6 ALTERNATIVES

6.1 INTRODUCTION

Section 15126.6 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines states that an
EIR is to describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project, or to the location of
the project, that would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. The alternatives
discussion is to evaluate the comparative merits of each alternative relative to the proposed
project, and the discussion of each alternative should be sufficient “to allow meaningful
evaluation, analysis and comparison with the proposed project.” To the extent an alternative
would result in one or more significant effects than the proposed project, the significant effects
of the alternative are to be discussed in less detail than those of the proposed project, but in
enough detail to provide decision-makers perspective and a reasoned choice among alternatives

to the proposed project.

The overall goal of the proposed project is to enable an increased number of students to
participate in San Diego State University’s (SDSU’s) Residential Education Program (i.e.,
Sophomore Success Program) and to add vitality and services to the west campus area where
the proposed project would be located. Specific project objectives include the following: (1)
Create a distinct housing neighborhood, specifically on west campus, similar to the student
residential neighborhood on the east side of campus, that is inviting and safe, that has a distinct
identity, and that provides both the students in the new housing and students in existing,
adjacent housing with supportive amenities such as a tutoring center, a dining facility,
community spaces, and study areas; (2) alleviate isolation of the Chapultepec Hall and respond
to the deficit in student amenities in the proposed project vicinity, as reported by the residents
and staff of Chapultepec Hall; (3) provide additional student housing in an area that has the
capacity to accommodate a large number of student housing beds and associated amenities,
where the land is owned by the university, and unencumbered by other uses or existing
structures that must be demolished prior to redevelopment; (4) provide food and convenience
services in the vicinity of the proposed project; (5) increase on-campus student housing options
by providing housing for approximately 2,700 additional students in a distinct neighborhood,
thereby reducing the demand for student housing in the adjacent off-campus neighborhoods;
(6) take advantage of an existing undeveloped area on campus to construct housing on a site

that does not require taking much needed existing beds off-line; (7) provide additional on-
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campus housing for freshman students, thereby making existing housing that is more
appropriate for sophomores available to sophomores in furtherance of the Sophomore Success
Program; (8) reduce regional traffic and increase the walkability of the SDSU campus by
providing on-campus housing that includes a variety of student-friendly amenities and that is

situated within a walkable distance from the academic, athletic, and social centers of campus.

The analysis in this EIR indicates that implementation of the proposed project, as modified,

would result in the following potentially significant and-significant-and-unaveidable-impacts:
(1) Aestheties;«2)-AirQuality;—and—{3)-Biological Resources; (24) Cultural Resources; (35)
Geotechnical Resources; (46) Greenhouse-GasEmissions;{#A-Hazards and Hazardous Materials;
(58) Noise; (69) Public Services and Utilities; and (7) Transportation/Circulation and Parking.
All of these im n be miti 1 han significant levels with mitigation m r

identified in the EIR. All other potential impacts associated with the proposed project would be

either-less than significant-er—ean-be-mitigated—toless—than-significantlevels—with-mitigation
measuresidentified-in-this EIR.

Four project alternatives were developed during the conceptual planning phase of the proposed
project. These alternatives were selected in an effort to reduce the proposed project's identified

significant impacts:

(1) a “No Project Alternative” under which the existing parking lot and undeveloped area

on the site would remain and no student residential development would be built;

(2) a “Reduced Den51ty Alternative” under which only Phases I (850 student beds, i.e., the

I I modified) would be built; and

(3) an “Alternative On-Campus Site Alternative 1”7 under which the proposed project
would be built on Parking Lot 2A, as planned and approved for student housing in the
2007 Campus Master Plan and suggested to SDSU in NOP Comment Letters and at the
Scoping Meeting;

(4) an “Alternative On-Campus Site Alternative 2” under which the proposed project
would be built on Parking Lot 17, as suggested to SDSU in NOP Comment Letters and at
the Scoping Meeting;.

Analysis of the impacts of each of these alternatives relative to the proposed project is presented

in this chapter.
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6.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED

A number of alternative sites both on-campus and off-campus have been considered for the
proposed project. As explained below, the following alternative sites were considered but
rejected from further consideration due to infeasibility (i.e., site not suitable) and their inability

to meet most of the basic project objectives:

(1) Off Campus Alternative Locations (see Figure 6-1, Off Campus Alternative Locations) —
Qualcomm Stadium Redevelopment Alternative and 55th Street Peninsula
Redevelopment Alternative, under which the proposed project would be built on either
the site of the existing Qualcomm Stadium in Mission Valley, or the site of the existing
55th Street housing development northeast of the proposed project site were considered.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 states that an EIR should consider alternate locations
to the proposed project if an alternate location would avoid or substantially lessen the
project's significant environmental effects. Additionally, off-campus locations would fail
to create a neighborhood of student housing on campus, and also fail to relieve the
isolation of Chapultepec Hall. Therefore, these off-site alternative are not considered
further in this EIR.

a. Qualcomm Stadium Redevelopment. This alternative was discussed or suggested by
community members during the scoping process. This alternative would consist of
redeveloping part of the Qualcomm Stadium site, which was recently vacated by the
San Diego Chargers, with new student housing that would take advantage of the
presence of the San Diego Trolley at both Qualcomm Stadium and SDSU. This
alternative is infeasible because it involves use of land that SDSU does not own or
control, and, would not meet most of the project’s basic objectives - due to its
location would not create a distinct west campus housing neighborhood, would not
alleviate the current isolation of Chapultepec Hall, and would not provide food and
convenience services in the vicinity of the proposed project for existing students

residing on-campus not currently well-served by such services.

b. 55" Street Peninsula Redevelopment Similar to the Qualcomm Stadium
Redevelopment Alternative, this alternative was discussed or suggested by
community members during the scoping process. This alternative would consist of
demolishing and redeveloping the existing student housing currently located on the
55th Street site. Although all but one of the 55th Street Peninsula properties are
owned by Aztec Shops, an affiliate of SDSU, Aztec Shops is a 501C3 organization
and the property would have to be transferred to the state. Additionally, demolition

September 2017 New Student Housing EIR
San Diego State University 6-3



6 Alternatives

of the existing student housing, which presently provides housing for approximately
770 students, would result in the loss of these beds from the campus inventory and,
as a result, the fixrst-850 beds to be constructed would merely provide replacement
housing and only add 80 beds to the current inventory;+thatis;. SDSU would need to
construct 3;3361,620 beds in order to achieve an increase of approximately 2566850
beds. Demolition and redevelopment also would negatively impact current student
bed capacity and displace student residents during the nearly three-year
construction period. Additionally, the 770 existing beds are a critical component of
SDSU’s second year phasing proposal regarding campus live on requirements.
Furthermore, due to its location, redevelopment of this site would not create a
distinct west campus housing neighborhood, would not alleviate the current
isolation of Chapultepec Hall, would not be located in an area that has the capacity
to accommodate a-largenumber—of student-housingbeds—and-associated student
housing amenities, and would not provide food and convenience services in the
vicinity of the proposed project. Therefore, this alternative is infeasible because it
involves use of land that SDSU presently does not own or control and would require
time and cost to transfer to SDSU ownership, as well as result in an inefficient
expenditure of funds to result in the desired increase in campus housing inventory,

and fail to meet most of the basic project objectives.

(2) On Campus Alternative Locations — Parking Lots 2B, 15, 16, 17C, and University Towers
Lot, Recreation Field 103, Sports Fields 600 and 700, East side of College Boulevard,
Alvarado Medical Center, and Adobe Falls are all on campus and were considered as
alternative sites. SDSU considered these alternative sites for potential development as
student housing using the following pre-requisite criteria: site preparation and other
costs, impact on current bed capacity, proximity to other student housing, proximity to
amenities, technical challenges, alighment with current Master Plan, benefits of adjacent
uses, and impact on surrounding communityand-eapacityfor-future-expansien. These
alternative locations are summarized in Table 6-1 and depicted on Figure 6-2, On

Campus Alternative Locations)

Table 6-1
On Campus Alternative Locations

Parking Lot 2B

East Side of College Avenue

Recreation Field 700

AW IN|—~

Recreation Field 600
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Table 6-1
On Campus Alternative Locations

Recreation Field 103

Parking Lot 15

Parking Lot 17C

5
6
7 Parking Lot 16
8
9

Alvarado Medical Center

10 University Towers Parking Lot

11 Adobe Falls

The reasons each of these alternatives was determined to be infeasible for failing to meet the

project objectives are as follows:

Parking Lots 15, 16, and 17C: These sites would not achieve the project goals and objectives in
that due to their location they would not create a distinct west campus housing neighborhood,
would not alleviate the current isolation of Chapultepec Hall, would not be capable of creating
a housing community on campus since they are not near existing housing, and any food and
convenience services would only serve the new housing such that our existing students could
not benefit from those services in these locations. Therefore, these alternative locations would

fail to meet most of the basic project objectives.

Parking Lot 2B: This site would not achieve the project goals and objectives in that due to its
location it would not create a distinct west campus housing neighborhood, would not alleviate
the current isolation of Chapultepec Hall, is not located in an area that has the capacity to

accommodate a—largenumber—of student—housingbeds—and—associated student housing

amenities, would not provide food and convenience services in the vicinity of the proposed

project, is not located in close proximity to other student housing facilities or amenities, and
would not benefit adjacent uses. In addition, this site poses technical challenges relative to site
development which limits the capacity of the site. Therefore, this alternative location would fail

to meet most of the basic project objectives.

University Towers Parking Lot: This site would not achieve the project goals and objectives in
that due to its location it would not create a distinct west campus housing neighborhood, would
not alleviate the current isolation of Chapultepec Hall, is not located in an area that has the
capacity to accommodate a-argenumber—of -studenthousingbeds—and—associated student
housing amenities, and would not provide food and convenience services in the vicinity of the

proposed project. In addition, this site was evaluated to negatively impact the surrounding
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community and not benefit current adjacent uses. Therefore, this alternative location would fail

to meet most of the basic project objectives.

Recreation Field 103: This site would not achieve the project goals and objectives in that it is not
located in close proximity to other student housing facilities or amenities, would not benefit
adjacent uses, or is not located in an area that has the capacity to accommodate alarge-number
of student-housing-beds-and-associated student housing amenities. Additionally, development
on this site would require the removal of an existing use that would have to be relocated.

Therefore, this alternative location would fail to meet most of the basic project objectives.

Sports Fields 600 and 700: These sites would not achieve the project goals and objectives in that
due to their location they would not create a distinct west campus housing neighborhood,
would not alleviate the current isolation of Chapultepec Hall, are not located in an area that has
the capacity to accommodate alarge-number-of student-housing-beds-and-associated student
housing amenities, would not provide food and convenience services in the vicinity of the
proposed project, are not located in close proximity to other student housing facilities or
amenities, and would not utilize an existing undeveloped area. In addition, development of this
site would require the removal of an existing use that would need to be relocated. Therefore,

these alternative locations would fail to meet most of the basic project objectives.

East side of College Avenue: This site is not currently under SDSU ownership and/or control
and, therefore, would need to be acquired by the university. As a result, this site would not
achieve one of the project goals to provide additional student housing where the land is owned
by the university and unencumbered by other uses or existing structures that must be
demolished. In addition, due to its location it would not create a distinct west campus housing
neighborhood, would not alleviate the current isolation of Chapultepec Hall, is not located in an
area that has the capacity to accommodate a-targe—number—ofstudent—housingbeds—and
associated student housing amenities, and would not provide food and convenience services in
the vicinity of the proposed project, Therefore, this alternative location would fail to meet most

of the basic project objectives.

Alvarado Medical Center and Adobe Falls: These sites would not achieve the project’s goals and
objectives because they are not located in close proximity to other student housing facilities or
amenities, and in the case of Alvarado Medical Center, would require demolition of existing
structures. In addition, due to their location they would not create a distinct west campus
housing neighborhood, would not alleviate the current isolation of Chapultepec Hall, are not

located near any existing student housing, nor would they provide food and convenience
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services in the vicinity of the proposed project. Therefore, these alternative locations would fail

to meet most of the basic project objectives.

As stated above, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 states that an EIR should consider alternate
locations to the proposed project if an alternate location could feasibly attain most of the project
objectives and would avoid or substantially lessen the project's significant environmental
effects. CSU, as the lead agency, has determined that the alternative locations analyzed above
could not feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project and, therefore, detailed
examination of these alternatives is not required. Additionally, these locations would fail to
create a neighborhood of student housing by locating near existing campus housing, fail to
provide needed amenities to serve existing on-campus residents as well as new students, and
also fail to relieve the isolation of Chapultepec. Therefore, the on-site alternatives described

above are not considered further in this EIR.
6.3 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES
6.3.1 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

Under the No Project Alternative, the proposed project would not be built and the existing land
uses would continue on the project site. As further discussed below, this alternative generally
would avoid the proposed project’s potentially significant impacts. However, under the No
Project Alternative, the existing inconsistencies with the College Area Community Plan, City of
San Diego General Plan, and other relevant planning documents, all of which have designated the
site as a prime area for a high density student residential project, would remain. Additionally,
elimination of the proposed student housing development would eliminate the provision of
additional on-campus housing and, thereby adversely affect efforts to meet existing and future
local housing demands, including the campus’ ability to implement the Sophomore Success

program. As such, this alternative would not attain the basic objectives of the proposed project.

Aesthetics and Visual Quality. Under the proposed project, impacts to scenic vistas and

C 1EW Would pe Ie nan
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ive—Under the No Project

Alternative, because there would be no development of additional buildings and associated

lighting and glare, there would be no potentially significant impacts. However, under this
alternative, the existing Chapultepec Hall would remain visually isolated, thereby adversely

affecting the aesthetic and visual quality of the area.

Air Quality. Under the proposed project, construction and operational activities, including
increased vehicle trips, would result in an increase in the emission of criteria pollutants.
However, the emissions would be below threshold levels and, therefore, the project would not
result in potentially significant impacts to air quality. Under the No Project Alternative, because
there would be no construction of additional buildings or change in existing uses, there would

be no increase in emissions and no potentially significant impacts relating to air quality.

Biological Resources. Under the proposed project, there would be potentially significant
impacts relating to special status wildlife and plant species, riparian habitat, and migratory
wildlife corridors. Mitigation is proposed to reduce the identified impacts to a less-than-
significant level. Under the No Project Alternative, because there would be no development of

additional buildings, there would be no potentially significant impacts to biological resources.

Cultural Resources. Under the proposed project, no historical resources would be directly or
indirectly impacted by construction or operation of the proposed project. As to archaeological
and paleontological resources, including tribal resources, although the majority of the project
site is developed and disturbed, there is the potential to discover archaeological or
paleontological resources during construction activities resulting in potential impacts.
However, any potential significant impacts would be mitigated to less than significant with
implementation of recommended mitigation measures. Under the No Project Alternative,
because there would be no development of additional buildings (i.e., no ground disturbance),

there would be no potentially significant impacts to cultural resources.

Energy. Under the proposed project, construction would result in a temporary use of electricity
and petroleum due to the use of construction equipment, worker vehicles, vendor trucks, and
hauling trucks. However, this increase in energy use would be temporary and result in a less
than significant impact. Similarly, operational energy use would have less than significant
impacts because this energy use would be minor compared to regional use. Under the No
Project Alternative, because there would be no construction or operation of additional

buildings, there would be no potentially significant impacts from energy use.
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Geotechnical Resources. Under the proposed project, implementation of standard erosion
control measures, Best Management Practices (BMPs), and proper drainage controls would
reduce potentially significant geotechnical impacts to a less-than-significant level. Under the No
Project Alternative, because there would be no development of additional buildings, there

would be no potentially significant impacts to geotechnical conditions.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Under the proposed project, construction and operational activities,
including increased vehicle trips, would result in an increase in the emission of greenhouse
gases. However, the emissions would be below significance threshold levels and, therefore, the
project would not result in potentially significant impacts from greenhouse gases. Under this
alternative, because there would be no construction of additional buildings or change in
existing uses, there would be no increase in emissions and no potentially significant impacts
relating to greenhouse gas emissions. However, under the No Project Alternative, freshman
students currently commuting to campus using motorized options would continue to do so.
Therefore, regional motorized trips, and the associated vehicle miles traveled, would not be
reduced under this alternative as they would be under the proposed Project due to the addition

of on-campus student housing and the corresponding reduction in regional vehicle trips.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Under the proposed project, hazardous materials-related
impacts from activities typically associated with construction are anticipated. These potential
impacts include use and generation of hazardous materials/wastes typically associated with
building materials and construction activities. However, with implementation of recommended
mitigation measures, impacts associated with the potential release of hazardous materials
would be reduced to less than significant. Under the No Project Alternative, because there
would be no building development, there would be no potential to disturb or uncover
potentially hazardous materials. Accordingly, there would be no potentially significant impacts

associated with hazards and hazardous materials.

Hpydrology and Water Quality. Under the proposed project, biofiltration BMPs, compliance
with applicable permits and standards, and project design features would ensure that impacts
associated with hydrology and water quality would be less than significant. Under the No
Project Alternative, because there would be no building development, there would be no
potentially significant impacts associated with hydrology and water quality. However, it should
be noted that under the No Project alternative, an increased amount of stormwater runoff
would be conveyed to the adjacent canyon area than the proposed project which would be

designed in compliance with the latest San Diego MS4 Permit restrictions.
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Land Use and Planning. Under the proposed project, there would be no significant impacts to
the surrounding community due to land use and planning conflicts. Although the proposed
project is generally consistent with the City of San Diego General Plan and College Area
Community Plan, relatively minor inconsistencies have been identified with the 2004 Steep
Hillsides Guidelines. However, these inconsistencies would not result in significant impacts
because SDSU, as a state entity, is not subject to local land use regulations. In contrast, under
the No Project Alternative, there would be inconsistencies with the College Area Community
Plan in that this alternative would not alleviate on-campus student housing deficiencies. As a

result, land use and planning impacts would be greater under the No Project Alternative.

Noise. The proposed project would result in increased noise levels associated with construction
and operational activities, including increased vehicular and mechanical noise, resulting in
potentially significant impacts. Mitigation is proposed that would reduce the identified impacts
to below significant. Under the No Project Alternative, because there would be no construction
or additional buildings or change in existing uses, there would be no increase in noise levels

and no potentially significant impacts relating to noise.

Population and Housing. Under the proposed project, there would be no significant impacts
relative to population and housing. The proposed project would assist in meeting existing and
future housing demands by accommodating anticipated growth and assisting in
accommodating the housing needs of the current student population. Under the No Project
Alternative, the proposed student housing development would not be constructed and,
therefore, this alternative would adversely affect efforts to meet existing and future student

housing demands.

Public Services and Utilities. Under the proposed project, current on-campus police and fire
services are adequate to maintain acceptable service times and standards and impacts would be
less than significant. However, under the proposed project there would be potentially
significant impacts relating to existing water and sewer conveyance facilities, and solid waste
disposal. Mitigation is proposed to reduce the identified impacts to a less-than-significant level.
Under the No Project Alternative, because there would be no building development and no
change in existing uses, there would be no potentially significant impacts associated with public

services and utilities.

Transportation/Circulation and Parking. Buildeut-ef-the-propesed—project-wounld—resultin

one—intersection—andthree eet—segments—The

proposed project alse-would result in potentially significant temporary impacts to traffic due
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to project construction activities. Mitigation is proposed that would mitigate all identified
impacts to a level below significant. Furthermore, transportation-related project features (as
outlined in Chapter 2, Project Description) would function to improve traffic conditions along

Remington Road.

Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no change in existing uses on the project site
(i.e., no development of student housing uses) and, as such there would be no increase in
vehicle traffic. Accordingly, under this Alternative, there would be no potentially significant
impacts to transportation/circulation and parking. However, because current uses would not
be changed on the project site with the No Project Alternative, current traffic congestion related

to the absence of the proposed transportation-related project features would not be remedied.

6.3.2 REDUCED DENSITY ALTERNATIVE

Under the Reduced Density Alternative, the prepesed-project would be limited to development
of Phase I, which would provide a total of 850 additional student housing beds on campus. As

he R Density Alternati nd modifi I 10j Id result in th m

Aesthetics and Visual Quality. Under both the proposed project and this alternative, impacts to
scenic vistas and resources, shading and shadow, and day and nighttime views would be

less than significant. In addition, fimpacts to existing visual character and quality associated
with the proposed projectPhase—t and this alternative would be less than significant.

ignifieant-and-unaveidablefor Phases H-and HH-Under the Reduced Density Alternative, like

the modified proposed project, there would be no development of Phases II and III buildings and,
thgrgfgm, no associated 1mpacts to visual character and quality. Fherefereln sum, this alternative

and, therefore, the alternative would retresult in
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similarthe—elimination—of —significant unaveidable impacts—frem—Phase Hand 1 related to

aesthetics and visual quality.

Air Quality. Under both the proposed project and this alternative, while construction and
operational activities, including increased vehicle trips, would result in an increase in the

emission of criteria pollutants,—Hewevesr; the emissions would be below threshold levels and,

therefore, the pro]ect would not result in potentially significant 1mpacts to air quality. Under

Biological Resources. Under the proposed project and this alternative, there would be
potentially significant indirect impacts relating to special status wildlife and plant species,
riparian habitat, and migratory wildlife corridors. The proposed project includes Mmitigation-is
propesed to reduce the identified indirect impacts to a less-than-significant level. Under the
Reduced Density Alternative, the same mitigation would be necessary. Under the Reduced

Density Alternative, like the pr roject, because the Phase I site is already developed
with Parking Lot 9, there would be no potentially significant direct impacts to biological

Fhereforeln sum, this alternative is the same as the modified proposed project and, therefore,
impaets-of-the Reduced Density Alternative would result in similar impacts related to biological
resourcesbeless-thanthe propesed-projeet.

Cultural Resources. Under both the proposed project and this alternative, no historical
resources would be directly or indirectly impacted by construction or operation-ef-the-propesed
projeet. As to archaeological and paleontological resources, including tribal resources, although
the majority of the project site is developed and disturbed, under both the proposed project and
this alternative, there would beis the potential to discover archaeological or paleontological

resources during construction activities resulting in potential impacts. However, any potential

significant impacts would be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of

recommended mitigation measures. Hnder-the Reduced DensityAlternativebecause-the Phase1
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the Reduced Density Alternative would result in similar im rel ltural r

Energy. Under both the proposed project and this alternative, construction would result in a
temporary use of electricity and petroleum due to the use of construction equipment, worker
vehicles, vendor trucks, and hauling trucks. However, this increase in energy use would be
temporary and result in a less than significant impact. Similarly, operational energy use would

have less than significant impacts because this energy use would be minor compared to regional

use. In sum, this alternative is the same as the modified proposed project and, therefore, Under
the Reduced Density Alternative; would result in similar impacts related to energy use.beeause

d v - cl cHC 7 cl

Geotechnical Resources. Under both the proposed project and this alternative,
implementation of standard erosion control measures, BMPs, and proper drainage controls
would reduce potentially significant geotechnical impacts to a less-than-significant level.
Under the Reduced Density Alternative, like the modified proposed project, because the
Phase I site is already developed with Parking Lot 9, impacts related to geotechnical resources

would be decreased.

his alternative is th m he modifi r roj nd, therefore, petentially
significant-impacts-would-bereduced-as—a—result-of-the Reduced Density Alternative would
result in similar impa 0 geotechnical resources.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Under both the proposed project and this alternative, while

construction and operational activities, including increased vehicle trips, would result in an

increase in the emission of greenhouse gases—Hewever; the emissions would be below
significance threshold levels and, therefore, neither the project nor this alternative would-rnet
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result in similar impacts to greenhouse gas emissions. H&éer—the—Red—aeed—DeﬁsH—yLA-Ltefn&H%

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Under both the proposed project and this alternative,
hazardous materials-related impacts from activities typically associated with construction are
anticipated. These potential impacts include use and generation of hazardous materials/wastes
typically associated with building materials and construction activities. However, with
implementation of recommended mitigation measures, impacts associated with the potential

release of these hazardous materials would be reduced to less than significant. Hnder—the

Fhereforeln sum, this alternative is the same as the modified proposed project and, therefore,
potentially-significantimpaets-would-be reduced-as-aresult-of-the Reduced Density Alternative

1d result in similar im hazar hazar materials.

Hpydrology and Water Quality. Under both the proposed project and this alternative, biofiltration
BMPs, compliance with applicable permits and standards, and project design features would ensure

that impacts associated with hydrology and water quahty would be less than 51gmf1cant Under-the
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Land Use and Planning. Under both the proposed project and this alternative, there would be no
significant impacts to the surrounding community due to land use and planning conflicts.
Although the proposed project and this alternative would be-is generally consistent with the City
of San Diego General Plan and College Area Community Plan, relatively minor inconsistencies
have been identified with the 2004 Steep Hillsides Guidelines. However, these inconsistencies
would not result in significant impacts because SDSU, as a state entity, is not subject to local land

use regulations. In sum, this alternativ

herefore, the R Density Alternative would result in similar im lan n

Noise. The proposed project and this alternative would result in increased noise levels
associated with construction and operational activities, including increased vehicular and
mechanical noise, resulting in potentially significant impacts. Mitigation is proposed that would
reduce the identified impacts to below significant. Under the Reduced Density Alternative,
because the project would be developed on the same site and would entail building

construction, impacts would be similar to those identified under the proposed projectthough

. In sum, this
Iternative is th m he modifi I roj nd, therefore, the R Densi
Alternati 1d result in similar im rel noi

Population and Housing. Under both the proposed project and this alternative, there would be no
significant impacts relative to population and housing. The proposed project and this alternative
would assist in meeting existing and future housing demands by accommodating anticipated

growth and assisting in accommodating the housing needs of the current level of student

enrollment. In sum, this alternative is th m he modifi T r0j nd, therefor

Public Services and Utilities. Under both the proposed project and this alternative, current on-

campus police and fire services are adequate to maintain acceptable service times and standards
and impacts would be less than significant. However, under both scenarios, there would be
potentiallythe—propesed—project—there—would—be—peotentially significant impacts relating to
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existing-water-and-sewer-conveyanece-faeilities,and-solid waste disposal. Mitigation is proposed
to reduce the identified impacts to a less-than-significant level. In sum, this alternative is the

m he modifi I 10j nd, therefore, the R Density Alternative woul
result in similar impacts to public services and utilities.

4
a' a\

Transportation/Circulation and Parking. Buildeut—efNeither the proposed project nor this
alternative would result in potentially significant traffic impacts at ene-intersections orand-three
street segments. However, both Fthe proposed project and this alternativealse would result in
potentially significant temporary impacts to traffic due to project construction activities.

Mitigation is proposed that would mitigate theall identified impacts to a level below significant.

Furthermore, transportation-related project features (as outlined in Chapter 2, Project

Description) ilabl his alternati 11, would function to improve traffic conditions

along Remington Road.

nd, therefore, impaets—to
the Reduced Density

Alternative 1d result in similar im ransportation /circulation an rking.
6.3.3 ALTERNATIVE ON-CAMPUSSITE 1

Under the Alternative On-Campus Site 1, the proposed project would be developed on Parking
Lot 2A located in the southeastern portion of the SDSU campus (See Figure 6-3 Alternative On-
Campus Site Alternatives). As further discussed below, this alternative generally would avoid
some of the proposed project’s potentially significant impacts.—related-to-aestheties,biological
and-eultural resoureces,and-noise: However, under this alternative, impacts associated with the
project’s proximity to known hazardous waste sites would be more significant than the
proposed project. Although this site appears to be near existing freshman housing and existing
amenities such as outdoor social space, shared community space and dining facilities, there is a
significant grade differential between this site and the east campus residential neighborhood,
which would work against any sense of connectivity with the existing east campus residential

and support facilities. Additionally, any new facilities built to serve this housing would
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effectively serve only this housing. Nor would the development of student housing in this
location create a distinct west campus housing neighborhood, alleviate the current isolation of
Chapultepec Hall, or provide food and convenience services in the vicinity of an underserved
student residence. Finally, the size of any structure on this parking lot would be severely
limited by the existence of a subterranean trolley tunnel that crosses through the center of the
lot. Building a larger footprint over this tunnel would necessitate extremely costly foundations,

making the project economically infeasible.

Thus, this location would not fulfill the project goals and objectives (create community, specifically
on the west side of campus, relieve the isolation of Chaputltepec, provide capacity for a large

number of beds and associated amenities) as described above in Section 6.1, Introduction.

Aesthetics and Visual Quality. Under the proposed project, impacts to scenic vistas and
resources, shading and shadow, and day and nighttime views would be less than
significant. Impacts to existing visual character and quality associated with the proposed

project also would be less than significant.

the Alternative On-Campus Site Adternative-1, the development of project buildings would be
surrounded primarily by existing campus buildings and would be located a substantial distance
from any sensitive residential receptors located to the east. As a result, this alternative would
result in | han significant im nic vi nd r r hading and sh
ime/nighttime vi nd existing visual char I an lity. Therefore, development of
the proposed project on this alternative site would result in similar less-aesthetic and visual

quality impacts as compared to the proposed project site.

Air Quality. Under the proposed project, construction and operational activities, including
increased vehicle trips, would result in an increase in the emission of criteria pollutants.
However, the emissions would be below threshold levels and, therefore, the project would not

result in potentially significant impacts to air quality. Under the Alternative On-Campus Site 1,

the same number of buildings would be constructed resulting in similar less-than-significant air

Biological Resources. Under the proposed project, there would be potentially significant
indirect impacts relating to special status wildlife and plant species, riparian habitat, and

migratory wildlife corridors. Mitigation is proposed to reduce the identified impacts to a less-

than-significant level. Under—theAlternative On-Campus—Site—1,—the—developed—mnature—of
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would result in similar biological resource impacts.

Cultural Resources. Under the proposed project, no historical resources would be directly or
indirectly impacted by construction or operation of the proposed project. As to archaeological
and paleontological resources, including tribal resources, although the site of the proposed
project is developed and—disturbed, there is the potential to discover archaeological or
paleontological resources during construction activities resulting in potential impacts, although
any significant impacts would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of
recommended mitigation measures. Under the Alternative On-Campus Site 1, given the lack of
developed structures on the site, no impacts to historic structures would occur. As to other
cultural resources, due to the developed and extremely disturbed nature of the majority of the
project site (largely due to recent trolley tunnel development beneath this parking lot), it is
likely that any archaeological, tribal cultural, or paleontological resources that are discovered
during construction activities would already be disturbed and compromised. Therefore, this
alternative likely would result in fewer potentially significant impacts to cultural resources

compared to the proposed project.

Energy. Under the proposed project, construction would result in a temporary use of electricity
and petroleum due to the use of construction equipment, worker vehicles, vendor trucks, and
hauling trucks. However, this increase in energy use increase would be temporary and result in
a less than significant impact. Similarly, operational energy use would have less than significant
impacts because this energy use would be minor compared to regional use. Under the
Alternative On-Campus Site 1, similar levels of energy would be used in construction and
operation assuming the buildings would follow a similar low-emission, energy efficient
program. Therefore, there would be no discernable difference in potential impacts between this

alternative and the proposed project.

Geotechnical Resources. Under the proposed project, implementation of standard erosion
control measures, BMPs, and proper drainage controls would reduce potentially significant

geotechnical impacts to a less-than-significant level. Under the Alternative On-Campus Site 1,

similar geotechnical BMPs would be necessary. Heowever—beecause—there—would—beless
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ilt on previousl vel rking 1 nd, therefore, would result in similar im
geotechnical resources. As previously noted, development on this site would be limited to a
small footprint due to the location of the MTS trolley tunnel underneath the site—Building—a

largerfootprint-over-thetunnel and would be economically infeasible.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Under the proposed project, construction and operational activities,
including increased vehicle trips, would result in an increase in the emission of greenhouse gases.
However, the emissions would be below significance threshold levels and, therefore, the project
would not result in potentially significant impacts from greenhouse gases. Under the Alternative On-
Campus Site 1, similar vehicle miles would be traveled and energy use required. Therefore, there

would be no discernable difference in impacts between this alternative and the proposed project.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Under the proposed project, hazardous materials-related
impacts from activities typically associated with construction are anticipated. These potential
impacts include use and generation of hazardous materials/wastes typically associated with
building materials and construction activities. However, with implementation of recommended

mitigation measures, impacts associated with the potential release of these hazardous materials

would be reduced to less than 51gn1flcant —U—Hder—the—Arlteﬂ%&mle—@H—Gaﬁa-p&séﬁe—l—beea-&se—the

fed-bteed—&s—eemp&red—te—the—pfepe%d—pfejeet However, several past and current gas stations,

with histories of leaking underground storage tanks (LUST), would be located within 0.12 miles
from the site, including the former UNOCAL, Mobil and ARCO stations. While five of these

LUST sites are closed, there is one open case and one currently active gasoline service station.

With the close proximity to these known hazardous sites, this alternative site would have
greater potential to result in potentially significant impacts requiring increased mitigation

related to hazardous conditions compared to the proposed project.

Hydrology and Water Quality. Under the proposed project, biofiltration BMPs, compliance
with applicable permits and standards, and project design features would ensure that impacts
associated with hydrology and water quality would be less than significant. Hrder-Like the
proposed project, the site of Alternative On-Campus Site 1,because—the—site is already
developed with a parking lot (Parking Lot 2A).; Therefore, potentially significant impacts
associated with hydrology and water quality would be redueed—similar because existing

stormwater conveyance and treatment systems are already in place. Therefore, similar impacts
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associated with hydrology and water quality would be-redueed-result under this alternative site

as compared to the proposed project site.

Land Use and Planning. Under the proposed project, there would be no significant impacts to the
surrounding community due to land use and planning conflicts. Altheugh-+tThe proposed project
is generally consistent with the City of San Diego General Plan and College Area Community
Plan, although inconsistencies have been identified with the City’s Steep Hillsides Guidelines.
However, these inconsistencies would not result in significant impacts because SDSU, as a state
entity, is not subject to local land use regulations. Under the Alternative On-Campus Site 1, while
student residential development was planned on this site, this site would not be suitable for
freshman student housing because it is spatially isolated from the main campus and student
amenities by a steep grade moving west toward the center of campus. This alternative site’s
separation from existing freshman housing areas would not fulfill the goals and objectives of the
Sophomore Success Program to construct integrated student housing communities and, as such,
would lead to campus planning inconsistencies. As a result, land use and planning impacts

would be greater under this alternative site as compared to the proposed project.

Noise. The proposed project would result in increased noise levels associated with construction and
operational activities, including increased vehicular and mechanical noise, resulting in potentially
significant impacts. Mitigation is proposed that would reduce the identified impacts to below
significant. Under this alternative, the nearest off-site noise-sensitive receptors (residences located to
the west) would be located approximately 500 feet away, which is similar toeensiderablyfarther
than—would-be-the-case-under the proposed project site. Therefore, construction and operational

noise impacts would be lesssimilar under this alternative site asthan the proposed project site.

Population and Housing. Under the proposed project, there would be a beneficial impact
related to population and housing. The proposed project would assist in meeting existing and
future housing demands by accommodating anticipated growth and assisting in
accommodating the housing needs of the current level of student enrollment. Under this
alternative, the same number of student beds would be constructed, therefore there would be
no discernable difference between this alternative site and the proposed project site. However,
this alternative site would not be appropriate for freshman student housing due to isolation

from other freshman housing and main campus and amenities by a steep grade.

Public Services and Utilities. Under the proposed project, current on-campus police and fire
services are adequate to maintain acceptable service times and standards and impacts

would be less than significant. However, under the proposed project there would be
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potentially significant impacts relating to existing—water-and-sewer—conveyance—faeilities;

and-solid waste disposal. Mitigation is proposed to reduce the identified impacts to a less-
than-significant level. Under Alternative On-Campus Site 1, water and wastewater
conveyance from the site to the City’s backbone systems would be 8-inch, 10-inch, and 12-
inch water mains lines which would not result in any discernable difference between this
alternative and the proposed project. Because the same number of students would be living
in the alternative site location, demands on the campus police force, City of San Diego Fire
Department, libraries, schools, parks and recreational resources and solid waste disposal

facilities would be the same as the proposed project.
Transportation/Circulation and Parking.

Buildout of the proposed project would not result in significant esmulative-impacts toat-ene

intersections (55"-Street/Montezuma) orand three-segments—(Montezuma:55th-to-College
: : e Avenue: Monte : . The proposed

project, however-alse, would result in potentially significant temporary impacts to traffic
due to project construction activities. Mitigation is proposed that would mitigate all
identified impacts to a level below significant. Furthermore, transportation-related project
features (as outlined in Chapter 2, Project Description) would function to improve traffic

conditions along Remington Road.

Under Alternative On-Campus Site 1, the project would result in significant cumulative impacts

to the intersections of College Avenue/Canyon Crest and College Avenue/Zura Way-while

eliminating—impaets—at- Montezuma/55th-Street. As to street segments, development of the

project at Alternative On-Campus Site 1 would result in significant Horizon Year impacts to

College Avenue between Canyon Crest Drive and Zura Way

NMonte aa [

oad AZO M o MNMonta aa [ d atan o aya) a olloaca Axvzapnye
V1O H d oaa . J

—as—weH-a D3 o-Me e ReadHfre o-Co £

a. Therefore,

under Alternative On-Campus Site 1, the number of significantly impacted intersections and

street segments would be greater than under the proposed project.
6.34 ALTERNATIVE ON-CAMPUS SITE 2

Under the Alternative On-Campus Site 2 scenario, the proposed project would be developed on
Parking Lot 17 located in the northeastern portion of the SDSU campus (See Figure 6-3
Alternative Site Alternatives). As further discussed below, this alternative generally would
avoid some of the proposed project’s potentially significant impacts—related—to—aestheties;
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bielogical-and-eultural reseurces,andnoise. However, under the Alternative On-Campus Site 2,

impacts associated with hazardous materials impacted sites would be more significant than the
proposed project. Similarly, locating the proposed student housing in the northeast corner of
campus, away from critical existing amenities (i.e. existing freshman housing, recreation, sports,
and dining facilities) would not fulfill the project goals and objectives as described above in
Section 6.1, Introduction. This location is more appropriate for sophomore housing due to the
proximity of existing sophomore housing, and the current need on campus is for freshman beds
to free up an adequate supply of sophomore appropriate housing. Nor would the development
of student housing in this location create a distinct west campus housing neighborhood, or
alleviate the current isolation of Chapultepec Hall. Since the existing adjacent housing is
apartment style with kitchens, the food service need does not exist as it does at Chapultepec,
and adding food service appropriate to freshmen on meal plans in this location would have

minimal benefit to the existing student residents.

Aesthetics and Visual Quality. Under the proposed project, impacts to scenic vistas and resources,
shading and shadow, and day and nighttime views would be less than significant. Impacts to

existing visual character and quality associated with the proposed projectPhaset would be less than
signiﬁcant. However,—potentialimpa o—existing—visual-—character—and—quality—would—remain

ienifi i — Under the Alternative On-Campus Site 2,

although the development of project buildings would be located near an existing on-campus

graduate student housing building, there would still be the potential for impacts to visual character
and quality to the residential neighborhoods to the south and southeast. However, given the
elevational differences between the alternative site (lower elevation) and sensitive residential
receptors to the south (higher elevation), visual character and quality impacts are unlikely.
Therefore, given the likely lack of visual impacts, impacts associated with this alternative would be

less-similar than-to the proposed project site.

Air Quality. Under the proposed project, construction and operational activities, including
increased vehicle trips, would result in an increase in the emission of criteria pollutants.
However, the emissions would be below significance threshold levels and, therefore, the project
would not result in potentially significant impacts to air quality. Under the Alternative On-
Campus Site 2, the same number of buildings would be constructed resulting in similar less-

than-significant air quality impacts as the proposed project.

Biological Resources. Under the proposed project, there would be potentially significant
indirect impacts relating to special status wildlife and plant species, riparian habitat, and

migratory wildlife corridors. Mitigation is proposed to reduce the identified impacts to a less-
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than-significant level. Under the Alternative On-Campus Site 2, the site is fairly constrained by
the trolley to the west and undeveloped hillside to the east. While direct impacts to biological
resources may not occur with development of this site, indirect impacts to both upland and
wetland resources may occur given their proximity to this site. Therefore, under this alternative,

similar indirect impacts would occur altheugh-this-site-wouldresultinless-directimpaets—to
bielegicalresourees-as compared to the proposed project.;similarindirectimpaets-would-oceur-

Cultural Resources. Under the proposed project, no historical resources would be directly or
indirectly impacted by construction or operation of the proposed project. As to archaeological
and paleontological resources, including tribal resources, although the site of the proposed
project is developed and disturbed, there is the potential to discover archaeological or
paleontological resources during construction activities resulting in potential impacts, although
any significant impacts would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of
recommended mitigation measures. Like the proposed project, Under—the Alternative On-
Campus Site 2; there-likely would result in be-similar fewer—impacts to cultural resources
compared to the proposed project due to the developed nature of the site. Therefore, this
alternative likely would result in fewer-similar impacts to cultural resources compared to the

proposed project.

Energy. Under the proposed project, construction would result in a temporary use of electricity
and petroleum due to the use of construction equipment, worker vehicles, vendor trucks, and
hauling trucks. However, this increase in energy use would be temporary and result in a less
than significant impact. Similarly, operational energy use would have less than significant
impacts because this energy use would be minor compared to regional use. Under the
Alternative On-Campus Site 2, similar levels of energy would be used assuming the buildings
would follow a similar low-emission, energy efficient program. Therefore, there would be no

discernable difference in potential impacts between this alternative and the proposed project.

Geotechnical Resources. Under the proposed project, implementation of standard erosion

control measures, BMPs, and proper drainage controls would reduce potentially significant

geotechnical impacts to a less-than-significant level. Under the Alternative On-Campus Site 2,

similar lmpacj:umﬂd_mmltjnd_&mngeotechmcal best management practices would be

September 2017 New Student Housing EIR
San Diego State University 6-23



6 Alternatives

Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Under the proposed project, construction and operational activities,
including increased vehicle trips, would result in an increase in the emission of greenhouse
gases. However, the emissions would be below significance threshold levels and, therefore, the
project would not result in potentially significant impacts from greenhouse gases. Under the
Alternative On-Campus Site 2, similar vehicle miles would be traveled and energy use required.
Therefore, there would be no discernable difference in impacts between this alternative and the

proposed project.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Under the proposed project, hazardous materials-related
impacts from activities typically associated with construction are anticipated. These potential
impacts include use and generation of hazardous materials/wastes typically associated with
building materials and construction activities. However, with implementation of recommended
mitigation measures, impacts associated with the potential release of these hazardous materials
would be reduced to less than significant. Under the Alternative On-Campus Site 2, the close
proximity to undeveloped hillsides would present a wildfire risk to potential future buildings
and on-site residents similar to the proposed project site. Additionally, several past and current
gas stations, with histories of leaking underground storage tanks (LUST), would be located
approximately 0.5 mile from the site, including the former UNOCAL, Mobil and ARCO stations
in the vicinity of College Avenue and Montezuma Road. While five of these LUST sites are
closed, there is one open case and one currently active gasoline service station. Given the close
proximity of this site to all of these known hazardous waste sites, this alternative would have
greater potential to result in potentially significant impacts requiring increased mitigation

related to hazardous conditions compared to the proposed project site.

Hydrology and Water Quality. Under the proposed project, biofiltration BMPs, compliance with
applicable permits and standards, and project design features would ensure that impacts

associated with hydrology and water quality would be less than significant. Under the

Alternative On-Campus Site 2, and similar to the proposed project, existing stormwater

conveyance and treatment systems are already in place in the previously developed parking lot
(Parking Lot 17). Therefore, wit d Hei i

projeetand-stormwater and conveyance systems already in place, this alternative site would have

less-similar hydrology and water quality impacts compared to the proposed project site.

Land Use and Planning. Under the proposed project, there would be no significant impacts to
the surrounding community due to land use and planning conflicts. Although the proposed
project is generally consistent with the City of San Diego General Plan and College Area
Community Plan, relatively minor inconsistencies have been identified with the 2004 Steep
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Hillsides Guidelines. However, these inconsistencies would not result in significant impacts
because SDSU, as a state entity, is not subject to local land use regulations. Under the
Alternative On-Campus Site 2, while student residential development was planned on this site
in the 2007 Campus Master Plan, this site would not be suitable for freshman student housing
because it is spatially isolated from the main campus and student amenities by a steep grade
moving west toward the center of campus. In addition, the student housing located to the east
of the site houses graduate students in apartment/suite-style rooms, further reason why the site
would not be appropriate for freshman students. This alternative site’s separation from existing
freshman housing areas would not fulfill the goals and objectives of the Sophomore Success
Program to construct integrated student housing communities and, as such, would lead to
campus planning inconsistencies. As a result, land use and planning impacts would be greater

under the Alternative On-Campus Site 2 as compared to the proposed project.

Noise. The proposed project would result in increased noise levels associated with
construction and operational activities, including increased vehicular and mechanical noise,
resulting in potentially significant impacts. Mitigation is proposed that would reduce the
identified impacts to below significant. Under the Alternative On-Campus Site 2, the nearest
off-site noise-sensitive receptors (residences located to the south) would be located
approximately 80 to 90 feet away. This distance is approximately equivalent to the distance
from the nearest off-site receivers relative to the proposed project site. Therefore, construction
and operational noise impacts at this alternative site would be very similar if not equivalent to

those of the proposed project site.

Population and Housing. Under the proposed project, there would be beneficial impacts
related to population and housing. The proposed project would assist in meeting existing and
future housing demands by accommodating anticipated growth and assisting in
accommodating the housing needs of the current level of student enrollment. Under this
alternative, the same number of student beds would be constructed, therefore there would be
no discernable difference in impacts between this alternative and the proposed project.
However, this alternative site would not be appropriate for freshman student housing due to
its isolation by distance and a steep grade from other freshman housing, the main campus,

and campus amenities.

Public Services and Utilities. Under the proposed project, current on-campus police and fire
services are adequate to maintain acceptable service times and standards and impacts would be

less than significant. However, under the proposed project there would be potentially

significant impacts relating to existing—water-and-sewer-conveyancefaeilities,and-solid waste
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disposal. Mitigation is proposed to reduce the identified impacts to a less-than-significant level.
Under Alternative On-Campus Site 2, water and wastewater conveyance from the site to the
City’s backbone systems would be 8-inch, 10-inch, and 12-inch water mains lines which would
not result in any discernable difference between this alternative and the proposed project.
Because the same number of students would be living in the alternative site location, demands
on the campus police force, City of San Diego Fire Department, libraries, schools, parks and
recreational resources and selid-waste-dispesalutilities faeilities-systems would be the same as
the proposed project.

Transportation/Circulation and Parking. Buildout of the proposed project would not result in
significant cumulative impacts at anyene intersection @S*é&ee%élemez-&ma)—&nég three
segments (Mentezuma:55%

Mentezuma—to—Aresa). However, Fthe proposed project alse—would result in potentially
significant temporary impacts to traffic due to project construction activities. Mitigation is

proposed that would mitigate all identified impacts to a level below significant. Furthermore,
transportation-related project features (as outlined in Chapter 2, Project Description) would

function to improve traffic conditions along Remington Road.

Under Alternative On-Campus Site 2, the project would result in significant cumulative impacts

to the intersections of College Avenue/Canyon Crest and College Avenue/Zura Way-while

eliminating—impaets—at- Montezuma/55th-Street. As to street segments, development of the

project at Alternative On-Campus Site 2 would result in significant Horizon Year impacts to

College Avenue between Canyon Crest Drive and Zura Way—&nel—beﬁveeﬁ—Zufa—‘Na%&nd

Therefore, under Alternative On-Campus Site 2, the number of significantly impacted

intersections and street segments would be greater than under the proposed project.
64  ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

Table 6-2, Alternatives Matrix - Impacts Comparison, provides a summary comparison of the
significant impacts attributable to each of the project alternatives relative to the proposed project. As
explained in the Table Notes, down arrows indicate impacts under the alternative would be less
than the proposed project, up arrows indicate impacts would be greater than the proposed project,

and horizontal lines indicate impacts would be similar to the proposed project.
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Table 6-2
Alternatives Matrix — Impacts Comparison
Reduced

No Project Density Alternative | Alternative

Alternative | Alternative Site 1 Site 2
Aesthetics and Visual Quality ! 4 = =
Air Quality ! - - -
Biological Resources ! - - -
Cultural Resources ! - l -
Energy ! = - -
Geotechnical Resources l - - =
Greenhouse Gas Emissions ! - - -
Hazards and Hazardous Materials l - 14 i
Hydrology and Water Quality ! - - -
Land Use and Planning 1 - 1 1
Noise ! - - -
Population and Housing 1 - -- 1
Public Services and Utilities ! - - -
Transportation/ Circulation and Parking ! - 1 1

Notes:

}=Less impacts than the proposed project

1 = Greater impacts than the proposed project
-- = Similar impacts to the proposed project

As shown in Table 6.2, the Reduced Density Alternative, which is the same as the modified
proposed project, would result in similar types of impacts as the proposed project-atthough-the

Alternative On-Campus Sites 1 and 2 would generally result in impacts similar to the
proposed project, w
reseurees,—and—neoise; due to

previously disturbed condition of the sites; and greater distance from sensitive receptors.

Overall, many of the same impacts associated with the proposed project site would occur at
either of the alternative site locations, only the location would change. However, impacts
associated with the proximity of the alternative sites to hazardous materials sites would be
greater than the proposed project, and the locational change would result in greater impacts
relative to traffic than the proposed project. In addition, unlike the proposed project,
Alternative On-Campus Sites 1 and 2 would not locate the proposed freshman residential
housing near existing freshman housing or existing amenities (i.e. recreation, sport, and

dining facilities). In addition, development of freshman housing on these two alternative sites
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would isolate these students from the main campus by a significant change in elevation and
distance. As previously explained, the goals of the proposed project to develop an integrated
freshman student housing community would not be fulfilled by Alternative On-Campus Sites
1 and 2 due to their locations. Alternative Site 1 would also present economic challenges due
to its location above the trolley station which would require extensive additional costs related
to building foundation requirements. Alternative Site 2 is similarly located in close proximity
to the constraints posed by the trolley tracks and would likely require similar site
development modifications that would be adversely expensive compared to the proposed
project. Overall, Alternative Sites 1 and 2 would not fulfill the main goals and objectives of the
proposed project, including facilitating the mission of the Sophomore Success Program to

build distinct freshman and sophomore neighborhoods on campus.

The No Project Alternative, in comparison, would result in no potentially significant impacts.

However, the No Project Alternative would not meet any of the project objectives. The Draft

EIR identifi he R Density Alternati he environmentall rior alternative.
H r, since circulation of the Draft EIR, the proj r in the Draft EIR h n
modifi h that i I1d provide for lopment of only Phase I; th he pr 10j
is the R Density Alternative. As a result, a n nvironmentall rior alternative h
been selected. Based on the analysis set forth above, Alternative On-Campus Site 2 would be Of
the-otherproject-alternativesthe Redueced DensityAlternative-is-the environmentally superior

alternative because it would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project.
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