analysis follow in Tables 5 through 8.
These tables are calculated by multiplying the proposed retail project square footage type by the
capture rate, and are organized by year of anticipated opening.

Tables 5 through 8 support the conclusion that based on the cumulative demand of the
proposed Project and the additional proposed projects within the Trade Area, there remains a
net surplus demand in each of the retail categories the Project includes over the period
analyzed. Should all GAFO projects proposed within the SMA and PMA be developed, in 2016
there will be a net additional demand for 675,622 GAFO square feet. Should all restaurant
projects proposed within the SMA and PMA be developed, in 2016 there will be a net additional

Retail Demand Analysis Summary 11
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demand for 218,235 square feet of Eating and Drinking retail and net additional demand for
113,043 square feet of Food (grocery).

Supportable Food square footage and supply is shown in Table 8 as some tenants of the
Project may include limited square footage allocated to Food sales.

Table 5: Total Retail Square Footage Proposed within the Trade Area

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Total w/o Project 115,831 229,434 171,640 0 0
Project 58,473 46,097 41,431 0 0
Total w/ Project 174,303 275,530 213,071 0 0
Cumulative w/ Project 174,303 449,833 662,904 662,904 662,904

Source: Kosmont Companies, 2011

Table 6: Total GAFO Square Footage Proposed within the Trade Area

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Total w/o Project 74,981 139,750 107,250 0 0
Project 39,423 22,750 22,328 0 0
Total w/ Project 114,403 162,500 129,578 0 0
Net Supportable SF 968,925 994,230 1,082,103 1,172,296 1,264,875
Cumulative SF 114,403 276,903 406,481 406,481 406,481

Surplus Supportable SF 854,522 717,327 675,622 765,815 858,394

Source: Kosmont Companies, 2011

Table 7: Total Eating and Drinking Square Footage Proposed within the Trade Area

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Total w/o Project 2,600 37,937 52,390 0 0
Project 7,800 12,097 19,104 0 0
Total w/ Project 10,400 50,034 71,494 0 0
Net Supportable SF 71,754 308,865 350,162 392,365 435,491
Cumulative SF 10,400 60,434 131,927 131,927 131,927

Surplus Supportable SF 61,354 248,432 218,235 260,438 303,564

Source: Kosmont Companies, 2011

Retail Demand Analysis Summary 12
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Table 8: Total Food Square Footage Proposed within the Trade Area

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Total w/o Project 38,250 51,746 12,000 0 0
Project 11,250 11,250 0 0 0
Total w/ Project 49,500 62,996 12,000 0 0
Net Supportable SF 219,207 208,618 237,540 267,117 297,363
Cumulative SF 49,500 112,496 124,496 124,496 124,496

Surplus Supportable SF 169,707 96,122 113,043 142,621 172,867

Source: Kosmont Companies, 2011

After considering the impact of the proposed projects within the Trade Area, due to the residual
surplus demand for GAFO, Food, and Eating and Drinking retail square footage, Kosmont
concludes it is not probable that the Project will have an adverse economic impact on the
existing GAFO, Food, or Eating and Drinking retail establishments within the Trade Area.

5.4 Potential for Adverse Impacts

Based on the Analysis herein, it is Kosmont's conclusion that it is unlikely that the Project will
have an adverse impact on the existing GAFO, Food, or Eating and Drinking retail
establishments within the Trade Area. Further, based on Kosmont's evaluation of the existing
and projected retail market, there will in fact be a net demand for these types of retail uses.
Additionally, although it is understood the Project’s retail will be phased, even if the Project is
approved in 2012 and fully built-out in 2013, the Analysis demonstrates there is sufficient net
market demand to absorb the entire Project without adverse economic impacts to the Trade
Area.

When net demand exists, market conditions are generally favorable for retail businesses, and
as a result retailers will not be forced to close for reasons related to insufficient demand caused
by the Project. Should existing businesses close, it would likely occur on an intermittent/site-
specific basis, and primarily for reasons unique to those businesses. Further, as market
conditions remain favorable based on the net demand for additional retail square footage, it is
unlikely the Project will cause significant business closures and long-term vacancies, which
would cause property owners to cease maintaining their properties and leave decaying,
unoccupied shells.
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6.0 Retail Demand Analysis Methodology

Retail demand and the resulting potential impact on the Trade Area is based on the number of
existing and projected households, the income levels of those households, the percent of
income traditionally spend by households of said income levels, the percent of expenditures on
retail goods of the various categories, and the level of existing sales. The data related to
projected demand rely on information acquired from various jurisdictions as to projects that have
currently submitted planning review applications. Additional projects may be proposed during
the projected Analysis timeframe horizon subject to market conditions which can fluctuate. The
level of retail projects in the pipeline may reflect current recessionary conditions and the number
of applications for additional retail could accelerate in future years in response to improving
market and general economic conditions.

6.1 Households

The historic and projected number of households within the PMA and SMA is based on data
provided by ESRI, a commercially recognized third-party demographic data provider. These
data include the historic number of households in 2000 and estimated and projected figures for
2010 and 2015. Kosmont analyzed these data to project household counts for interim and future
periods based on the compound annual growth rate (“CAGR”) between and beyond the data
points provided by ESRI. This estimate represents a CAGR of approximately 2.1% in the PMA
and 1.18% in the SMA between 2010 and 2015. Projections beyond 2015 were created by
utilizing historical CAGRs between the 1990 and 2010 census. This methodology results in a
CAGR of 1.43% in the PMA and 0.897% in the SMA between 2016 and 2020. Approximately
15% of the total trade area households are in the PMA and 85% are in the SMA.

Table 9: PMA & SMA Historic & Projected Households
PMA & SMA Historic & Projected Households

Area 2000 2005 2010 2015 2016 2017 2020
PMA 23,876 26,429 28,981 31,167 31,610 32,060 33,448
SMA 146,519 155,335 164,150 171,751 173,285 174,832 179,558
Total 170,395 181,764 193,131 202,918 204,895 206,892 213,006
CAGR Base Yr. 2000 2005 2013 2013 2013 2013
CAGR PMA 2.052% 1.861% 1.433% 1.430% 1.428% 1.426%
CAGR SMA 1.175% 1.110% 0.897% 0.896% 0.895% 0.894%

Source: ESRI, 2011, Kosmont Companies, 2011. An expanded version of this Table, including additional data points
is provided in Appendix 6.1.1.

6.2 Household Income

The historic and projected average household income within the PMA and SMA are based on
data provided by ESRI which is comprised of actual figures from the 2010 census and
projections for 2010 and 2015. Based on ESRI's projections, the CAGR between 2000 and
2010 is an estimated 1.15% within the PMA, and 1.53% in the SMA. For the period of 2015 to
2020, the estimated CAGR is 1.64% in the PMA and 1.0% in the SMA. Historic and projected
average household income for additional years is provided in Table 10.
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Table 10: PMA & SMA Historic & Projected Average Household Income
PMA & SMA Historic & Projected Average Household Income (US Constant $)

Area 2000 2005 2010 2015 2016 2017 2020
PMA 129,046 136,670 144,745 156,982 159,551 162,162 170,254
SMA 86,408 93,202 100,530 105,620 106,669 107,728 110,968
Average 92,382 99,522 107,165 113,509 114,827 116,163 120,278
CAGR Base Yr. 2000 2005 2013 2013 2013 2013
CAGR PMA 1.15% 1.15% 1.64% 1.64% 1.64% 1.64%
CAGR SMA 1.53% 1.53% 0.99% 0.99% 0.99% 0.99%

Source: ESRI, 2011, Kosmont Companies, 2011. An expanded version of this Table, including additional data points
is provided in Appendix 6.2.1.

6.3 Total Income

In order to determine the historic and projected total income of households within the PMA and
SMA the historic and projected number of households was multiplied by the historic and
projected average household income for each year analyzed. For reference of scale the total
income in the PMA in 2000 was $3.0 billion and the total income in the SMA in 2000 was $12.6
billion (total of $15.7 billion). Data for additional years is provided in Table 11 below.

Table 11: PMA & SMA Historic & Projected Total Income

PMA & SMA Historic & Projected Total Income (US Constant $000's)

Area 2000 2005 2010 2015 2016 2017 2020
PMA 3,081,102 3,611,990 4,194,854 4,892,658 5,043,470 5,198,930 5,694,657
SMA 12,660,414 14,477,536 16,502,039 18,140,405 18,484,100 18,834,307 19,925,243
Total Income: 15,741,516 18,089,526 20,696,893 23,033,063 23,527,570 24,033,237 25,619,901

Source: ESRI, 2011, Kosmont Companies, 2011. An expanded version of this table, including additional data points
is provided in Appendix 6.3.1.

6.4 Percentage of Income Spent on Retail Goods

Households will spend a certain percentage of their total income on retail goods. This
percentage varies by region and by income level. Households within Carmel Valley and the
PMA, maintain some of the highest income levels within San Diego County and spend a
considerable amount on retail purchases. Through analysis of consumer expenditures
documented by the U.S. Department of Labor and the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, and
historical income levels from Census data, Kosmont estimates that 30.95% of total income
within the PMA and SMA is available for the purchase of retail goods as well as approximately
15% of purchases which will be made by visitor and business spending.
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6.5 Expected Retail Sales

By multiplying the total income for the PMA and SMA by the percent of income spent on retail
goods it is possible to calculate the expected quantity of retail sales within the PMA and SMA.
For reference and scale based on this methodology, it is estimated that approximately $1.4
billion was spent on retail sales within the PMA in 2000 and $6.3 billion was spent on retail sales
within the SMA in 2000. Expected retail sales for additional years are in Table 12 below.

Table 12: PMA & SMA Historic & Projected Expected Retail Sales

PMA & SMA Historic & Projected Expected Retail Sales (US Constant $000's)

Area 2000 2005 2010 2015 2016 2017 2020
PMA 1,415,767 1,659,709 1,927,535 2,248,176 2,317,474 2,388,908 3,068,631
SMA 6,299,822 7,204,022 8,211,415 9,026,666 9,197,688 9,371,951 6,926,015
Total Expected Sales 7,715,588 8,863,731 10,138,950 11,274,842 11,515,162 11,760,859 9,994,646

Source: ESRI, 2011, Kosmont Companies, 2011, California State Board of Equalization, 2010. An expanded version
of this table, including additional data points is provided in Appendix 6.5.1.

6.6 Sales by Retail Store Type

The next step in the Analysis is to distribute the expected taxable sales amongst the various
categories of retail stores®. This is performed by considering the historic distribution for both the
PMA and the SMA. Figures for the PMA are reported by the California State Board of
Equalization (“CSBE”). As the Trade Area is based on radii from a certain point rather than
municipal boundaries, information is not directly available from CSBE for the distribution of retail
sales exclusive to the PMA and SMA. In order to estimate these actual sales, Kosmont
determined which jurisdictions fell within the PMA and SMA boundaries and aggregated total
actual sales from CSBE from those areas. To extrapolate sales figures to the PMA and SMA
boundaries, Kosmont estimated the amount of land area from each municipality within the PMA
and SMA and pro-rated CSBE’s total actual sales figures accordingly. For example, if actual
sales reported for the City of San Diego were $1.2 billion for a given retail category and year, to
estimate the amount of sales within the PMA from City of San Diego, it was determined that
approximately 7.37% of San Diego’s land area was within the PMA and accordingly, $1.2 billion
was multiplied by this percentage to determine their pro rata contribution of sales to the PMA.
The percentage of each jurisdiction’s land area attributed to the PMA and SMA is summarized
as follows:

Jurisdiction PMA SMA

County of San Diego | 0.13% | 0.77%

City of San Diego 7.37% | 26.51%

City of Solana Beach | 100% 0%
City of Del Mar 100% 0%
City of Carlsbad 0% | 18.28%
City of Encinitas 0% 100%

8 Adjusted to account for non-taxable sales (i.e. grocery and drug users)
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The data from CSBE are broken down into the following categories: “Apparel Stores”, “General
Merchandise Stores”, “Food Stores”, “Eating and Drinking Places”, “Home Furnishing and
Appliances”, “Building Material and Farm Implements”, “Auto Dealers and Auto Suppliers”,
“Service Stations”, and “Other Retail Stores”. In some retail categories and years, information
was unavailable from the CSBE’s Annual Taxable Sales report since inclusion of the information
could result in the disclosure of confidential information. To augment this data, Kosmont took
averages of available years before and after to estimate actual sales data.

Table 13: Percent of Total Retail Sales by Store Type - PMA

Percent of Total Retail Sales by Store Type PMA Avg

Retail Stores 2000 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 '05 - '09
Apparel Stores 5.0% 4.9% 5.1% 5.3% 6.1% 8.9% 6.1%
General Merchandise Stores 11.2% 9.7% 9.8% 9.9% 9.3% 8.6% 9.5%
Food Stores 14.4% 18.4% 18.5% 19.2% 19.3% 17.6% 18.6%
Eating and Drinking Places 15.0% 14.4% 14.8% 15.5% 16.4% 19.8% 16.2%
Home Furnishings and Appliances 4.9% 4.2% 3.8% 3.7% 4.1% 5.7% 4.3%
Bldg. Material and Farm Implements 6.4% 6.4% 6.4% 5.2% 4.5% 4.7% 5.4%
Auto Dealers and Auto Supplies 11.7% 11.5% 10.9% 11.3% 10.2% 10.2% 10.8%
Service Stations 7.0% 7.5% 8.0% 8.3% 9.4% 8.2% 8.3%
Other Retail Stores 24.5% 22.8% 22.8% 21.5% 20.7% 16.3% 20.8%
Retail Stores Totals 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: California State Board of Equalization, 2000-2009; Kosmont Companies, 2011.

The projected distribution of sales between 2009 and 2020 in the SMA is based on the average
historical distribution of sales in 2000 and between 2005 and 2009 as shown below in Table 14.

Table 14: Percent of Total Retail Sales by Store Type — SMA

Percent of Total Retail Sales by Store Type SMA Avg

Retail Stores 2000 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 '05-'09
Apparel Stores 4.0% 4.7% 4.9% 5.1% 6.1% 8.1% 5.8%
General Merchandise Stores 12.2% 11.5% 11.6% 12.0% 11.3% 9.7% 11.2%
Food Stores 17.0% 15.7% 16.0% 16.6% 16.7% 19.5% 16.9%
Eating and Drinking Places 12.0% 12.2% 12.7% 13.6% 14.7% 15.6% 13.7%
Home Furnishings and Appliances 4.7% 4.6% 4.3% 4.0% 4.5% 6.1% 4.7%
Bldg. Material and Farm Implements 6.9% 7.4% 7.3% 6.0% 5.2% 5.1% 6.2%
Auto Dealers and Auto Supplies 14.6% 14.2% 12.8% 13.1% 11.4% 11.0% 12.5%
Service Stations 6.5% 7.6% 8.3% 8.8% 10.5% 8.7% 8.8%
Other Retail Stores 22.2% 22.2% 22.2% 20.8% 19.6% 16.2% 20.2%
Retail Stores Totals 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: California State Board of Equalization, 2000-2009; Kosmont Companies, 2011.
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6.7 Expected Retail Sales by Retail Category

In order to calculate the expected retail sales by the retail categories identified above, the total
expected retail sales for each market area was multiplied by the average percentage of total
retail sales by store type for each respective market area. The result is the expected retail sales
volume by retail category. Below, Table 15 illustrates the expected retail sales by retail category
for the PMA through 2020 and Table 16 illustrates the expected retail sales for the SMA.

Table 15: Historic & Projected Expected Retail Sales by Retail Category - PMA

Historic & Projected Expected Retail Sales by Retail Category - PMA (US Constant $000's)

Retail Category 2000 2005 2010 2015 2016 2017 2020
Shopper Goods (GAFO):
Apparel 70,263 81,641 101,964 201,165 207,366 213,757 234,140
General Merchandise 158,601 161,436 191,779 192,663 198,601 204,723 224,244
Home Furnishings/Appliances 69,446 70,322 71,582 128,462 132,422 136,504 149,520
Other 346,962 379,214 414,907 366,080 377,364 388,996 426,087
Subtotal 645,272 692,612 780,232 888,370 915,753 943,980 1,033,990
Convenience Goods:
Food (Supermarkets/Liquor) 203,327 305,607 369,363 395,991 408,197 420,779 460,901
Eating and Drinking 212,368 238,879 298,082 444,024 457,711 471,819 516,808
Subtotal 415,695 544,485 667,445 840,015 865,908 892,599 977,710
Heavy Commercial Goods:
Building/Hardware/Farm 90,048 106,907 100,531 105,134 108,375 111,715 122,368
Auto Dealers and Parts 166,066 191,130 218,521 230,369 237,470 244,790 268,131
Service Stations 98,686 124,574 160,807 184,288 189,969 195,824 214,496
Subtotal 354,800 422,612 479,859 519,792 535,814 552,330 604,995
Total Potential Retail Sales 1,415,767 1,659,709 1,927,535 2,248,176 2,317,474 2,388,908 2,616,695

Source: California State Board of Equalization, 2000-2009; ESRI, 2011; Kosmont Companies, 2011. An expanded
version of this Table, including additional data points is provided in Appendix 6.7.1.

Table 16: Historic & Projected Expected Retail Sales by Retail Category - SMA

Historic & Projected Expected Retail Sales by Retail Category - SMA (US Constant $000's)

Retail Category 2000 2005 2010 2015 2016 2017 2020
Shopper Goods (GAFO):
Apparel 250,871 335,473 418,583 734,823 748,745 762,931 807,122
General Merchandise 767,279 830,597 982,436 874,895 891,471 908,362 960,976
Home Furnishings/Appliances 294,959 329,595 326,728 546,649 557,006 567,559 600,433
Other 1,399,241 1,599,447 1,710,605 1,458,033 1,485,657 1,513,805 1,601,489
Subtotal 2,712,350 3,095,111 3,438,353 3,614,399 3,682,879 3,752,656 3,970,021
Convenience Goods:
Food (Supermarkets/Liquor) 1,071,901 1,128,551 1,366,521 1,763,577 1,796,991 1,831,037 1,937,096
Eating and Drinking 754,183 880,838 1,114,996 1,409,071 1,435,767 1,462,970 1,547,709
Subtotal 1,826,083 2,009,389 2,481,516 3,172,648 3,232,758 3,294,007 3,484,805
Heavy Commercial Goods:
Building/Hardware/Farm 431,649 532,481 491,296 459,371 468,074 476,942 504,568
Auto Dealers and Parts 917,470 1,020,990 1,076,993 995,503 1,014,365 1,033,583 1,093,451
Service Stations 412,270 546,052 723,257 784,744 799,612 814,762 861,956
Subtotal 1,761,389 2,099,522 2,291,546 2,239,619 2,282,051 2,325,288 2,459,975
Total Potential Retail Sales 6,299,822 7,204,022 8,211,415 9,026,666 9,197,688 9,371,951 9,914,801

Source: California State Board of Equalization, 2000-2009; ESRI, 2011; Kosmont Companies, 2011. An expanded
version of this Table, including additional data points is provided in Appendix 6.7.2.
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6.8 Expected Capture Rate of Retail Demand

The next portion of the Analysis projects the percentage of each of the retail sales categories
that will likely be captured by retail outlets within the PMA and SMA.

Capture rates were formulated based on several varying factors, including the base of existing
retailers in the market by category, competitiveness of existing retailers, size of existing retail
base, projected location of new households and current retail patterns of existing households
based on interviews with commercial real estate brokers. For new developments, including
planned retail projects, the capture rates also take into consideration the anticipated mix and
nature of the planned retailers and the degree to which they may present retailers new to the
Trade Area.

A capture rate of 65% for a particular retail category within the PMA assumes that 65% of retail
demand for that retail category for individuals within the PMA will be satisfied within the PMA. A
capture rate of 65% for a particular retail category within the PMA also assumes that individuals
within the PMA will spend 35% of their total expenditures for that retail category at retail stores
outside of the PMA. The balance of the expected capture rate not expected to be captured in
the PMA or SMA is assumed to flow to other markets. The assumed percentage of sales
captured for each retail category for the PMA and SMA are illustrated below in Table 17.

Table 17: PMA & SMA Expected Capture Rates

PMA & SMA Expected Capture Rates

Retail Category PMA SMA
Shopper Goods (GAFO):
Apparel 65% 10%
General Merchandise 65% 10%
Home Furnishings/Appliances 65% 10%
Other 65% 10%
Convenience Goods:
Food (Supermarkets/Liquor) 5% 5%
Eating and Drinking 65% 10%
Heavy Commercial Goods:
Building/Hardware/Farm 65% 10%
Auto Dealers and Parts 25% 5%
Service Stations 65% 5%

Source: Kosmont Companies, 2011

As shown in Table 17 above, it is assumed that approximately 65% of PMA retail demand for
Shopper Goods and Eating and Drinking will be accommodated within the PMA, and that
approximated 10% of the SMA demand for the same retail categories will be accommodated
within the PMA. These assumptions dictate that approximately 35% of PMA demand for
Shopper Goods and Eating and Drinking will be accommodated outside of the PMA, and
approximately 90% of the SMA demand for the same retail categories will be accommodated
outside of the Trade Area.
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6.9 Expected Sales Capture

In order to calculate the expected capture of sales within the PMA the expected sales for each
retail category of each market area is multiplied by the expected capture rates for each retail
category and market area. The results of the calculation are shown below for the PMA, SMA,
and PMA & SMA combined in Tables 18 through 20, respectively.

Table 18: Expected Sales Capture — PMA
Expected Sales Capture - PMA (US Constant $000's)

Retail Category 2009 2010 2015 2016 2017 2020
Shopper Goods (GAFO):
Apparel 57,131 66,276 130,757 134,788 138,942 152,191
General Merchandise 108,518 124,657 125,231 129,091 133,070 145,759
Home Furnishings/Appliances 41,830 46,528 83,500 86,074 88,727 97,188
Other 253,734 269,689 237,952 245,286 252,847 276,957
Subtotal 461,213 507,151 577,440 595,239 613,587 672,094
Convenience Goods:
Food (Supermarkets/Liquor) 152,495 229,205 279,441 288,112 296,993 325,312
Eating and Drinking 138,039 155,271 271,558 279,986 288,616 316,136
Subtotal 290,534 384,476 550,999 568,098 585,609 641,448
Heavy Commercial Goods:

Building/Hardware/Farm 58,531 69,490 64,298 66,294 68,337 74,853
Auto Dealers and Parts 41,516 47,783 54,189 55,870 57,592 63,084
Service Stations 64,146 80,973 112,708 116,205 119,787 131,209
Subtotal 164,194 198,245 231,195 238,369 245,717 269,146
Total Potential Retail Sales 915,940 1,089,872 1,359,634 1,401,706 1,444,913 1,582,688

Source: California State Board of Equalization, 2000-2009; ESRI, 2011; Kosmont Companies, 2011. An expanded
version of this Table, including additional data points is provided in Appendix 6.9.1.
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Table 19: Expected Sales Capture — SMA
Expected Sales Capture - SMA (US Constant $000's)

Retail Category 2009 2010 2015 2016 2017 2020
Shopper Goods (GAFO):
Apparel 25,087 33,547 70,769 72,116 73,482 77,739
General Merchandise 76,728 83,060 84,259 85,863 87,490 92,557
Home Furnishings/Appliances 29,496 32,959 52,647 53,648 54,665 57,831
Other 139,924 159,945 140,420 143,092 145,803 154,249
Subtotal 271,235 309,511 348,096 354,719 361,440 382,376
Convenience Goods:
Food (Supermarkets/Liquor) 53,595 56,428 84,923 86,539 88,179 93,286
Eating and Drinking 75,418 88,084 135,705 138,287 140,907 149,069
Subtotal 129,013 144,511 220,628 224,826 229,086 242,355
Heavy Commercial Goods:
Building/Hardware/Farm 43,165 53,248 44,241 45,083 45,937 48,598
Auto Dealers and Parts 45,873 51,049 47,938 48,850 49,775 52,658
Service Stations 20,614 27,303 37,789 38,508 39,237 41,510
Subtotal 109,652 131,600 129,967 132,440 134,949 142,766
Total Potential Retail Sales 509,900 585,623 698,691 711,986 725,475 767,497

Source: California State Board of Equalization, 2000-2009; ESRI, 2011; Kosmont Companies, 2011. An expanded
version of this Table, including additional data points is provided in Appendix 6.9.2.

Table 20: Expected Sales Capture — PMA & SMA
Expected Sales Capture - PMA & SMA (US Constant $000's)

Retail Category 2009 2010 2015 2016 2017 2020
Shopper Goods (GAFO):

Apparel 82,218 99,824 201,527 206,904 212,425 229,929

General Merchandise 185,246 207,716 209,490 214,954 220,560 238,316

Home Furnishings/Appliances 71,325 79,488 136,147 139,723 143,392 155,019

Other 393,658 429,634 378,372 388,379 398,650 431,205

Subtotal 732,448 816,662 925536 949,959 975,027 1,054,469

Convenience Goods:

Food (Supermarkets/Liquor) 206,090 285,632 364,364 374,652 385,172 418,598
Eating and Drinking 213,457 243,355 407,263 418,273 429,523 465,205
Subtotal 419,548 528,987 771,627 792,924 814,695 883,803
Heavy Commercial Goods:
Building/Hardware/Farm 101,696 122,738 108,539 111,377 114,274 123,451
Auto Dealers and Parts 87,390 98,832 102,126 104,720 107,367 115,742
Service Stations 84,760 108,276 150,496 154,713 159,025 172,719
Subtotal 273,845 329,846 361,162 370,809 380,666 411,912
Total Potential Retail Sales 1,425,840 1,675,495 2,058,325 2,113,692 2,170,388 2,350,185

Source: California State Board of Equalization, 2000-2009; ESRI, 2011; Kosmont Companies, 2011. An expanded
version of this Table, including additional data points is provided in Appendix 6.9.3.
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6.10 Retail Sales Leakage Analysis

Sales leakage is a phenomenon related primarily to the retail industry wherein a defined
geographic area may lack certain retail categories of shopping amenities as reflected by number
of outlets and corresponding gross leaseable area (“GLA”) per category (e.g. durable goods),
sufficient to retain its residents’ spending dollars. Sales leakage is calculated as the amount of
total “sales” within a defined geographic area minus the amount of “spending” by residents from
that same area. “Sales” is defined by the total dollar amount which has been transacted
annually within a geographic area (by both residents and non-residents) and “spending” is
defined by total annual dollar purchases made by residents of and within that same geographic
area.

Leakage occurs if residents’ buying activity “leaks” to outside areas, typically indicating that the
trade area is underserved in certain retail sales categories. By comparison, an area that is not
leaking sales is likely attracting outside sales dollars. For example, if in a city, overall resident
spending in the Grocery sector reached $1,000 per household and sales within the city are
tolled at $250 per household, this would imply that as much as $750 per household is leaking
to outside areas providing outlets in that category. Alternatively, if household spending on
groceries was lower, at $500 and sales from the same resident pool were higher at $1,000, then
the difference of $500 is being attracted from outside areas to the city.

The leakage analysis compares the expected retail sales volume based on the combined
expected sales capture to the actual sales volume of the PMA. The most recent data for
comparison available from the CSBE is for 2009, and as such, the leakage analysis was
performed for that year as shown in Table 21.

Table 21: Expected Demand vs. Actual Sales (Leakage Analysis)

Expected Demand vs. Actual Sales (Leakage Analysis) - (US Constant $000's)

Retail Category Expected 2009 2009 Expected Minus Percent
Demand Actual Sales Actual Actual/Expected
Shopper Goods (GAFO):
Apparel 82,218 143,126 -60,908 174%
General Merchandise 185,246 137,077 48,170 74%
Home Furnishings/Appliances 71,325 91,399 -20,073 128%
Other 393,658 260,460 133,198 66%
Subtotal 732,448 632,061 100,386 86%
Convenience Goods:
Food (Supermarkets/Liquor) 206,090 281,741 -75,651 137%
Eating and Drinking 213,457 315,916 -102,459 148%
Subtotal 419,548 597,658 -178,110 142%
Heavy Commercial Goods:
Building/Hardware/Farm 101,696 74,801 26,895 74%
Auto Dealers and Parts 87,390 163,904 -76,514 188%
Service Stations 84,760 131,118 -46,359 155%
Subtotal 273,845 369,824 -95,978 135%
Total Potential Retail Sales 1,425,840 1,599,543 -173,702 112%

Source: California State Board of Equalization, 2000-2009; ESRI, 2011; Kosmont Companies, 2011.
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6.11 Net Retail Demand

The net retail demand within the PMA is the difference between the expected demand and
actual sales. To project future years the expected demand for future years is compared to the
actual sales volume for 2009. The expected net retail demand for 2009 through 2020 is shown
in Table 22.

Table 22: Expected Net Retail Demand

Expected Net Retail Demand (US Constant $000's)

Retail Category 2009 2010 2015 2016 2017 2020
Shopper Goods (GAFO):
Apparel (60,908) (43,302) 58,401 63,778 69,299 86,804
General Merchandise 48,170 70,640 72,414 77,877 83,483 101,239
Home Furnishings/Appliances (20,073) (11,911) 44,748 48,324 51,993 63,620
Other 133,198 169,174 117,912 127,919 138,190 170,745
Subtotal 100,386 184,601 293,475 317,897 342,966 422,408
Convenience Goods:
Food (Supermarkets/Liquor) (75,651) 3,891 82,623 92,910 103,431 136,857
Eating and Drinking (102,459) (72,562) 91,347 102,356 113,606 149,288
Subtotal (178,110) (68,671) 173,969 195,266 217,037 286,145
Heavy Commercial Goods:

Building/Hardware/Farm 26,895 47,937 33,738 36,575 39,473 48,650
Auto Dealers and Parts (76,514) (65,072) (61,778) (59,184) (56,537) (48,162)
Service Stations (46,359) (22,842) 19,378 23,595 27,906 41,601
Subtotal (95,978) (39,978)  (8,662) 986 10,843 42,089
Total Potential Retail Sales (173,702) 75,952 458,782 514,149 570,845 750,642

Source: California State Board of Equalization, 2000-2009; ESRI, 2011; Kosmont Companies, 2011. An expanded
version of this Table, including additional data points is provided in Appendix 6.11.1.

6.12 Net Supportable Retail Square Footage

The final step in this portion of the Analysis is to determine the amount of retail square footage
supportable by the expected net retail demand for each category. In order to calculate the
supportable square footage, the average sales per square foot must be determined. Estimates
of sales per square foot for each retail category utilized in this analysis are based on data from
Dollars and Cents of Shopping Centers/The SCORE 2008 in addition to market data and
Kosmont's review of retail sales data levels from various industry sources and/or projects.
These estimates are listed in Table 23.
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Table 23: Expected Sales per Square Foot

Expected Sales Per Square Foot

Retail Category Sales/SF
Shopper Goods (GAFO):

Apparel $300

General Merchandise $300

Home Furnishings/Appliances $400

Other $300

Convenience Goods:

Food (Supermarkets/Liquor) $400
Eating and Drinking $300
Heavy Commercial Goods:
Building/Hardware/Farm $300
Auto Dealers and Parts $600
Service Stations $1,200

Source: Dollars and Cents of Shopping Centers/The SCORE, 2008; Kosmont Companies, 2011

The expected net (additional incremental) supportable retail space is then calculated by dividing
the expected net retail demand by the expected sales per square foot. For the purposes of this
Analysis it is assumed that expected sales per square foot will not escalate with time. This
assumption is sound as the household income is also assumed to be constant as discussed in
Section 6.2: Household Income. Finally, the figures below include a 5% increase in square
footage as a vacancy factor, and a 10% increase for ancillary/support space. The expected net
supportable retail space is shown in Table 24.

Table 24: Net Supportable Retail Space

Expected Net Supportable Retail Space (Square Feet)

Retail Category 2009 2010 2015 2016 2017 2020
Shopper Goods (GAFO):
Apparel -233,480 -165,991 223,870 244,482 265,646 332,747
General Merchandise 184,650 270,785 277,586 298,529 320,018 388,083
Home Furnishings/Appliances -57,711  -34,244 128,651 138,931 149,481 182,908
Other 510,593 648,501 451,996 490,355 529,730 654,523
Subtotal 404,051 719,050 1,082,103 1,172,296 1,264,875 1,558,261
Convenience Goods:
Food (Supermarkets/Liquor) -217,497 11,187 237,540 267,117 297,363 393,464
Eating and Drinking -392,760 -278,153 350,162 392,365 435,491 572,271
Subtotal -610,257 -266,966 587,702 659,482 732,854 965,735
Heavy Commercial Goods:
Building/Hardware/Farm 103,096 183,757 129,330 140,205 151,313 186,491
Auto Dealers and Parts -146,652 -124,722 -118,408 -113,437 -108,362 -92,311
Service Stations -44,427  -21,891 18,571 22,612 26,744 39,868
Subtotal -87,983 37,144 29,492 49,380 69,695 134,048
Net Supportable Retail SF -294,190 489,229 1,699,297 1,881,158 2,067,423 2,658,044

Source: California State Board of Equalization, 2000-2009; ESRI, 2011; Kosmont Companies, 2011. An expanded
version of this Table, including additional data points is provided in Appendix 6.12.1.

Retail Demand Analysis Methodology 24
KILROY ONE PASEO - RETAIL MARKET ANALYSIS



6.13 Conclusion

Based on the foregoing Analysis, Kosmont concludes that should the proposed Project be
developed, there is sufficient retail demand within the Trade Area to support the Project without
having an adverse economic impact on the existing retail establishments within the Trade Area.
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7.0 Definitions & Assumptions

Compound Annual Growth Rate: (“CAGR”) The year-over-year growth rate over a specified
period of time.

Household (or Consumer Unit): A Household is a consumer unit defined as either (1) all
members of a particular household who are related by blood, marriage, adoption, or other legal
arrangements; (2) a person living alone or sharing a household with others or living as a roomer
in a private home or lodging house or in permanent living quarters in a hotel or motel, but who is
financially independent; or (3) two or more persons living together who pool their income to
make joint expenditure decisions. Financial independence is determined by the three major
expense categories: housing, food, and other living expenses. To be considered financially
independent, a respondent must provide at least two of the three major expense categories.

Household Growth: The growth in number of households as projected by available
technical/professional or government data.

Household Income: Household income is the sum of money income received in the calendar
year by all household members 15 years old and over, including household members not
related to the householder, people living alone, and other nonfamily household members.
Included in the total are amounts reported separately for wage or salary income; net self-
employment income; interest, dividends, or net rental or royalty income or income from estates
and trusts; Social Security or Railroad Retirement income; Supplemental Security Income (SSI);
public assistance or welfare payments; retirement, survivor, or disability pensions; and all other
income.

Sales Leakage: Sales leakage is calculated as the amount of total “sales” within a defined
geographic area minus the amount of “spending” by residents from that same area. “Sales” is
defined by the total dollar amount which has been transacted annually within a geographic area
(by both residents and non-residents) and “spending” is defined by total dollar purchases made
by residents of and within that same geographic area.

Trade Area: The Trade Area is defined by a ten mile radius around the Project. This Trade Area
is broken up into two Market Areas: the Primary Market Area (“PMA”) and Secondary Market
Area (“SMA”). The PMA is defined as a 0-4 mile radius from the Project. The SMA is defined as
a 4-10 mile radius from the Project (exclusive of the PMA).
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Existing Retail Centers within the PMA

Appendix 4.2.1

Project Name Location Description Square Feet an%r;/eRsetall Vacancy Rate
City of San Diego (PMA)
. . Community Center: Ralphs, Ultra Star GAFO, Food, Eating o
1 |Del Mar Highlands Town Center |3433 Del Mar Heights Rd Cinemas, Rite Aid, Barnes & Noble 269,606 and Drinking 5.56%
. . GAFO, Food, Eating
2 [Piazza Carmel 3804 Valley Centre Dr Neighborhood Center: Vons, Ace 215,096 |and Drinking, 1.05%
Hardware -
Building/Hardware
3 |Carmel Country Plaza 12750 Carmel Country Rd Neighborhood Center 93,754 (g;ﬂi\:((i)r;gEatmg and 0.00%
4 |Torrey Hills Marketplace 4639 Carmel Mountain Rd Neighborhood Center: Vons 85,834 E(r);dk}ni]atmg and 2.33%
Del Mar (PMA)
Neighborhood Center: Albertsons, GAFO, Food, Eating
5 [|Del Mar Center 2707 Via De La Valle PETCO, Dunn-Edwards Paints, Pier 1 164,034 |and Drinking, 2.73%
Imports Building/Hardware
6 |Del Mar Heights Village 2602 Del Mar Heights Rd | Neighborhood Center: Vons, CVS 161,500 |CGAFO. Food, Eating 0.00%
Pharmacy and Drinking
7 |Flower Hill Promenade 2610 Via De La Valle Neighborhood Center: UltraStar Cinemas 108,020 Srﬁngr’i:ﬁng Eating 5.95%
s |pel Mar Plaza 1555 Camino Del Mar Neighborhood Center: Harvest Ranch 74,631 GAFO,_ qud, Eating 9.53%
Market and Drinking
Solana Beach (PMA)
Community Center: Dixieline ProBuild, GAFO, Food, Eating
9 |Solana Beach Town Centre 622 San Rodolfo Dr Marshalls, Discount Tire Company, Inc., 256,728 |and Drinking, 1.99%
CVS Pharmacy, Henry's Farmers Market Building/Hardware
10 |Lomas Santa Fe Plaza & Gardens|911 Lomas Santa Fe Dr Community Centgzr: Vons, Ross Dress for 239,422 GAFQ' Eating and 4.60%
Less, We-R-Fabrics, Inc. Drinking
11 |BeachWalk Shopping Center 437 S Highway 101 Strip Center 53,636 gﬁ:ﬁﬁgEatmg and 8.74%
12 |Mercado Del Sol 731 S Hwy 101 Neighborhood Center 39,745 |GAFO; Food, Eating 0.00%
and Drinking
Unincorporated San Diego County (PMA)
13 |Del Rayo Village 16089 San Dieguito Rd Neighborhood Center 69,422 gﬁfﬁagEa“”g and 0.00%
Source: Kosmont Companies; Colliers International, 2011
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Appendix 4.2.2

Existing Retail Centers within the SMA

Project Name Location Description Square Feet Prlm?;geF;etall Vacancy Rate
Carlsbad (SMA)
1 |La Costa Towne Center 7720 EI Camino Real Neighborhood Center 195,844 GAFO’_ F(_)Od’ Eating 6.64%
and Drinking
2 |La Costa Plaza 1980 La Costa Ave Neighborhood Center: Albertsons 80,739 E?izi’inEgatmg and 0.00%
2.1 | The Forum at Carlsbad 1901 Calle Barcelona Lifestyle Center 264,586 GAFO‘. F(.)Od‘ Eating N/A
and Drinking
Encinitas (SMA)
Power Center: Target, Stater Bros.,
3 |Encinitas Ranch Town Center 1006 N EI Camino Real Sports Authority, Best Buy, Office 795,033 GAFO’. F(.)Od' Eating 4.72%
Depot, Ross Dress for Less, PetSmart, and Drinking
Barnes & Noble
4 |EI Camino Commons 141 S EI Camino Real Community Center: 99 Cents Only 252,083 |CAFO: Food, Eating 1.64%
Store, Kelly Paper and Drinking
. GAFO, Food, Eating
Community Center: Vons, HomeGoods, Lo
5 []Camino Village Plaza 256 El Camino Real unity 238,363 |and Drinking, 1.17%
Pep Boys S
Building/Hardware
6 |Encinitas Village 105 N EI Camino Real Community Center: R?Iphs’ CVS 183,675 GAFO‘_ F(_)Od‘ Eating 20.82%
Pharmacy, Trader Joe's and Drinking
7 |The Plaza Encinitas Ranch 1550 Leucadia Blwd Power Center 177,995 GAFO’. F(.)Od’ Eating 0.00%
and Drinking
8 |El camino Promenade 204 N EI Camino Real Community Center: Golf Galaxy, 140,594 |GAFO, Food 2.31%
BewMo! Staples, Dollar Tree
9 |Encinitas Marketplace 118 N El Camino Real Neighborhood Center 135,455 g?anCi)r;gEatmg and 5.11%
10 |Santa Fe Plaza 415 Santa Fe Dr Neighborhood Center: Rite Aid 103,875 g;?nlzk(i)n,gEatmg and 3.99%
11 |No Name 331 El Camino Real Community Center: Michaels 96,043 gﬁaniOr;gEatlng and N.A
12 [Encinitas Town & Country 407 Encinitas Bivd Neighborhood Center: CVS Pharmacy | 88,977  |CAFO: Eating and 0.00%
Shopping Center Drinking
13 |Henry's Marketplace Center 1271 Encinitas Bivd ,l\\l/lt-:;rgkf;t;orhood Center: Henry's Farmers 88,734 GAFO, Food 5.75%
14 |The Lumberyard 701 S Coast Hwy 101 Neighborhood Center: Billabong Store 81,398 S;?ni(i)r;gEatmg and 7.21%
15 |Rancho Santa Fe Plaza 162 S Rancho Santa Fe Rd |Neighborhood Center 70,629 GAFO 1.51%
16 |Big Bear Encinitas Center 154 Encinitas Bivd ':ii'gr‘borho"d Center: PETCO, Smart & 55 675 |gaFO 0.00%
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(Continued)

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

GAFO, Eating and

Encinitas Village Square | & Il 1500 Encinitas Bivd Neighborhood Center 47,263 Drinking 15.93%
251-277 N El Camino Real 247 N EI Camino Real Neighborhood Center 45,139 g:ni%g'za““g and 2.44%
Camino Encinitas Plaza 318 N El Camino Real Theme/Festival Center 44,099 Sﬁni%g'za“”g and 0.00%
Little Oaks Plaza 362 N EI Camino Real Neighborhood Center 35,250 g:ni(i)n’gEatmg and 3.67%
Encinitas Village Square | 1446 Encinitas Bivd Neighborhood Center 31,479 S;?‘niion’gEatmg and 8.10%
El Camino Square 191 N El Camino Real Strip Center 28,999 g:ni(i)n’gEatmg and 7.10%
No Name 538 Santa Fe Dr Strip Center 25000 |GAFO Eating and 0.00%
Drinking
City of San Diego (SMA)
Westfield UTC 4545 La Jolla Village Dr | >|Pe" Regional Mall: Macy's, 1,500,100 |CGAFO. Food, Eating 0.00%
Nordstrom, Sears, Crate & Barrel and Drinking
. GAFO, Food, Eating
Community Center:Home Depot, o
Genesee Plaza 4203 Genesee Awe ¥ P 523,260 |and Drinking, 0.95%
Marshalls, Ralphs, Walgreens -
Building/Hardware
Clairemont Town Square 3802 Clairemont Mesa Blwd ' ’ ’ 513,906 |and Drinking, 10.56%
PETCO, CVS Pharmacy, T.J. Maxx, .
. Building/Hardware
Michaels
Power Center: Home Depot, Regal GAFO, Food, Eating
Mira Mesa Market Center 10604 Westview Pky Cinemas, Ross Dress for Less, Barnes 487,959 |and Drinking, 0.00%
& Noble, Old Naw, Longs Drugs Building/Hardware
Power Center: Kohl's, Vons, CVS .
. . ' ' GAFO, Food, Eatin
Mira Mesa Mall 8110 Mira Mesa Biwd Pharmacy, Bed Bath & Beyond, 410,326 and Drinkin g 2.59%
Marshalls, PETCO 9
. . Community Center: Big 5 Sporting GAFO, Food, Eating
Mira Mesa Shopping Center . . L
West PPINg 8251 Mira Mesa Bivd Goods, Babies "R" Us, Kragen Auto 309,151 |and Drinking, 0.00%
Parts, Smart & Final, Target Building/Hardware
Community Center: Ralphs, CVS .
GAFO, Food, Eatin
4S Commons 10525 4S Commons Dr. Pharmacy, Cost Plus World Market, 273,201 L "9 3.99%
and Drinking
Blockbuster
McGrath Court Retail Ctr 4840 Shawline St Community Center: Walmart 226,321 GAFO, Food, Eating 2.60%

and Drinking
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32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

a4

45

46

a7

48

49

Rancho Penasquitos Town

GAFO, Food, Eating

13161 Black Mountain Rd  [Community Center: Vons, Rite Aid 198,587 L 3.24%
Centre and Drinking
Metroplex Shopping Center 7310 Miramar Rd Theme/Festival Center 190,823 GAFO’. F(.)Od' Eating 2.37%
and Drinking
. GAFO, Food, Eating
. Community Center: Kohl's, Vons, Lo
Balboa Mesa Shopping Center |5401 Balboa Ave y 190,785 |and Drinking, 0.94%
Longs Drugs, CVS Pharmacy -
Building/Hardware
Mesa Town Center 8915 Mira Mesa Blwd Community Center: Seafood City, Rite | g5 553 |GAFO, Food, Eating 8.08%
Aid and Drinking
Costa Verde Center 8510 Genesee Awe Community Center: Bristol Farms, 178,619 GAFO’_ F(_)Od' Eating 8.52%
Barnes & Noble and Drinking
. . Neighborhood Center: Vons, Sav-on GAFO, Food, Eating
S Ranch Marketpl 10531 S P Pk 175,989 o 1.70%
cripps Ranch Marketpiace Cripps Foway Ky Pharmacy, CVS Pharmacy and Drinking ?
Oak Tree Plaza 9313 Mira Mesa Biwd Neighborhood Center: Big Lots 174,939 GAFO’_ F(_)Od’ Eating 0.00%
and Drinking
Plaza Rancho Penasquitos 9821 Carmel Mountain Rd Nelghbprhood Center: Stater Bros., 24 167,441 GAFO’_ F(_)Od' Eating 6.30%
Hour Fitness and Drinking
Carmel Mountain Center 11875 Carmel Mountain Rd Communlt?/ Center. Ralphs, Rite Aid, 165,990 GAFO’. F(.)Od‘ Eating 1.81%
Trader Joe's and Drinking
. Neighborhood Center: Henry's Farmers .
15731 Bernardo Heights GAFO, Food, Eatin
Bernardo Heights Center 9 Market, Beauty Kliniek, Tuesday 151,515 L 9 2.86%
Pkwy . and Drinking
Morning
Home Depot 12185 Carmel Mountain Rd |Neighborhood Center: Home Depot 145,860 |Building/Hardware 2.19%
Community Center: Plummers, GAFO, Food, Eating
Miramar Furniture Market 8990 Miramar Rd Copenhagen Interiors, Comfort Furniture 130,980 [and Drinking, 18.45%
Galleries Building/Hardware
Sears Essentials 7655 Clairemont Mesa BIvd |Neighborhood Center: Sears Essentials 121,464 [GAFO 0.00%
. Neighborhood Center: Ethan Allen GAFO
I 7 I M Bl ’ 118,327 ' 7.05%
ndependence Square 305 Clairemont Mesa Biwd Saddleback Furniture 8,3 Building/Hardware 05%
GAFO, Food, Eating
Mira Mesa Shopping Center 9400 Mira Mesa Blwd Neighborhood Center: Ralphs 114,936 |and Drinking, 8.87%
Building/Hardware
GAFO, Food, Eating
Miramar Home Fair 7550 Miramar Rd Neighborhood Center 112,417 |and Drinking, 42.23%
Building/Hardware
. Neighborhood Center: Fresh & Easy Food, Eating and 0
Plaza Sorrento 6705 Mira Mesa Blwd Neighborhood Market, BewMlo! 106,522 Drinking 0.00%
Highland Village 7895 Highland Village Place |Neighborhood Center: Albertsons 89,990 Food, Eating and 6.38%

Drinking
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50
51
52
53
54

55

56
57

58

59

60

61

62

63

64

65

66

67

68

69

70

71

72

Miramar Square 9212 Miramar Rd Neighborhood Center: Decor Furniture 83,734 Building/Hardware 11.40%
Von's Center 3883 Governor Dr Neighborhood Center: Vons, Rite Aid 78,235 GAFO, Food 0.00%
Miramar Plaza 8220 Miramar Rd Neighborhood Center 75,188 GAFO 0.00%
La Jolla Colony 7708 Regents Rd Neighborhood Center: Vons 72,669 GAFO, Food 0.00%
SR Ranch Shopping Center 9838 Hibert St Neighborhood Center: Trader Joe's 71,241 Food 14.08%
Renaissance Towne Center 8895 Towne Centre Dr Neighborhood Center: Longs Drugs, 67,553 GAFO, Food 0.00%
CVS Pharmacy
Diane Shopping Center 4760 Clairemont Mesa Blvd |Neighborhood Center 62,132 GAFO 11.27%
Sorrento Court 9420 Scranton Rd Neighborhood Center: Staples 59,485 GAFO 2.66%
Balboa Plaza 4411 Genesee Ave Neighborhood Center: Henry's Farmers | 57 7,3 |Food, 0.00%
Market, Pep Boys Building/Hardware
Madison Square Shopping 5487 Clairemont Mesa Bid |Strip Center 52,188 |CAFO: Eating and 2.30%
Center Drinking
Penasquitos Point 12788 Rancho Penasquitos Neighborhood Center 50,404 GAF_O’ Eating and 0.00%
Bivd Drinking
Black Mountain Village 9152 Mira Mesa Bivd Neighborhood Center 49,080 g:ni(i)n’gEatmg and 1.63%
Liberty Park Plaza 4310 Genesee Awve Strip Center 48,616 Sﬁni%g'za“”g and 21.66%
Sabre Springs Marketplace 126008 Sabre Springs Pky |Neighborhood Center 44,915 g:ni(i)n’gEatmg and 0.00%
4S Ranch Village 16611 Dowve Canyon Rd Neighborhood Center 44,893 gﬁniion,gEatlng and 2.60%
Miramar Crossings 7030 Miramar Rd Neighborhood Center 42,475 g:ni(i)n’gEatmg and 21.37%
Balboa Crest 6133 Balboa Strip Center 40,481 GAF_O’ Eating and 3.51%
Drinking
Miramar Empire Plaza 7920 Miramar Rd Neighborhood Center 40,000 g:‘ni(i)n’gEatmg and 14.90%
Little India Center 9474 Black Mountain Rd Strip Center 38,175 Sr?nici;’gEatmg and 20.69%
Miramar Galleria 7122 Miramar Rd Strip Center 37,209 g:‘ni(i)n’gEatmg and 7.26%
Miramar Center 6904 Miramar Rd Strip Center 36,601 Sr?nici;’gEatmg and 0.00%
Clairemont Mesa Center 5145 Clairemont Mesa Blwd |Strip Center: Smart & Final 34,006 :r)lAdFIZ())r’inII:((i)r?g(]j’ Eating 0.00%
Crossroads Center 7404 Clairemont Mesa Blvd |Neighborhood Center 33,802 GAFO, Eating and 5.64%

Drinking
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73

74

75

76

77

78

79

80

81

82

GAFO, Eating and

Miramar Plaza 7092 Miramar Rd Strip Center 33,176 Drinking 16.51%
The Northgate Plaza 8650 Miramar Rd Strip Center 32,319 S?ni%gEating and 0.00%
Mira Mesa Commercial Cntr 9175 Mira Mesa Bivd Strip Center 32,263 S:\nlzk%gEating and 0.00%
Balboa Mesa Center 5939 Balboa Ave Strip Center 31,376 S?ni%gEating and 13.48%
Sorrento Mesa Crossroads 10066 Pacific Heights Blvd |Strip Center 28,166 S:\nlzk%gEating and 6.80%
Camino Village Shopping 11255 Camino Ruiz Strip Center 27,511 CDilﬁan%gEating and 10.47%
Diane Village 4676 Clairemont Mesa Blwvd [Strip Center 26,444 S:\nlzk%gEating and 14.49%
Miracrest Plaza 6780 Miramar Rd Strip Center 26,272 CDilﬁan%gEating and 0.00%
No Name 9801 Mira Mesa Bivd Strip Center 25,796 Sﬁni%g'zati”g and 3.49%
7180-7190 Miramar Road 7180 Miramar Rd Strip Center 25,317 GAFO, Eating and 15.74%

Drinking

Source: Kosmont Companies; Colliers International, 2011
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Appendix 4.2.3

Existing Retail Centers within the Trade Area (Evaluated) [LESS THAN 25,000 SQ FT]

Project Name Location Description Square Feet an:yrz;etaﬂ Vacancy Rate
City of San Diego (PMA)
1 |Torrey Corners Shopping Ctr. 11120 E. Ocean Air Dr. Strip Center 18,345 Shop retail 6.54%
2 |Sorrento Valley Plaza Center 10920 Roselle St. Strip Center 10,636 Shop retail 7.47%
Del Mar (PMA)
None Identified
Solana Beach (PMA)
3 |No Name 146 S. Cedros Awe. Strip Center 16,900 Shop retail 0.00%
4 |Solana Beach Plaza 120 Lomas Santa Fe Dr. [Strip Center 12,478 Shop retail 0.00%
5 |No Name 342 Cedros Awe. Strip Center 5,869 Shop retail 0.00%
6 |No Name 137 Lomas Santa Fe Dr. [Strip Center 5,015 Shop retail 18.00%
Unincorporated San Diego County (PMA)
None Identified
Source: Kosmont Companies; Colliers International, 2011
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Appendix 4.2.4

Existing Retail Centers within the Trade Area (Evaluated) [LESS THAN 25,000 SQ FT]

KILROY ONE PASEO - RETAIL MARKET ANALYSIS

Project Name Location Description Square Feet Pr|m?;;eRsetall Vacancy Rate
Carlsbad (SMA)
1 None Identified
Encinitas (SMA)
2 |Mountain Vista Plaza 229 N El Camino Real Strip Center 18,777 Shop Retail 11.64%
3 |Moonlight Plaza 345 S Coast Highway 101 |Strip Center 15,440 Shop Retail 0.00%
4 |No Name 1465 Encinitas Blwvd Strip Center 15,165 Shop Retail 0.00%
5 |Hacienda Plaza 2146 Encinitas Blvd Strip Center 11,115 Shop Retail 0.00%
6 |No Name 315 1st St Strip Center 9,732 Shop Retail 0.00%
7 |No Name 580 Santa Fe Dr Strip Center 8,337 Shop Retail 0.00%
8 |No Name 102 Leucadia Bivd Strip Center 7,251 Shop Retail 0.00%
9 [|No Name 574 Santa Fe Dr Strip Center 4,822 Shop Retail 0.00%
10 |No Name 466 N Coast Hwy 101 Strip Center 3,726 Shop Retail 0.00%
11 |The Small Mall 603 S Coast Highway 101 |Strip Center 2,507 Shop Retail 0.00%
City of San Diego (SMA)
12 |No Name gdl'jds Clairemont Mesa Strip Center 23,825 Shop Retail 0.00%
13 |Bayview Plaza 4384 Moraga Strip Center 23,640 Shop Retail 0.00%
14 |Aventine Restaurant Row 8960 University Center Ln |Strip Center 23,000 Shop Retail 0.00%
15 Strip Center 22,318 Shop Retail 2.82%
16 |Scripps Mesa Village 9906 Mira Mesa BIwd Strip Center 21,929 Shop Retail 30.74%
17 |Scripps Gateway 12036 Scripps Highland Dr|Strip Center 21,701 Shop Retail 0.00%
18 |No Name 10200 Scripps Poway Pky |Strip Center 21,148 Shop Retail 0.00%
19 |Via Miramar Center 9522 Miramar Rd Strip Center 19,636 Shop Retail 0.00%
20 |No Name ;Al'\?/ds Clairemont Mesa Strip Center 18,000 Shop Retail 25.00%
21 |No Name 2910 Damon Awe Strip Center 17,768 Shop Retail 0.00%
22 |Miramar Village West 7140 Miramar Rd Strip Center 15,599 Shop Retail 12.26%
23 |Garfield Plaza 4217 Balboa Ave Strip Center 15,285 Shop Retail 23.39%
24 |Camino Ruiz Plaza 11229 Camino Ruiz Strip Center 13,956 Shop Retail 0.00%
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25 |Eucalyptus Square 9821 Carroll Canyon Rd  |Strip Center 13,812 Shop Retail 5.24%
26 |Bay Ho Shopping Center 4011 Avati Dr Strip Center 11,734 Shop Retail 0.00%
27 |Scripps Hill Center 9969 Mira Mesa BIwd Strip Center 10,912 Shop Retail 0.00%
28 | Town Center 6906 Miramar Rd Strip Center 10,100 Shop Retail 26.73%
29 |No Name 9550 Black Mountain Rd |Strip Center 9,970 Shop Retail 0.00%
30 |No Name 930 Turquoise St Strip Center 6,708 Shop Retail 0.00%
31 |No Name 4089 Genesee Ave Strip Center 6,200 Shop Retail 0.00%
32 |Via Miramar Center 9465 Black Mountain Rd |Strip Center 5,271 Shop Retail 0.00%
33 |No Name 841 Turquoise St Strip Center 5,236 Shop Retail 0.00%
34 |Clairemont Plaza ;?\0/(14 Clairemont Mesa Strip Center 4,800 Shop Retail 30.00%
35 |Village Center North 12010 Scripps Summit Ct |Strip Center 3,770 Shop Retail 0.00%

Source: Kosmont Companies; Colliers International, 2011
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Appendix 4.3.1°

Proposed Projects within the Trade Area

Project Name Location Description SyeEE Qe Square Feet Pl [REE]
Year Types
PMA
Existing Community Center with
. Ralphs, Ultra Star Cinemas, Rite Aid .
Del Mar Highlands T Cente ' ’ ' GAFO, Food, Eat
© ar. 'ghiands Town tenter 3433 Del Mar Heights Rd Barnes & Noble. Expansion is planned 2013-2015 275,000 ’ 0(.) . ating
Expansion . . : o . and Drinking
with exterior renovation on existing retail
buildings and new planned retail.
Corner of Del Mar Heights gelgrborgobod;egter Expected 0 b: ¢ GAFO, Food, Eating
Pacific Highlands Ranch Village |Road and Village Center eveloped by Fardee Homes as part 0 2013-2014 195,000 and Drinking,
the larger Pacific Highlands Ranch .
Loop . . Building/Hardware
residential development.
Existing Neighborhood Center. Plans
Flower Hill Promenade are to add approximately 61,000 square GAFO, Eating and
Expansion 12750 Carmel Country Rd feet of new retail including a 35,000 2013 61,000 Drinking
square foot Whole Foods Market.
El Camino Real . . .
Torrey Resene Phase IV approximately 1.3 miles Mqltl-use Qe\elopment with commercial 2013-2014 19,965 GAFO’ FOOd. and
office, retail, restaurant and bank. Eating and Drinking
south of Carmel Valley Road
ggﬁgrfgs?\gaft%?tlﬁewg Proposed 484 residential condominium
Torrey Hills Residential/Retail P o units and approximately 4,000 square 2013 4,000 GAFO
Freeway, just south of . g
. feet of commercial retail space.
Carmel Mountain Road
SMA
Approximately the I-15 . ) .
Sudbury Watermark Scripps freeway and Scripps Poway Mgltl-use Qevelopment with commercial 2013-2014 235,000 GAFO’ FOOd. aqd
Parkway office, retail, restaurant and hotel Eating and Drinking

Source: Kosmont Companies; City of San Diego, City of Encinitas, City of Carlsbad, City of Solana Beach, City of Del Mar and San Diego County, 2011

" As of the date of this Analysis, Del Mar Highlands Town Center has developed approximately 275,000 square feet of retail product. While there are no stated
plans for additional development or significant expansion, Del Mar Highlands is entitled for up to 550,000 square feet of retail under its original approvals through
the City of San Diego. The Analysis assumes the Project will be built out to its fullest between 2013 and 2016.
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Appendix 5.1.1
Expected Net Supportable Retail Space (Square Feet)

Retail Category Sales/SF 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2020
Shopper Goods (GAFO):

Apparel $300 PSF| -233,480 -165,991 -110,361 69,130 119,980 203,795 223,870 244,482 265,646 332,747

General Merchandise $300 PSF 184,650 270,785 262,869 289,134 289,175 257,174 277,586 298,529 320,018 388,083

Home Furnishings/Appliances $400 PSF -57,711  -34,244  -17,197 50,194 71,972 118,634 128,651 138,931 149,481 182,908

Other $300 PSF 510,593 648,501 655,820 489,536 487,799 414,627 451,996 490,355 529,730 654,523

Subtotal 404,051 719,050 791,132 897,994 968,925 994,230 1,082,103 1,172,296 1,264,875 1,558,261

Source: California State Board of Equalization, 2000-2009; ESRI, 2011; Kosmont, 2011

Appendix 5.2.1

Expected Net Supportable Retail Space (Square Feet)

Retail Category Sales/SF 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2020
Eating and Drinking $300 PSF| -392,760 -278,153 -222,186 -40,878 71,754 308,865 350,162 392,365 435,491 572,271
Subtotal -610,257 -266,966 -177,640 141,992 290,961 517,483 587,702 659,482 732,854 965,735

Source: California State Board of Equalization, 2000-2009; ESRI, 2011; Kosmont, 2011

Appendix 6.1.1

PMA & SMA Historic & Projected Households

Area 2000 2005 2009 2010 2015 2016 2017 2020
PMA 23,876 26,429 26,939 28,981 31,167 31,610 32,060 33,448
SMA 146,519 155,335 157,098 164,150 171,751 173,285 174,832 179,558
Total 170,395 181,764 184,037 193,131 202,918 204,895 206,892 213,006
CAGR Base Yr. 2000 2005 2005 2013 2013 2013 2013
CAGR PMA 2.052% 0.479% 1.861% 1.433% 1.430% 1.428% 1.426%
CAGR SMA 1.175% 0.283% 1.110% 0.897% 0.896% 0.895% 0.894%

Source: ESRI, 2010; Kosmont Companies, 2011
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Appendix 6.2.1

PMA & SMA Historic & Projected Average Household Income (US Constant $)

Area 2000 2005 2010 2015 2016 2017 2020
PMA 129,046 136,670 144,745 156,982 159,551 162,162 170,254
SMA 86,408 93,202 100,530 105,620 106,669 107,728 110,968
Average 92,382 99,522 107,165 113,509 114,827 116,163 120,278
CAGR Base Yr. 2000 2005 2013 2013 2013 2013

CAGR PMA
CAGR SMA

1.15%
1.53%

Source: ESRI, 2010; Kosmont Companies 2011

1.15%
1.53%

Appendix 6.3.1

PMA & SMA Historic & Projected Total Income (US Constant $000's)

1.64%
0.99%

1.64%
0.99%

1.64%
0.99%

1.64%
0.99%

Area 2000 2005 2010 2015 2016 2017 2020
PMA 3,081,102 3,611,990 4,194,854 4,892,658 5,043,470 5,198,930 5,694,657
SMA 12,660,414 14,477,536 16,502,039 18,140,405 18,484,100 18,834,307 19,925,243
Total Income: 15,741,516 18,089,526 20,696,893 23,033,063 23,527,570 24,033,237 25,619,901
Source: ESRI, 2010; Kosmont Companies 2011
Appendix 6.5.1
PMA & SMA Historic & Projected Expected Retail Sales (US Constant $000's)

Area 2000 2005 2010 2015 2016 2017 2020

PMA 1,415,767 1,659,709 1,927,535 2,248,176 2,317,474 2,388,908 3,068,631

SMA 6,299,822 7,204,022 8,211,415 9,026,666 9,197,688 9,371,951 6,926,015

Total Expected Sales 7,715,588 8,863,731 10,138,950 11,274,842 11,515,162 11,760,859 9,994,646

Source: ESRI, 2010; Kosmont Companies 2011
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Appendix 6.7.1

Historic & Projected Expected Retail Sales by Retail Category - PMA (US Constant $000's)

Retail Category 2000 2005 2009 2010 2015 2016 2017 2020
Shopper Goods (GAFO):
Apparel 70,263 81,641 87,893 101,964 201,165 207,366 213,757 234,140
General Merchandise 158,601 161,436 166,951 191,779 192,663 198,601 204,723 224,244
Home Furnishings/Appliances 69,446 70,322 64,353 71,582 128,462 132,422 136,504 149,520
Other 346,962 379,214 390,360 414,907 366,080 377,364 388,996 426,087
Subtotal 645,272 692,612 709,558 780,232 888,370 915,753 943,980 1,033,990
Convenience Goods:
Food (Supermarkets/Liquor) 203,327 305,607 317,397 369,363 395,991 408,197 420,779 460,901
Eating and Drinking 212,368 238,879 252,668 298,082 444,024 457,711 471,819 516,808
Subtotal 415,695 544,485 570,065 667,445 840,015 865,908 892,599 977,710
Heavy Commercial Goods:
Building/Hardware/Farm 90,048 106,907 109,636 100,531 105,134 108,375 111,715 122,368
Auto Dealers and Parts 166,066 191,130 186,293 218,521 230,369 237,470 244,790 268,131
Service Stations 98,686 124,574 136,208 160,807 184,288 189,969 195,824 214,496
Subtotal 354,800 422,612 432,137 479,859 519,792 535,814 552,330 604,995
Total Potential Retail Sales 1,415,767 1,659,709 1,711,759 1,927,535 2,248,176 2,317,474 2,388,908 2,616,695

Source: California State Board of Equalization, 2000-2009; ESRI, 2011; Kosmont, 2011
Appendix 6.7.2

Historic & Projected Expected Retail Sales by Retail Category - SMA (US Constant $000's)

Retail Category 2000 2005 2010 2015 2016 2017 2020
Shopper Goods (GAFO):
Apparel 250,871 335,473 418,583 734,823 748,745 762,931 807,122
General Merchandise 767,279 830,597 982,436 874,895 891,471 908,362 960,976
Home Furnishings/Appliances 294,959 329,595 326,728 546,649 557,006 567,559 600,433
Other 1,399,241 1,599,447 1,710,605 1,458,033 1,485,657 1,513,805 1,601,489
Subtotal 2,712,350 3,095,111 3,438,353 3,614,399 3,682,879 3,752,656 3,970,021
Convenience Goods:
Food (Supermarkets/Liquor) 1,071,901 1,128,551 1,366,521 1,763,577 1,796,991 1,831,037 1,937,096
Eating and Drinking 754,183 880,838 1,114,996 1,409,071 1,435,767 1,462,970 1,547,709
Subtotal 1,826,083 2,009,389 2,481,516 3,172,648 3,232,758 3,294,007 3,484,805
Heavy Commercial Goods:
Building/Hardware/Farm 431,649 532,481 491,296 459,371 468,074 476,942 504,568
Auto Dealers and Parts 917,470 1,020,990 1,076,993 995,503 1,014,365 1,033,583 1,093,451
Service Stations 412,270 546,052 723,257 784,744 799,612 814,762 861,956
Subtotal 1,761,389 2,099,522 2,291,546 2,239,619 2,282,051 2,325,288 2,459,975
Total Potential Retail Sales 6,299,822 7,204,022 8,211,415 9,026,666 9,197,688 9,371,951 9,914,801

Source: California State Board of Equalization, 2000-2009; ESRI, 2011; Kosmont, 2011
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Appendix 6.9.1
Expected Sales Capture - PMA (US Constant $000's)

Retail Category 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2020
Shopper Goods (GAFO):
Apparel 57,131 66,276 78,405 119,301 123,029 126,847 130,757 134,788 138,942 152,191
General Merchandise 108,518 124,657 119,583 114,259 117,830 121,486 125,231 129,091 133,070 145,759
Home Furnishings/Appliances 41,830 46,528 53,470 76,185 78,566 81,004 83,500 86,074 88,727 97,188
Other 253,734 269,689 267,468 217,105 223,889 230,836 237,952 245,286 252,847 276,957
Subtotal 461,213 507,151 518,925 526,850 543,313 560,173 577,440 595,239 613,587 672,094
Convenience Goods:
Food (Supermarkets/Liquor) 152,495 229,205 238,048 277,022 288,300 270,973 279,441 288,112 296,993 325,312
Eating and Drinking 138,039 155,271 164,234 193,753 211,897 263,330 271,558 279,986 288,616 316,136
Subtotal 290,534 384,476 402,282 470,775 500,197 534,303 550,999 568,098 585,609 641,448
Heavy Commercial Goods:

Building/Hardware/Farm 58,531 69,490 71,263 65,345 58,003 62,350 64,298 66,294 68,337 74,853
Auto Dealers and Parts 41,516 47,783 46,573 54,630 50,868 52,547 54,189 55,870 57,592 63,084
Service Stations 64,146 80,973 88,535 104,524 121,668 109,293 112,708 116,205 119,787 131,209
Subtotal 164,194 198,245 206,371 224,500 230,539 224,189 231,195 238,369 245,717 269,146
Total Potential Retail Sales 915,940 1,089,872 1,127,578 1,222,125 1,274,049 1,318,666 1,359,634 1,401,706 1,444,913 1,582,688

Source: California State Board of Equalization, 2000-2009; ESRI, 2011; Kosmont, 2011

Appendix 6.9.2
Expected Sales Capture - SMA (US Constant $000's)

Retail Category 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2020
Shopper Goods (GAFO):
Apparel 25,087 33,547 35,931 41,858 51,396 69,442 70,769 72,116 73,482 77,739
General Merchandise 76,728 83,060 86,068 98,244 94,684 82,679 84,259 85,863 87,490 92,557
Home Furnishings/Appliances 29,496 32,959 31,948 32,673 37,867 51,659 52,647 53,648 54,665 57,831
Other 139,924 159,945 164,075 171,060 163,823 137,787 140,420 143,092 145,803 154,249
Subtotal 271,235 309,511 318,023 343,835 347,770 341,568 348,096 354,719 361,440 382,376
Convenience Goods:
Food (Supermarkets/Liquor) 53,595 56,428 59,188 68,326 69,687 83,331 84,923 86,539 88,179 93,286
Eating and Drinking 75,418 88,084 93,721 111,500 122,738 133,160 135,705 138,287 140,907 149,069
Subtotal 129,013 144,511 152,909 179,826 192,425 216,491 220,628 224,826 229,086 242,355
Heavy Commercial Goods:
Building/Hardware/Farm 43,165 53,248 54,098 49,130 43,721 43,411 44,241 45,083 45937 48,598
Auto Dealers and Parts 45,873 51,049 47,380 53,850 47,545 47,039 47,938 48,850 49,775 52,658
Service Stations 20,614 27,303 30,529 36,163 44,141 37,080 37,789 38,508 39,237 41,510
Subtotal 109,652 131,600 132,007 139,142 135,406 127,530 129,967 132,440 134,949 142,766
Total Potential Retail Sales 509,900 585,623 602,939 662,803 675,601 685,589 698,691 711,986 725475 767,497

Source: California State Board of Equalization, 2000-2009; ESRI, 2011; Kosmont, 2011
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Appendix 6.9.3
Expected Sales Capture - PMA & SMA (US Constant $000's)

Retail Category 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2020
Shopper Goods (GAFO):

Apparel 82,218 99,824 114,336 161,160 174,425 196,290 201,527 206,904 212,425 229,929

General Merchandise 185,246 207,716 205,651 212,503 212,514 204,166 209,490 214,954 220,560 238,316

Home Furnishings/Appliances 71,325 79,488 85,417 108,858 116,433 132,663 136,147 139,723 143,392 155,019

Other 393,658 429,634 431,544 388,165 387,712 368,624 378,372 388,379 398,650 431,205

Subtotal 732,448 816,662 836,948 870,685 891,083 901,742 925536 949,959 975,027 1,054,469

Convenience Goods:

Food (Supermarkets/Liquor) 206,090 285,632 297,236 345,348 357,987 354,304 364,364 374,652 385172 418,598
Eating and Drinking 213,457 243,355 257,955 305,253 334,635 396,490 407,263 418,273 429,523 465,205
Subtotal 419,548 528,987 555,191 650,601 692,622 750,794 771,627 792,924 814,695 883,803

Heavy Commercial Goods:

Building/Hardware/Farm 101,696 122,738 125,362 114,475 101,723 105,762 108,539 111,377 114,274 123,451
Auto Dealers and Parts 87,390 98,832 93,953 108,480 98,413 99,585 102,126 104,720 107,367 115,742
Service Stations 84,760 108,276 119,064 140,687 165,808 146,373 150,496 154,713 159,025 172,719
Subtotal 273,845 329,846 338,378 363,642 365,945 351,719 361,162 370,809 380,666 411,912
Total Potential Retail Sales 1,425,840 1,675,495 1,730,517 1,884,928 1,949,650 2,004,255 2,058,325 2,113,692 2,170,388 2,350,185

Source: California State Board of Equalization, 2000-2009; ESRI, 2011; Kosmont, 2011

Appendix 6.11.1

Expected Net Retail Demand (US Constant $000's)

Retail Category 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2020
Shopper Goods (GAFO):
Apparel (60,908) (43,302) (28,790) 18,034 31,299 53,164 58,401 63,778 69,299 86,804
General Merchandise 48,170 70,640 68,575 75,426 75,437 67,089 72,414 77,877 83,483 101,239
Home Furnishings/Appliances (20,073) (11,911) (5,981) 17,459 25,034 41,264 44,748 48,324 51,993 63,620
Other 133,198 169,174 171,084 127,705 127,252 108,164 117,912 127,919 138,190 170,745
Subtotal 100,386 184,601 204,887 238,624 259,022 269,680 293,475 317,897 342,966 422,408
Convenience Goods:
Food (Supermarkets/Liquor) (75,651) 3,891 15,494 63,607 76,246 72,563 82,623 92,910 103,431 136,857
Eating and Drinking (102,459) (72,562) (57,962) (10,664) 18,718 80,574 91,347 102,356 113,606 149,288
Subtotal (178,110) (68,671) (42,467) 52,943 94,964 153,136 173,969 195,266 217,037 286,145
Heavy Commercial Goods:

Building/Hardware/Farm 26,895 47,937 50,560 39,673 26,922 30,960 33,738 36,575 39,473 48,650
Auto Dealers and Parts (76,514) (65,072) (69,951) (55,424) (65,491) (64,319) (61,778) (59,184) (56,537) (48,162)
Service Stations (46,359) (22,842) (12,054) 9,569 34,690 15,254 19,378 23,595 27,906 41,601
Subtotal (95,978)  (39,978) (31,445) (6,182) (3,879) (18,104) (8,662) 986 10,843 42,089
Total Potential Retail Sales (173,702) 75,952 130,974 285,385 350,107 404,712 458,782 514,149 570,845 750,642

Source: California State Board of Equalization, 2000-2009; ESRI, 2011; Kosmont, 2011
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Appendix 6.12.1

Expected Net Supportable Retail Space (Square Feet)

Retail Category 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2020
Eating and Drinking -392,760 -278,153 -222,186 -40,878 71,754 308,865 350,162 392,365 435,491 572,271
Subtotal -610,257 -266,966 -177,640 141,992 290,961 517,483 587,702 659,482 732,854 965,735
Heavy Commercial Goods:

Building/Hardware/Farm 103,096 183,757 193,814 152,081 103,200 118,681 129,330 140,205 151,313 186,491
Auto Dealers and Parts -146,652 -124,722 -134,073 -106,230 -125,524 -123,278 -118,408 -113,437 -108,362 -92,311
Service Stations -44,427 -21,891 -11,552 9,170 33,245 14,619 18,571 22,612 26,744 39,868
Subtotal -87,983 37,144 48,189 55,022 10,921 10,022 29,492 49,380 69,695 134,048
Net Supportable Retail SF -294,190 489,229 661,682 1,095,008 1,270,807 1,521,735 1,699,297 1,881,158 2,067,423 2,658,044
Source: California State Board of Equalization, 2000-2009; ESRI, 2011; Kosmont, 2011

Appendices 43

KILROY ONE PASEO - RETAIL MARKET ANALYSIS




	App_A_NOP_reduced
	App_B_Retail Market



