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Response to Comment Letter I1
Mark Nelson
April 3, 2017
I1-1

The comment refers to the project’s potential impacts to the canyon that would result
with implementation of Phases II and III and requests consideration of a Phase I only
project. Following submittal of the comment, and based on input received from public
agencies and the community, the proposed project was modified to eliminate Phases
II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding the
project modifications.

I1-2

The comment raises economic, social, or political issues that do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I1-3

The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR and does not raise an
environmental issue required to be addressed under CEQA. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I1-4

The comment generally addresses the three-phase project analyzed in the Draft EIR.
With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, as noted above, following distribution of the Draft
EIR and the close of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified
in response to public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR,
Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result,
the environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been
eliminated, and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to
any additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response
for information responsive to the comment.

I1-5

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
opposition for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
raft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is required.
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Response to Comment Letter I2
Mark Nelson
April 22, 2017
I2-1

The comment refers to Earth Day and the commentator’s opinion regarding the
proposed project. The comment is an introduction to comments that follow and
expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be included as part of
the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I2-2

The comment seeks a meeting with Assembly Speaker Rendon regarding the
proposed project. The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I2-3

The comment regards the location of the proposed project. With respect to the
comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the Project’s goals
and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations for Phases II and
III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the public
comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public comments
to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any additional
Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I2-4

The comment refers to community input and serves as a further support for the
meeting request. The comment will be included as part of the record and made
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project. No further
response is required.

I2-5

The comment reiterates the request for a meeting. The comment will be included as
part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision
on the Project. No further response is required.
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Response to Comment Letter I3
Vi Calvo
May 1, 2017
I3-1

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
opposition for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.

I3-2

The comment restates information contained in Chapter 2, Project Description and
Section 4.14, Transportation/Circulation and Parking of the Draft EIR and does not
raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I3-3

The comment states that the EIR failed to consider traffic heading west on Remington
Road, through the College View Estates area. The comment is incorrect. The
geographic distribution of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project was
determined using the SANDAG travel demand model. The model is a computerized
travel demand model that utilizes a sophisticated trip distribution function to derive
the distribution of vehicle trips. Based on the SANDAG model, the traffic engineer
determined that two percent of Project traffic would access the Project site from the
west, through the College View Estates area; thus, traffic through the College View
Estates area was considered as part of the analysis. The Project traffic distribution, as
derived through the SANDAG traffic model, is illustrated on Draft EIR Figure 4.143, Project Traffic Distribution, and Final EIR revised pages, Appendix K, Figure 8-1.
(See also Draft EIR p. 4.14-7, and Appendix K, Sections 3.0 and 8.2.) While the
commentator may notice “considerably more drivers on these streets” when SDSU is
in session, that does not necessarily mean the two percent SANDAG distribution
forecast is incorrect. For additional information responsive to this comment, please
also see the responses to comments O-6-29 through O-6-32.

I3-4

The commenter raises concerns regarding the proposed Phase II building and the
existing character of the primarily single-story residential College View Estates
Area. The commenter also acknowledges that the Draft EIR significance
conclusion regarding introduction of the Phase II building to the area. Phases II
and III have been removed as part of the Project; therefore, any concerns
regarding these phases of the Project are no longer relevant. For that reason, no
further response to this comment is provided.
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I3-5

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
opposition for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.

I3-6

The comment is a conclusion to previous comments. No further response is required.
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Response to Comment Letter I4
Paula Adler Sloan
May 3, 2017
I4-1

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I4-2

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment raises an issue that was studied and
evaluated in Chapter 6.0, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR. Alternatives to the Project
location received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR assessed
numerous alternative Project locations and eliminated them because they were
infeasible, failed to meet the Project objectives, or failed to avoid or reduce
significant impacts. Please see Alternatives Thematic Response for information
responsive to the comment.
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Response to Comment Letter I5
Bryan Bear
May 2, 2017
I5-1

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I5-2

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I5-3

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I5-4

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I5-5

With respect to the comment regarding the canyon ecosystem, see Biological
Resources Thematic Response, which states that Phases II and III will not be
developed. Phases II and III included the direct impacts to the canyon. Phase I does
not directly impact the canyon.

I5-6

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
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of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.
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Response to Comment Letter I6
Kerri Dunne
May 4, 2017
I6-1

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I6-2

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
support for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.

I6-3

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I6-4

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I6-5

See response to comment I5-5.

I6-6

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
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public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.
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Response to Comment Letter I7
Joe Dunne
May 2, 2017
I7-1

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I7-2

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The Project’s impacts relative to the Remington Road were fully
addressed and analyzed in Section 4.14, Transportation/Circulation and Parking, of
the Draft EIR. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available
to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I7-3

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The Project’s impacts relative to the Project area were fully addressed
and analyzed in Section 4.14, Transportation/Circulation and Parking, of the Draft
and Final EIR. The comment will be included as part of the record and made
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.
The aesthetics impacts of the Project (including effects to the existing visual quality
and character of the site and surrounding area) are disclosed in Section 4.1,
Aesthetics, of the Draft and Final EIR. The Draft EIR determined that impacts to
existing visual character and quality associated with Portions of Phase II and all of
Phase III development of the Project would be significant and unavoidable.
However, since the Draft EIR was released for public review, Phases II and III have
been eliminated from the Project. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. Therefore, there would be no
significant and unavoidable impacts associated with visual character and quality
associated with the Project.

I7-4

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis
and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.
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Response to Comment Letter I8
Randi Elise McKenzie
May 8, 2017
I8-1

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I8-2

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I8-3

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I8-4

The comment raises economic, social, or political issues that do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. Also, the comment addresses general subject
areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise
any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore no more specific response can
be provided or is required. The comment will be included as part of the record and
made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I8-5

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
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environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.
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Response to Comment Letter I9
Thomas L. McKenzie
May 8, 2017
I9-1

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I9-2

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I9-3

The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.

I9-4

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis
and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project.

I9-5

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. Following distribution of the
Draft EIR and the close of the public comment period, the proposed Project was
modified in response to public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see
Final EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications.
As such, the proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts,
and all of the proposed Project’s significant environmental impacts will be
reduced to less than significant.

I9-6

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses the opinions
of the commentator. The comment will be included as part of the record and made
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project. The proposed
project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III such that the Project will no
longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the Project’s significant
environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant. Please see Final EIR,
Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications. No further
response is required because the comment does not raise an environmental issue.
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Response to Comment Letter I10
Susan and Dino Richardson
May 8, 2017
I10-1

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I10-2

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
opposition for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.

I10-3

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I10-4

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I10-5

Thank you for the comment regarding sewer capacity in the Hewlett neighborhood
west of the project site. The projected wastewater generation of the proposed project
was calculated and analyzed in Section 4.13 Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft
EIR starting on page 4.13-40. This analysis concluded that the Project’s wastewater
generation would not exceed the capacity of the existing sewer main located in
Remington Road and the impact is less than significant.

I10-6

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis
and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. Please note
that the entire SDSU campus is non-smoking and enforces violations of this policy
through ticketing and fines. Multiple offenses could result in eviction of on-campus
housing. Smoking complains should be directed to the University Police, who will
contact the on-duty residence hall coordinator to address the issue. The comment will
be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I10-7

The potential for a cigarette or similar device causing a vegetation fire in Aztec
Canyon is considered possible, but a low probability event. SDSU bans smoking on
campus and the buildings that are adjacent to native vegetation will have permanently
closed windows. The comment states that students currently leave campus to smoke.
However, the comment does not provide substantiation that there have been fires
linked to this activity. If students leave campus to smoke, there does not appear to be
areas with access to Aztec Canyon that would result in ignitions.
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I10-8

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the EIR. The Project’s impacts relative to parking were fully addressed and analyzed
in Section 4.14, Transportation/Circulation and Parking, of the Draft and Final EIR.
The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the
decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I10-9

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the EIR. The Project’s impacts relative to Remington Road were fully addressed and
analyzed in Section 4.14, Transportation/Circulation and Parking, of the Draft and
Final EIR. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I10-10

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the EIR. The Project’s impacts relative to Remington Road were fully addressed and
analyzed in Section 4.14, Transportation/Circulation and Parking, of the Draft and
Final EIR. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I10-11

The comment states that noise levels from the students at the existing dorm is often
loud, and that this occurs year-round when the dorm is used for youth camps.
Pursuant to the SDSU Code of Conduct, provided to all students who sign housing
contracts, the dorms observe quiet hours from 9 p.m. to 10 a.m. Sunday through
Thursday and from midnight to 10 a.m. Friday and Saturday. Noise complaints
should be directed to the University Police, who will contact the on-duty residence
hall coordinator to address the issue.

I10-12

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment does not raise an
environmental issue required to be analyzed under CEQA. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to decision makers prior to the final
decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment does
not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

I10-13

See response to comment I5-5.

I10-14

The Project’s Fire Hazards were analyzed in the Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report
(Dudek 2017). Based on the results of that evaluation, fire safety measures were
developed to protect the proposed structures from wildfire threats, enable fire
department access, and provide a defensible project. The Canyon is considered to
include the potential for wildfire and that potential has been addressed through project
design features and measures above and beyond code requirements. Please also refer
to response to comment I-17-30 for additional details on Project requirements for
constructing in a VHFHSZ.
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I10-15

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
opposition for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.

I10-16

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.
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Response to Comment Letter I11
Melville Willard
May 2, 2017
I11-1

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
opposition for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.
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Response to Comment Letter I12
Gabriela Fulton
May 3, 2017
I12-1

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I12-2

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. As a state agency, CSU/SDSU is not
subject to local government planning, such as the City of San Diego General Plan.
Accordingly, because such local land use plans are not applicable to CSU/SDSU, an
analysis with respect to the General Plan’s zoning and permits requirements is not
required under CEQA. For that reason, no further response is required.

I12-3

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. As a state agency, CSU/SDSU is not
subject to local government planning, such as the City of San Diego General Plan.
Accordingly, because such local land use plans are not applicable to CSU/SDSU, an
analysis with respect to the General Plan’s zoning and permits requirements is not
required under CEQA. For that reason, no further response is required.
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Response to Comment Letter I13
Gary Hoover
May 8, 2017
I13-1

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
opposition for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.

I13-2

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I13-3

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.
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Response to Comment Letter I14
Lisa Huth
May 8, 2017
I14-1

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
opposition for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.

I14-2

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and addresses general
subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR. The comment
does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more
specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included as
part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I14-3

See response to comment I5-5.

I14-4

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and does not raise an
environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as
part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision
on the Project. However, the comment references “tall downtown buildings on
campus” in reference to Phases II and III. Following distribution of the Draft EIR and
the close of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in
response to public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR,
Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result,
the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any additional
Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.
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Response to Comment Letter I15
Susan Duerksen
May 15, 2017
I15-1

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I15-2

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis
and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I15-3

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
opposition for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of
the draft environmental documentEIR. For that reason, no further response to this
comment is provided.

I15-4

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
opposition for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.
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Response to Comment Letter I16
Donna J. Gans
May 12, 2017
I16-1

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis
and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I16-2

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I16-3

The comment states that Hewlett Drive and College Gardens Court may become an
often-used thoroughfare as a result of the Project. However, based on application of
the SANDAG traffic model, the traffic engineer determined that only two percent of
Project traffic would access the Project site from the west, through the referenced
area; 98% of Project traffic would access the site from the east, via 55th Street and
Montezuma Road. This distribution pattern was considered as part of the traffic
impacts analysis, and it was concluded that the Project would not result in significant
impacts to these roads within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality
Act. The Project traffic distribution, as derived through application of the SANDAG
traffic model, is illustrated on Draft EIR Figure 4.14-3, Project Traffic Distribution,
and Final EIR revised pages, Appendix K, Figure 8-1. (See also Draft EIR page 4.147, and Appendix K, Sections 3.0 and 8.2.) For additional information responsive to
this comment, please also see the responses to comments O-6-29 through O-6-32.

I16-4

The comment states that as a result of the Project, the impact on Hewlett Drive and
College Gardens Court would be “significant on any day when SDSU is in session.”
However, in light of the limited distribution of Project traffic through the
neighborhood, as explained in response to comment I-16-3, the EIR determined that
the proposed project would not result in significant impacts to these streets. The
comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and no further response can be
provided or is required. The comment will be included as part of the record and made
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I16-5

The comment states that the impact upon Hewlett Drive and College Gardens Court
“will be enormous” on special event days. However, as explained in responses to
comments I-16-3 and I-16-4, the proposed Project will add a minimal amount of
additional traffic to these roads and will not result in significant impacts within the
meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act. The comment expresses the
opinions of the commentator and no further response can be provided or is required.
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The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the
decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.
I16-6

The comment refers to a map that the commentator claims supports the prior
comments regarding the Project’s impacts on Hewlett Drive and College Gardens
Court. However, the map only highlights the circuitous route from the Project site
through the referenced neighborhood and does not rebut the findings of the EIR
traffic analysis nor provide support for the claim that the Project would result in
significant traffic impacts in the neighborhood.

I16-7

The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.

I16-8

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue. I16-9
The comment raises economic,
social or political issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the
environment. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available
to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project. No further response is
required because the comment does not raise an environmental issue.

I16-10

The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.
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Response to Comment Letter I17
San Diego State University Public Meeting
Public Comments Transcript
May 8, 2017
I17-1

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I17-2

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I17-3

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I17-4

The comment incorrectly claims the proposed project includes the closure of
Remington Road, and, as a result, claims that College View Estates will become an
island community subject to increased traffic. Preliminarily, the proposed project
does not include the closure of Remington Road; Remington Road will remain open
to serve the community as it has in the past. To the extent the comment is referring to
increased levels of traffic through College View Estates, the geographic distribution
of vehicle trips generated by the proposed New Student Housing project was
determined using the SANDAG travel demand model. The model is a computerized
travel demand model that utilizes a sophisticated trip distribution function to derive
the distribution of vehicle trips. Based on application of the SANDAG model, the
traffic engineer determined that two percent of Project traffic would access the
Project site from the west, through the College View Estates area. Specifically, the
model showed that approximately 98% of Project generated traffic would drive east
on Remington Road or Canyon Crest Drive while approximately 2% would drive
west on Remington, into the College View Estates neighborhood. As a result, the
Project would add less than 50 peak hour trips to the roads located in the College
View Estates. The Project traffic distribution, as derived through application of the
SANDAG traffic model, is illustrated on Draft EIR Figure 4.14-3, Project Traffic
Distribution. (See also Draft EIR p. 4.14-7, and Appendix K, Sections 3.0 and 8.2.)
To the extent the comment is referring to a potential temporary closure of Remington
due to project construction activities, the EIR includes mitigation requiring
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preparation and implementation of a Traffic Control Plan to provide for the safe and
effective movement of vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists through or around
temporary traffic control zones. (See EIR mitigation measure MM-TRA-5.)
I17-5

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I17-6

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I17-7

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
opposition for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.

I17-8

The comment disputes the appropriate levels of service used in the traffic impact
analysis to assess the Project’s traffic impacts. However, the analysis was conducted
using thresholds established by both California State University and the City of San
Diego and is the basis recognized by each respective jurisdiction for an EIR’s
assessment of traffic impacts.

I17-9

The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.

I17-10

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The Project would be designed to a
minimum Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver
Certification, which requires the building to be fundamentally commissioned
(commissioning a building is the testing and balancing of the main systems to assure
optimum performance), use at least 10% less energy than the United States Green
Building Council baseline, and contain systems that do not use any
chlorofluorocarbon-based refrigerants. Information relating to the Project’s proposed
energy usage and LEED Silver Certification design are contained in Section 4.5,
Energy Consumption, of the Draft EIR.

I17-11

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis
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and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.
I17-12

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis
and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I17-13

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The Project’s impacts relative to parking were fully addressed and
analyzed in Section 4.14, Transportation/Circulation and Parking, of the Draft EIR.
The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the
decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I17-14

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I17-15

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I17-16

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I17-17

The comment provides a response to a prior comment and does not raise an
environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as
part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision
on the Project. No further response is required.

I17-18

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.
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I17-19

The comment makes several factual assertions and does not raise an environmental
issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I17-20

The comment regards the Sophomore Success program and is critical of the Project’s
goals and objectives; however, the goals and objectives fully comply with the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act. With respect to the
Sophomore Success Program, between 2005 and 2013, SDSU studied sophomore
student success rates. In 2007, SDSU conducted a study of students living on- and
off- campus and found that nearly 86% of students living on-campus for more than
one year completed their junior years, an increase of 13% compared to those students
who only lived on campus one year and an increase of 23% over those students who
lived off-campus. In a study conducted between Fall 2008 through Fall 2013, students
who lived on-campus for two years (freshmen and sophomore years) were between
10% and 20% more likely to return and complete their junior and senior years than
those that lived off campus after their freshmen year. Also, sophomores that live on
campus had higher grade point averages than their counterparts that lived off campus.
Sophomores that lived on campus were two times more likely to graduate college
within 4 years than their counterparts that live off-campus.
A survey of colleges around the country identified a correlation between engaged
sophomores and graduation rates. Specifically, research shows that students who live
on campus are better prepared academically, feel more connected to the university
social scene, and graduate faster than those who do not. Overall, the data shows that
sophomores living on campus experienced approximately 13.5% higher six-year
graduation rate, approximately 15.6% higher retention rates to their third year, and
approximately 15.4% higher to their fourth year.

I17-21

The comment refers to independent research and follows up on the preceding
comment. Please see the response to comment I17-20 for information responsive to
this comment.

I17-22

The comment relates to the preceding comments and is acknowledged. Please
refer to the response provided above for Comment I17-20 for information
responsive to this comment. The comment will be included as part of the record
and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.
No further response is required.

I17-23

The comment relates to the preceding comments and expresses the opinions of the
commentator. Please see the response to comment I17-20 for information responsive
to this comment. The comment will be included as part of the record and made
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available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project. No further
response is required.
I17-24

The comment refers to the 2007 Campus Master Plan. With respect to the comment
regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the Project’s goals and
objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations for Phases II and III.
However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the public
comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public comments
to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any additional
Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I17-25

The comment provides background information and does not raise an environmental
issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I17-26

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I17-27

Please see response to comment I17-26 for information responsive to this comment.

I17-28

Please see response to comment I17-26 for information responsive to this comment.

I17-29

Please see response to comment I17-26 for information responsive to this comment.

I17-30

The comment regards potential fire hazards. As identified in the Project’s Fire Fuel
Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the San Diego
Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This hazard
rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San Diego
County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These zones
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were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape standards
would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these requirements or
proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same practical effect as
the requirements. There will be no direct pathway for students into the Canyon that
does not currently exist. It is arguable that the presence of the new student housing
would deter students from entering the Canyon as there will be more potential
observers to report such activity. Therefore, the Project complies with the Fire
Department’s requirements for building in VHFHSZs and does not encourage or
facilitate access into the adjacent canyon, and has been determined to not increase
risk or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings.
I17-31

The comment regards fire pits. It would be inadvisable to place fire pits directly
adjacent to native vegetation at any type of development site, including new student
housing. The project would include natural gas fire pits (non-ember producing) within
the student recreational areas adjacent to and on the south side of the student housing
structures. The fire pits would not allow burning of wood or other materials, would be
enclosed to prevent materials from coming into contact with flame, and would be
separated from native vegetation by a glass and steel wall and a 6-story building.
Further, the fire pits will have hours of operation and can be turned off by
operations/management during nighttime hours and during periods of high fire danger
(late summer, drought or during Santa Ana Wind conditions). This type of fire pit
would not increase the risk of vegetation fire due to the inability of the fire to cause
ignitions directly to the vegetation and by preventing flammable materials, which
could otherwise produce embers, from coming into contact with the flame. Therefore,
the use of the restrictive fire pits is not considered to increase the risk of wildfire.

I17-32

The comment regards Phase II. Please see response to comment I17-26 for
information responsive to this comment.

I17-33

The comment is a conclusion to previous comments. No further response is required.

I17-34

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I17-35

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The commentator states that the
residences of the College View Estates Area (CVEA) should be considered in the
description of project area community character in the EIR. However, pursuant to
Preserve Poway v. City of Poway (2016) 245 Cal.App.4th 560 (2016), the evaluation
of potential impacts of a proposed project on “community character” is not required
under CEQA. An extensive analysis of the Project’s aesthetics impacts, including the
Project’s bulk and scale was addressed in the Draft EIR and is contained in Section
4.1, Aesthetics.
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To the extent that the comment relates to alternative siting locations for Phases II and
III, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the public comment
period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public comments to
eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information
regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental impacts related to
the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated. With respect to any additional
Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.
I17-36

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. However, pursuant to Preserve
Poway v. City of Poway (2016) 245 Cal.App.4th 560 (2016), the evaluation of
potential impacts of a proposed project on “community character” is not required
under CEQA. An extensive analysis of the Project’s aesthetics impacts, including the
Project’s bulk and scale was addressed in the Draft EIR and is contained in Section
4.1, Aesthetics.
The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator as it relates to the bulk and
scale of the Project and development in Mission Valley and Downtown San Diego.
Existing development on the SDSU campus and in the surrounding College Area is
considered in the Draft EIR’s analysis of potential impacts to existing visual quality
and character of the site and surrounding area. The comment will be included as part
of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on
the Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise
concerns related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

I17-37

Please refer to response I17-35.

I17-38

The comment addresses traffic conditions on Remington Road. The EIR traffic
impact analysis addresses the project’s potential impacts on Remington and
determined that the road provides adequate capacity to serve the project traffic
without resulting in significant impacts. Beyond that, the comment addresses general
subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the EIR. The Project’s impacts
relative to Remington Road were fully addressed and analyzed in Section 4.14,
Transportation/Circulation and Parking, of the EIR. The comment will be included as
part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision
on the Project.

I17-39

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment raises an issue that was studied and
evaluated in Chapter 6.0, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR. Alternatives to the Project
location received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR assessed
numerous alternative Project locations and eliminated them because they were
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infeasible, failed to meet the Project objectives, or failed to avoid or reduce
significant impacts. To the extent the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated. With respect to
any additional Project siting concerns, please see Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.
I17-40

The comment relates to Project siting and sustainability. The comment is
acknowledged and appreciated. However, pursuant to Preserve Poway v. City of
Poway (2016) 245 Cal.App.4th 560 (2016), the evaluation of potential impacts of a
proposed project on “community character” is not required under CEQA. An
extensive analysis of the Project’s aesthetics impacts, including the Project’s bulk and
scale was addressed in the Draft EIR and is contained in Section 4.1, Aesthetics.
Information relating to the Project’s proposed energy usage, sustainability, and LEED
Silver Certification design are contained in Section 4.5, Energy Consumption, of the
Draft EIR.

I17-41

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I17-42

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I17-43

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I17-44

The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
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Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.
I17-45

The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.

I17-46

The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.

I17-47

The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.

I17-48

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the A Alternatives Thematic Response
Alternative Locations Thematic Response for information responsive to the comment.

I17-49

The comment states that construction and operation of the Project will choke off one
of the two-lane roads that provide access to the neighboring communities. However,
as to construction, the Draft EIR includes a mitigation measure requiring the
preparation of a traffic control plan, the primary function of which is to provide for
the safe and effective movement of vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists through or
around temporary traffic control zones. (See Draft EIR mitigation measure MMTRA-5.) As to operation, the Project includes off-street pull-off areas for up to six
vehicles to accommodate pick-ups/drop-offs on Remington Road in the front of the
new buildings, and the installation of “No Stopping Any Time” signs to deter drivers
from stopping their vehicles within the flow of traffic. Additionally, student move-
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ins/move-out will take place on the north side of the new building, far removed from
Remington Road, thereby alleviating the related traffic congestion. (See EIR Section
4.14, subsection 4.14.6.5, Access and Other Issues.) Beyond that, the comment
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the EIR. The
Project’s traffc-related impacts were fully addressed and analyzed in Section 4.14,
Transportation/Circulation and Parking, of the EIR. The comment will be included as
part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision
on the Project.
I17-50

The comment refers to the special events that take place on the SDSU campus and the
related traffic effect on the neighborhood. In addition to the traffic mitigation and
design features described in the response to comment I-17-49, the Project also
includes the placement of a permanent sign on Remington Road at the SDSU campus
boundary with the College View Estates neighborhood that reads “No SDSU or Event
Parking in Residential Neighborhood – Violators May be Fined and/or Towed
Away.” Traffic Posts will continue on Remington Road at the College View Estates
entrance to discourage parking in the residential neighborhood at Viejas Arena, and
during baseball games. A temporary sandwich board sign also will be placed at the
corner of 55th Street and Remington Road during such events that reads “No Event
Parking Beyond This Point.” For additional information responsive to this comment,
please see Draft EIR Section 4.14, Transportation/Circulation and Parking, pages
4.14-40-41, College View Estates Spillover Parking.

I17-51

Emergency response to the area following construction is considered to be within San
Diego Fire Department’s stated response time goal of 7:30 minutes for the first
arriving engine. There are two additional fire stations that can reach the site shortly
thereafter. Residents of the new student housing would not likely be evacuating a
short-notice emergency in their vehicles, removing vehicles from the streets and
enabling fire department access to the area.

I17-52

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.
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I17-53

The comment is a conclusion to previous comments. No further response is required.

I17-54

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I17-55

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I17-56

See response to comment I5-5.

I17-57

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I17-58

See response to comment I5-5.

I17-59

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I17-60

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I17-61

The comment is a conclusion to previous comments. No further response is required.

I17-62

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I17-63

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. As a state agency,
CSU/SDSU is not subject to local government planning, such as the City of San
Diego General Plan. Accordingly, because such local land use plans are not
applicable to CSU/SDSU, an analysis with respect to the General Plan’s zoning and
permits requirements is not required under CEQA. The comment will be included as
part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision
on the Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.

I17-64

See response to comment I5-5.
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I17-65

The comment raises building height concerns and compares the height of the
proposed Phase II building to dorms located on College Avenue and Montezuma
Road. The scale of existing development in the area surrounding the project site is
discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR. However, the proposed
project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III. With these modifications,
all environmental impacts will be mitigated to less than significant. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers
prior to a final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the
comment does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the draft
environmental documentEIR.

I17-66

The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.

I17-67

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I17-68

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
support for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.

I17-69

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
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additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.
I17-70

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and does not raise an
environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as
part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision
on the Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.

I17-71

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I17-72

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I17-73

The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.

I17-74

The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.
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I17-75

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The Project’s impacts relative to drop-off and loading/unloading were
fully addressed and analyzed in Section 4.14, Transportation/Circulation and Parking,
of the Draft EIR. The comment will be included as part of the record and made
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I17-76

The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.

I17-77

The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.

I17-78

Focused, protocol level biological surveys were conducted within the 8-acre Project
site in 2014 and in 2017. California gnatcatchers were observed in the vicinity of the
Project site, but focused surveys have not detected any California gnatcatchers on
site. See Biological Resources Thematic Response, which describes the California
gnatcatcher observed at the Residential Block 701 Undergrounding Utility District
Project, located approximately 0.5 mile west and several canyons away from the
proposed project, in March 2017. Additionally, the Draft EIR requires additional preconstruction surveys for California gnatcatcher (MM-BIO-6) be conducted prior to
any ground disturbing activities.

I17-79

Focused biological surveys for reptiles were not conducted, and the Draft EIR states
that none were detected during the other biological surveys that were conducted. The
Draft EIR specifically acknowledges the potential for reptiles to occur on pages 4.311 and 4.3-12.

I17-80

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis
and, therefore no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I17-81

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.
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I17-82

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment is critical of the
Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and objectives fully comply with
the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act. With respect to the
Sophomore Success Program, between 2005 and 2013, SDSU studied sophomore
student success rates. In 2007, SDSU conducted a study of students living on- and
off- campus and found that nearly 86% of students living on-campus for more than
one year completed their junior years, an increase of 13% compared to those students
who only lived on campus one year and an increase of 23% over those students who
lived off-campus. In a study conducted between Fall 2008 through Fall 2013, students
who lived on-campus for two years (freshmen and sophomore years) were between
10% and 20% more likely to return and complete their junior and senior years than
those that lived off campus after their freshmen year. Also, sophomores that live on
campus had higher grade point averages than their counterparts that lived off campus.
Sophomores that lived on campus were two times more likely to graduate college
within 4 years than their counterparts that live off-campus.
A survey of colleges around the country identified a correlation between engaged
sophomores and graduation rates. Specifically, research shows that students who live
on campus are better prepared academically, feel more connected to the university
social scene, and graduate faster than those who do not. Overall, the data shows that
sophomores living on campus experienced approximately 13.5% higher six-year
graduation rate, approximately 15.6% higher retention rates to their third year, and
approximately 15.4% higher to their fourth year.

I17-83

The comment raises economic, social, or political issues that do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.

I17-84

The comment provides factual background information and does not raise an
environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as
part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision
on the Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.

I17-85

The comment raises economic, social, or political issues that do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.
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I17-86

The comment provides factual background information and does not raise an
environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as
part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision
on the Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.

I17-87

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. In addition, the
comment request information regarding the definition of “mitigation”. The CEQA
Guidelines provide a broad definition of mitigation, which includes actions taken to
rectify or compensate for a significant impact. Under 14 Cal. Code Regs. Section 15370,
“mitigation” includes the following: avoiding an impact altogether by not taking a certain
action or part of an action; minimizing an impact by limiting the magnitude of a proposed
action and its implementation; rectifying an impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or
restoring the affected environmental resource; reducing or eliminating an impact over a
period of time through preservation or maintenance operations during the life of the
action; and compensating for the impact by providing substitute resources or
environments. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I17-88

The comment raises concerns generally with Phases II and III. Following distribution
of the Draft EIR and the close of the public comment period, the proposed Project
was modified in response to public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please
see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications.
As a result, the environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have
been eliminated, and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. Further
concerns contained in the comments refer to economic, social, or political issues that
do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment. The comment will
be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I17-89

The comment asks about mitigation for traffic that will be “funneled through College
Garden” as a result of the Project. However, based on application of the SANDAG
traffic model, the traffic engineer determined that only two percent of Project traffic
would access the Project site from the west, through the referenced area; 98% of
Project traffic would access the site from the east, via 55th Street and Montezuma
Road. This distribution pattern was considered as part of the traffic impacts analysis,
and it was concluded that the Project would not result in significant impacts to these
roads within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act and, therefore,
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no mitigation is required. The Project traffic distribution, as derived through
application of the SANDAG traffic model, is illustrated on Draft EIR Figure 4.14-3,
Project Traffic Distribution. (See also Draft EIR page 4.14-7, and Appendix K,
Sections 3.0 and 8.2.) For additional information responsive to this comment, please
also see responses to comments O-6-29 through O-6-32.
I17-90

The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.

I17-91

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I17-92

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis
and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I17-93

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I17-94

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis
and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I17-95

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis
and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I17-96

The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.
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I17-97

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The map containing red and green
lines refers to Figure 2-2, Vicinity Map, contained in Chapter 2.0, Proposed Project
Description, of the Draft EIR. According to the legend on Figure 2-2, the red lines
indicate the SDSU campus boundary and the green lines (located within the red lines)
indicate the Project site, which is within the SDSU campus boundary. Figure 2-3,
College Area Community, provides a much larger footprint of the College Area
Community, and includes College Gardens Court. Figure 2-3 provides a visual
demonstration of the relationship between College Gardens Court and other
residential neighborhoods and the SDSU campus, which includes the Project site
(using gray shading).

I17-98

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I17-99

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I17-100

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I17-101

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I17-102

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis
and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I17-103

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.
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I17-104

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I17-105

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I17-106

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I17-107

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
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additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.
I17-108

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I17-109

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I17-110

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I17-111

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
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additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.
I17-112

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I17-113

The comment is a conclusion to previous comments. No further response is required.

I17-114

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I17-115

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
support for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.

I17-116

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
support for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.

I17-117

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
support for the Sophomore Success Program objective, but does not raise any issue
concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this
comment is provided.

I17-118

The comment concerns the siting of the Project and also expresses the opinions of
the commentator as to student housing generally. With respect to the siting of
locations for Phases II and III, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been
eliminated, and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect
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to any additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic
Response for information responsive to the comment. As to the commentator’s
opinion regarding student housing generally, the comment will be included as part
of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on
the Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.
I17-119

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I17-120 This comment expresses the opinions of the commentator in regards to the bulk and
scale of the Phase II building as represented in the Draft EIR graphics. The proposed
project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR,
Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the
comment does not raise an environmental issue or raise any issue concerning the
adequacy of the Draft EIR.
I17-121

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis
and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I17-122

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
opposition for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.

I17-123

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.
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I17-124

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I17-125

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I17-126

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I17-127

The comment addresses mitigation on Montezuma Road as infeasible. However, the
referenced mitigation relates to project Phase III, which, as noted in the preceding
responses to comments, has been eliminated from the proposed project and, therefore,
the comment is no longer applicable.

I17-128

The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
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Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.
I17-129

The comment concerns the siting of the Project and also raises economic, social or
political issues that do not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment.
With respect to the siting of locations for Phases II and III, following distribution of
the Draft EIR and the close of the public comment period, the proposed Project was
modified in response to public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see
Final EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications. As
a result, the environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been
eliminated, and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to
any additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response
for information responsive to the comment. As to the commentator’s concerns
regarding economic, social, or political issues, they do not raise an environmental
issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.

I17-130

The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.
The comment also raises concerns over the height of proposed Phase III development.
The bulk and scale of the Project (including Phase III development) is analyzed in
Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, of the EIR. However, the proposed project has been modified
to eliminate Phases II and III. With these modifications, environmental impacts will
be mitigated to less than significant. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the comment does not concern the
adequacy of the Draft EIR.

I17-131

The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.

I17-132

The comment states that the traffic studies did not include the College Gardens area.
In fact, the traffic analysis determined that a relatively small percentage of Project
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traffic would access the site through the College Gardens area, and that the vast
majority of traffic would utilize Remington Road to 55th Street. Specifically, the
geographic distribution of vehicle trips generated by the proposed New Student
Housing project was determined using the SANDAG travel demand model. The
model is a computerized travel demand model that utilizes a sophisticated trip
distribution function to derive the distribution of vehicle trips. Based on application
of the SANDAG model, the traffic engineer determined that two percent of Project
traffic would access the Project site from the west, through the College View Estates
area, while approximately 98% of Project generated traffic would drive east on
Remington Road or Canyon Crest Drive. The Project traffic distribution, as derived
through application of the SANDAG traffic model, is illustrated on Draft EIR Figure
4.14-3, Project Traffic Distribution. (See also Draft EIR p. 4.14-7, and Appendix K,
Sections 3.0 and 8.2.)
As to the comment regarding Uber/Lyft, the increased use of ride-sharing services
actually has the effect of reducing overall traffic, not increasing traffic, due to the
ride-sharing nature of the service. As to the pick-up/drop-off location, the
proposed project will include pick-up/drop-off spaces for up to six vehicles in an
off-street cut-out area on the north side of Remington Road, in front of the student
housing building.
I17-133

The comment provides factual background information and does not raise an
environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as
part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision
on the Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.

I17-134

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis
and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I17-135

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I17-136

Emergency response to the area following construction is considered to be within San
Diego Fire Department’s stated response time goal of 7:30 for the first arriving
engine. There are two additional fire stations that can reach the site shortly thereafter.
Residents of the new student housing would not likely be evacuating a short-notice
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emergency in their vehicles, removing vehicles from the streets and enabling fire
department access to the area.
I17-137

Evacuation from the student housing buildings would typically include relocating
students from the area by foot, except for special needs students who would be
provided appropriate transportation. In the event of a wildfire in Aztec canyon fuel
(i.e., trees, chaparral) would not be located adjacent to the interior of the Project site
or to the south into campus, so pedestrian evacuation would be appropriate, unless the
fire department determined that keeping students in the ignition resistant, defensible
structures is preferred.
Larger events that require a longer term evacuation of the area would likely include
pedestrian relocation followed by a metered evacuation of vehicles once the area had
been determined safe for students to return to retrieve personal belongings. For
example, considering a wildfire event, because the vegetated canyon to the north
includes a relatively small fuel bed, the wildfire would be expected to reach the outer
perimeter of the Project’s brush management zones (BMZ) in a short time frame and
would be short-lived, running out of fuels as it bumped against the BMZ. This type of
emergency would not typically require an evacuation of the buildings as they are built
to fire ignition resistant standards and are well protected and defensible. If an
evacuation was ordered, students would be instructed to exit the buildings and access
designated buildings opened as temporary shelters. This would not be expected to
include lengthy timelines as vegetation fires typically burn rapidly and it is
anticipated students would be allowed back into the buildings within about 30
minutes to two hours. Larger events that require evacuation of the Project for
extended durations would likely include evacuation of larger areas and traffic controls
would be implemented, such as metering traffic, placing officers at intersections,
opening lanes and moving people from the area.

I17-138

The comment regards move-in/move-out events on campus. As noted in the EIR
Project Description, the proposed project includes area for move-ins/move-outs on
the north side of the new student housing building. Please see Final EIR Project
Description, Figure 2-11 for illustration of the location.

I17-139

The comment regards facilities for bicycles, skateboards, and pedestrians. The proposed
project will include appropriate pedestrian facilitate to accommodate bicyclists,
pedestrians, and skateboarders in a manner consistent with applicable requirements.

I17-140

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment incorrectly implies
that SDSU had plans to develop student housing in the area of Chapultepec Hall since
2010. The reference to 2010 is based on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU
consultant website. Specifically, one of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study
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was incorrectly labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site. Accordingly, the
correct reference year is 2013; SDSU has been informed that LandLab has corrected
the error. As to the comment that the New Student Housing Project should have been
included as a cumulative project in EIRs prepared since 2013, the proposed project
was in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe
it as “reasonably foreseeable” during this period. However, the comment does not
raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.
I17-141

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment incorrectly implies
that SDSU had plans to develop student housing in the area of Chapultepec Hall since
2010. The reference to 2010 is based on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU
consultant website. Specifically, one of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study
was incorrectly labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site. Accordingly, the
correct reference year is 2013; SDSU has been informed that LandLab has corrected
the error. As to the comment that the New Student Housing Project should have been
included as a cumulative project in EIRs prepared since 2013, the proposed project
was in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe
it as “reasonably foreseeable” during this period. However, the comment does not
raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I17-142

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment incorrectly implies
that SDSU had plans to develop student housing in the area of Chapultepec Hall since
2010. The reference to 2010 is based on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU
consultant website. Specifically, one of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study
was incorrectly labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site. Accordingly, the
correct reference year is 2013; SDSU has been informed that LandLab has corrected
the error. As to the comment that the New Student Housing Project should have been
included as a cumulative project in EIRs prepared since 2013, the proposed project
was in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe
it as “reasonably foreseeable” during this period. However, the comment does not
raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.
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Response to Comment Letter I18
Donna Gans
May 15, 2017
I18-1

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I18-2

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I18-3

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I18-4

The comment builds upon a prior comment, I-18-3, in which the commentator states
that “some contend” the Project traffic will be minimal because “freshmen don’t have
cars.” In fact, the EIR traffic analysis makes no such assumptions and applies an
appropriate trip generation rate to the students who will be residing in the new
housing that is based on several studies of university student housing trip generation
of all classes, not just freshmen. While SDSU does not dispute the contention that
freshmen students “will no doubt want to explore San Diego County,” the EIR traffic
analysis allocated an appropriate number of trips to students for such exploration.
Because the comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the analysis
presented in the EIR, no more specific response can be provided or is required.
However, the comment will be included as part of the record and made available to
the decision makers before a final decision on the Project.

I18-5

The comment states that freshman students, who don’t have cars, may have
motorcycles or scooters, which are equally impactful in terms of danger and noise.
Preliminarily, the number of students driving motorcycles or scooters is small relative
to the number of driving cars. Please see the response to comment I-18-4 regarding
the trip generation rate used as part of the EIR traffic analysis. Beyond that, no further
response can be provided or is required. The comment expresses the opinions of the
commentator, and will be included as part of the record and made available to the
decision-makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I18-6

The comment states that freshman students will no doubt make use of ride-sharing
opportunities, such as Uber. The traffic engineer has determined that the amount of
Uber/Lyft trips during peak work commute periods, which is the relevant timeframe
for assessing traffic impacts, is very small. In addition, the usage of these ride-sharing
services has the effect of lowering overall trip generation since students are less likely
to own a car and make trips due to the availability of these services.
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I18-7

The comment states that freshman students may have other opportunities for vehicle
trips from relatives, friends, etc. Please see the response to comment I-18-4 regarding
the trip generation rate used by the traffic engineer to conduct the traffic analysis; the
rate was determined based on several studies of student housing trip generation and
includes trips by relatives, friends, etc., to the extent appropriate. Because the
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the analysis presented in the EIR,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. However, the comment will
be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers before a
final decision on the Project.

I18-8

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I18-9

The comment is a conclusion to the comments presented above. No further response
is required. The comments presented in above and the responses will be included as
part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision
on the Project.
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Response to Comment Letter I19
Ann Cottrell
May 22, 2017
I19-1

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
support for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.

I19-2

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
support for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.

I19-3

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
opposition for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.

I19-4

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I19-5

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I19-6

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I19-7

See response to comment I5-5.

I19-8

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. As a state agency, CSU/SDSU is not
subject to local government planning, such as the City of San Diego General Plan.
Accordingly, because such local land use plans are not applicable to CSU/SDSU, an
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analysis with respect to the General Plan’s zoning and permits requirements is not
required under CEQA. For that reason, no further response is required.
I19-9

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I19-10

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I19-11

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.
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Response to Comment Letter I20
Terry and Annie Shirley
May 24, 2017
I20-1

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I20-2

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I20-3

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
support for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.

I20-4

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft and Final EIR. The Project’s impacts relative to Remington Road and on
campus move in were fully addressed and analyzed in Section 4.14,
Transportation/Circulation and Parking, of the Draft EIR. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I20-5

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft and Final EIR. The Project’s impacts relative to 55th Street were fully
addressed and analyzed in Section 4.14, Transportation/Circulation and Parking, of
the Draft EIR. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available
to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I20-6

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
support for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.
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Response to Comment Letter I21
Malcolm Shearer
May 24, 2017
I21-1

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I21-2

See response to comment I5-5.

I21-3

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.
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Response to Comment Letter I22
Jean Hoeger
May 25, 2017
I22-1

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment incorrectly implies
that SDSU had plans to develop student housing in the area of Chapultepec Hall since
2010. The reference to 2010 is based on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU
consultant website. Specifically, one of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study
was incorrectly labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site. Accordingly, the
correct reference year is 2013; SDSU has been informed that LandLab has corrected
the error. As to the comment that the New Student Housing Project should have been
included as a cumulative project in EIRs prepared since 2013, the proposed Project
was in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe
it as “reasonably foreseeable” during this period. However, the comment does not
raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I22-2

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I22-3

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.
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I22-4

With respect to the comment regarding the canyon ecosystem, see response to
comment I5-5.
The Project’s Fire Hazards were analyzed in the Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report
(Dudek 2017). Based on the results of that evaluation, fire safety measures were
developed to protect the proposed structures from wildfire threats, enable fire
department access, and provide a defensible project. The Canyon is considered to
include the potential for wildfire and that potential has been addressed through project
design features and measures above and beyond code requirements. Please also refer
to response to comment I-17-30 for additional details on Project requirements for
constructing in a VHFHSZ.

I22-5

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
opposition for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.

I22-6

The comment seeks a commitment that the decision makers will “honor and enforce
President Hirshman’s public declaration of refocusing the project” with respect to
Phases II and III of the Project. The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8,
2017 statement is noted. In response to the statement and following distribution of the
Draft EIR and the close of the public comment period, the proposed Project was
modified in response to public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see
Final EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications. As
a result, the environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been
eliminated, and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to
any additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response
for information responsive to the comment.

I22-7

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.
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Response to Comment Letter I23
Andy Cretcher
May 27, 2017
I23-1

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
opposition for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.

I23-2

While not a signatory to the MSCP, SDSU conformed to the City of San Diego Land
Use Adjacency Guidelines of the Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP)
because the property is adjacent to land that is designated as preserve.

I23-3

With respect to the comment regarding the canyon ecosystem, see Biological
Resources Thematic Response, which states that the Project has been modified and
Phases II and III will not be developed. Phase III included the most impacts to the
canyon. Phase I is still proposed as part of the Project and does not impact the canyon.
With these modifications, the Project will not result in significant unavoidable impacts,
and all environmental impacts will be mitigated to less than significant.

I23-4

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
opposition for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.
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Response to Comment Letter I24
Sally Ellis
May 29, 2017
I24-1

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I24-2

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I24-3

With respect to the comment regarding the canyon ecosystem, see Biological
Resources Thematic Response, which states that the Project has been modified
and Phases II and III will not be developed. Phase III included the most severe
impacts to the canyon. Phase I is still proposed as part of the Project and does not
impact the canyon. With these modifications, the Project will not result in
significant unavoidable impacts, and all environmental impacts will be mitigated
to less than significant.

I24-4

See response to comment I24-3.

I24-5

See response to comment I24-3.

I24-6

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
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of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.
I24-7

The comment is a conclusion to previous comments. No further response is required.
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Response to Comment Letter I25
Kathleen Veinbergs
May 29, 2017
I25-1

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
opposition for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.
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Response to Comment Letter I26
Siri Kay Jostad
May 29, 2017
I26-1

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student
housing in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to
2010 is based on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website.
Specifically, one of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for
SDSU was incorrectly labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site;
LandLab was a sub-consultant to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not
retained by SDSU as a consultant until March 2013. Accordingly, the correct
reference year is 2013, and LandLab has informed SDSU that the web site error
has been corrected. As to the comment that the New Student Housing project
should have been included as a cumulative project in EIRs prepared since 2013,
the Project was in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is
incorrect to describe it as “reasonably foreseeable” during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I26-2

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I26-3

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.
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I26-4

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The comment largely expresses the
opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the record and made
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project. No further
response is required.

I26-5

Please see response to I26-4.

I26-6

Please see response to I26-4.

I26-7

Please see response to I26-4.

I26-8

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I26-9

Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.

I26-10

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I26-11

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
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Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.
I26-12

Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400 beds on Lot U (Phase I) is
provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I26-13

Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400 beds on Lot U (Phase I) is
provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I26-14

The Biological Resources section of the Draft EIR, Section 4.3, specifically address
all special-status species, including the potential for state- and federally listed
endangered and threatened birds to occur on site. The Draft EIR specifically describes
the potential for coastal California gnatcatcher, a federally listed threatened species,
to occur as well as the results of the focused protocol surveys. Additionally, as
specified on Table 4.3-1 on page 4.3-2 of the Draft EIR, all of the biological surveys
were conducted in 2014 and again in 2017. The results of the first plant survey done
in 2017 were included in the Draft EIR (see p. 4.3-9) and the results of the June 2017
plant survey are described in the Biological Resources Thematic Response. No
additional special-status plants were observed during the June 2017 survey. A more
detail assessment of each special-status wildlife and plant species potential to occur is
described in Appendices D1 and D2 of Appendix D to the Draft EIR.
The Draft EIR analyzes impacts associated with construction in the canyon. However,
since the Draft EIR was released for public review the Project has been modified to
remove Phases II and III. As stated in Biological Resources Thematic Response, Phases
II and III will not be developed and therefore will eliminate impacts to the canyon. Phase
I is still proposed as part of the Project and does not impact the canyon. With these
modifications, the Project will not result in significant unavoidable impacts, and all
environmental impacts will be mitigated to less than significant.
Also, see Biological Resources Thematic Response, which describes the California
gnatcatcher observed at the Residential Block 701 Undergrounding Utility District
Project, located approximately 0.5 mile west and several canyons away from the
Project site, in March 2017. Potential noise impacts to California gnatcatcher, if
observed during pre-construction surveys, are mitigated through mitigation measure
MM-BIO-6, which states that pre-construction surveys for California gnatcatcher
shall be conducted, and if found nesting, on-site noise reduction techniques shall be
implemented to ensure that construction noise levels do not exceed 60 A-weighted
decibels Leq-h at the nest location. Additionally, nest buffers are described in
mitigation measure MM-BIO-1. The nest buffers are established, in part, to help
reduce noise impacts to nesting birds.
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I26-15

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no impacts to biological resources would occur in the
canyon. The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I26-16

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with Project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation do not pose a significant increase from historical local use.
Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from regulatory
agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment apply do not
directly apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.

I26-17

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with Project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation do not pose a significant increase from historical local use.
Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from regulatory
agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not directly
apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these regulations, which
will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU, which may be
incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all applicable
regulations at the time of this writing. The comment also claims that SDSU must use
renewable fuels during construction to mitigate pollution and be consistent with
California’s carbon reduction. As shown in Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F
of the Draft EIR, the project would not result in a significant impact under CEQA.
The estimated amortized GHG emissions from construction represent less than 1
percent of the project’s operational inventory. Also, the Project was shown to be
consistent with the local climate action plan which requires project features to reduce
GHGs. The project also does not use “unusual levels” of energy. The carbon
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reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined in the State’s Scoping Plan
which is not directly applicable to development projects. The Project was shown to be
consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping Plan in Section 4.7.6.
I26-18

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the traffic noise analysis has no
connection with the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 fairly represent typical
noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were conducted
again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The noise
measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are located in
Appendix N-1. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar
to those taken on January 16. As shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4 and
R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on April
27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was
approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly
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attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of activity on
the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth
noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those taken on January
16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and traffic volumes were
similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows that the results of the
ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not adversely affect the noise
impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, any such
effects are no longer a concern because the proposed project has been modified and
SDSU no longer plans to pursue the development of Phases II and III, so no further
response to this comment is necessary.
I26-19

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
occur with implementation of Phase III. Because the proposed project has been
modified and no longer includes Phase III, there will be no significant and
unavoidable traffic impacts. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information
regarding the project modifications. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases
and criteria pollution, EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, include analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular
emissions. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.
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I26-20

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
occur with implementation of Phase III. Because the proposed project has been
modified and no longer includes Phase III, there will be no significant and
unavoidable traffic impacts. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information
regarding the project modifications. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases
and criteria pollution, EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, include analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular
emissions. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.
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Response to Comment Letter I27
Charles Sloan
May 29, 2017
I27-1

With respect to the comment regarding the canyon ecosystem, see Biological
Resources Thematic Response, which states that Phases II and III will not be
developed. Phase III included the most severe impacts to the canyon. Phase I is still
proposed as part of the Project and does not impact the canyon. With these
modifications, the Project will not result in significant unavoidable impacts, and all
environmental impacts will be mitigated to less than significant.

I27-2

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I27-3

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
opposition for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.

I27-4

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.
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Response to Comment Letter I28
James Corrigan and Patrick Hanson
May 30, 2017
I28-1

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I28-2

With respect to the comment regarding the canyon ecosystem, see Biological
Resources Thematic Response, which states that Phases II and III will not be
developed. Phase III included the most severe impacts to the canyon. Phase I is
still proposed as part of the Project and does not impact the canyon. As explained
in the Final EIR, the proposed project has been modified to eliminate Phases II
and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding the
project modifications. With these modifications, the Project will not result in
significant unavoidable impacts, and all environmental impacts will be mitigated
to less than significant.
Please refer to response to comments I-17-30 and I-44-4.

I28-3

The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.

I28-4

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student
housing in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to
2010 is based on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website.
Specifically, one of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for
SDSU was incorrectly labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site;
LandLab was a sub-consultant to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not
retained by SDSU as a consultant until March 2013. Accordingly, the correct
reference year is 2013, and LandLab has informed SDSU that the web site error
has been corrected. As to the comment that the New Student Housing project
should have been included as a cumulative project in EIRs prepared since 2013,
the Project was in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is
incorrect to describe it as “reasonably foreseeable” during this period.
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As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.
I28-5

Please refer to response to comment I28-4.

I28-6

Please refer to response to comment I28-4.

I28-7

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The comment largely expresses the
opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the record and made
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project. No further
response is required.

I28-8

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

September 2017

I-174

New Campus Housing EIR

Responses to Comments – Individuals
I28-9

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The proposed Project has been modified to
eliminate Phases II and III. In addition, the Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project on Biological Resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis correctly determined that
all potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. The
comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of
the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I28-10

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I28-11

Please refer to response to comment I26-14.

I28-12

Please refer to response to comment I26-14.

I28-13

Please refer to response to comment I28-4.

I28-14

Please refer to response to comment I28-4.

I28-15

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
occur with implementation of Phase III. Because the proposed Project has been
modified and no longer includes Phase III, there will be no significant and
unavoidable traffic impacts. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information
regarding the project modifications. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases
and criteria pollution, EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, include analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular
emissions. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I28-16

The comment is a conclusion statement referencing previous comments. No further
response is required.
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Response to Comment Letter I29
Susan Pitney
May 29, 2017
I29-1

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I29-2

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student
housing in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010
is based on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website.
Specifically, one of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for
SDSU was incorrectly labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site;
LandLab was a sub-consultant to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained
by SDSU as a consultant until March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year
is 2013, and LandLab has informed SDSU that the web site error has been
corrected. As to the comment that the New Student Housing project should have
been included as a cumulative project in EIRs prepared since 2013, the Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it
as “reasonably foreseeable” during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I29-3

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. For a review of the sufficiency and feasibility of alternatives, please see
Alternatives Thematic Response. The comment does not raise any specific issue
regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is
required. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to
the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.
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I29-4

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I29-5

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The comment largely expresses the
opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the record and made
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project. No further
response is required.

I29-6

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I29-7

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I29-8

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I29-9

Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400 beds on Lot U (Phase I) is
provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I29-10

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
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irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis correctly determined that
all potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no impacts to biological resources would occur in the
canyon. The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.
I29-11

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 Energy and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation do not pose a significant increase from historical local use.
Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from regulatory
agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not directly
apply to the project. The state will create mandates based on these regulations, which
will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU, which may be
incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all applicable
regulations at the time of this writing. The comment also claims that SDSU must use
renewable fuels during construction to mitigate pollution and be consistent with
California’s carbon reduction. As shown in Sections 4.5 Energy, 4.7 Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not result in a
significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions from
construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory. Also,
the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.

I29-12

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation do not pose a significant increase from historical local use.
Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from regulatory
agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not directly
apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these regulations, which
will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU, which may be
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incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all applicable
regulations at the time of this writing. The comment also claims that SDSU must use
renewable fuels during construction to mitigate pollution and be consistent with
California’s carbon reduction. As shown in Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F
of the Draft EIR, the Project would not result in a significant impact under CEQA.
The estimated amortized GHG emissions from construction represent less than 1
percent of the project’s operational inventory. Also, the Project was shown to be
consistent with the local climate action plan which requires project features to reduce
GHGs. The project also does not use “unusual levels” of energy. The carbon
reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined in the State’s Scoping Plan
which is not directly applicable to development projects. The Project was shown to be
consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping Plan in Section 4.7.6.
I29-13

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the traffic noise analysis has no
connection with the ambient noise levels measured.
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Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 fairly represent typical
noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were conducted
again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The noise
measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally
similar to those taken on January 16. As shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2,
R4 and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower
on April 27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level
was approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly
attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of activity on
the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth
noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those taken on
January 16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and traffic
volumes were similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows that
the results of the ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not
adversely affect the noise impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, any such
effects are no longer a concern because the proposed project has been modified and
SDSU no longer plans to pursue the development of Phases II and III, so no further
response to this comment is necessary.
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I29-14

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
occur with implementation of Phase III. Because the proposed project has been
modified and no longer includes Phase III, there will be no significant and
unavoidable traffic impacts. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information
regarding the project modifications. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases
and criteria pollution, EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, include analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular
emissions. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.
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Response to Comment Letter I30
Bill Brophy
May 30, 2017
I30-1

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I30-2

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
occur with implementation of Phase III. Because the proposed project has been
modified and no longer includes Phase III, there will be no significant and
unavoidable traffic impacts. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information
regarding the project modifications. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases
and criteria pollution, EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, include analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular
emissions. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I30-3

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
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Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the traffic noise analysis has no
connection with the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 fairly represent typical
noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were conducted
again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The noise
measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar
to those taken on January 16. As shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4 and
R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on April
27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was
approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly
attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of activity on
the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth
noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those taken on January
16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and traffic volumes were
similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows that the results of the
ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not adversely affect the noise
impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, any such
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effects are no longer a concern because the proposed project has been modified and
SDSU no longer plans to pursue the development of Phases II and III, so no further
response to this comment is necessary.
I30-4

Please refer to response to comment I26-14.

I30-5

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student
housing in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010
is based on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website.
Specifically, one of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for
SDSU was incorrectly labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site;
LandLab was a sub-consultant to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained
by SDSU as a consultant until March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year
is 2013, and LandLab has informed SDSU that the web site error has been
corrected. As to the comment that the New Student Housing project should have
been included as a cumulative project in EIRs prepared since 2013, the Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it
as “reasonably foreseeable” during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I30-6

Information regarding the alternatives is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I30-7

Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400 beds on Lot U (Phase I) is
provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.
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Response to Comment Letter I31
Andre Beauparlant
May 31, 2017
I31-1

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I31-2

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and provides factual
background information. The comment does not raise an environmental issue within
the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the record and made
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project. No further
response is required because the comment does not raise an environmental issue.

I31-3

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and provides factual
background information. The comment does not raise an environmental issue within
the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the record and made
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project. No further
response is required because the comment does not raise an environmental issue.

I31-4

The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.

I31-5

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I31-6

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
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environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.
I31-7

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I31-8

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I31-9

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I31-10

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
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of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.
I31-11

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I31-12

The comment relates to the 55th Street alternative and suggests providing access via a
pedestrian bridge. The 55th Street alternative is analyzed in Draft EIR Section 6,
Alternatives, and the Alternatives Thematic Response included in this Final EIR. The
comment represents the opinion of the commentator and does not raise any specific
issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I31-13

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I31-14

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
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of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.
I31-15

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I31-16

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I31-17

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I31-18

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
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additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.
I31-19

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I31-20

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I31-21

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I31-22

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
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additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.
I31-23

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I31-24

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I31-25

The comment is a conclusion to previous comments. No further response is required.

September 2017

I-204

New Campus Housing EIR

Responses to Comments – Individuals

September 2017

I-205

New Campus Housing EIR

Responses to Comments – Individuals

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

September 2017

I-206

New Campus Housing EIR

Responses to Comments – Individuals

Response to Comment Letter I32
Ann Cottrell
May 26, 2017
I32-1

Following the close of the comment period, a Final EIR will be prepared that will
include the Draft EIR, any revisions to the Draft EIR, and responses to comments.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project. No further response is required
because the comment does not raise an environmental issue.

I32-2

The comment is acknowledged. However, the Draft EIR does not contain significant
new information warranting a new EIR or recirculation of the Draft EIR.
A new EIR or a recirculation of the Draft EIR is necessary only if significant new
information is added after public review, but before final certification of the EIR.
(Pub. Resources Code, § 21092.1; 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15088.5, subd. (a).) The
new information is significant when it: (i) shows a new, substantial environmental
impact resulting either from the proposed project or from a mitigation measures; (ii)
shows a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact, except that
recirculation would not be required if mitigation that reduces the impact to
insignificance is adopted; or (iii) shows a feasible alternative or mitigation measure,
considerably different from those considered in the EIR, that clearly would lessen
the significant environmental impacts of a proposed project and the proposed
project proponent declines to adopt it. (See Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v.
Regents of the Univ. of Cal. (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1130.) Recirculation is not
required when the changes merely clarify, amplify, or make insignificant
modification to an adequate EIR.
Here, the new information, elimination of Phases II and III, does not show new,
substantial environmental impacts and, to the contrary, results in reduced impacts and
the complete elimination of significant unavoidable impacts. Furthermore, where
applicable, the Draft EIR separately analyzed the potential environmental impacts
resulting from each Phase of the Project. As such, the Draft EIR identifies the impacts
that would result with implementation of a Phase I Project, with corresponding
mitigation identified as necessary. Lastly, the new information shows neither a
feasible alternative nor mitigation measure, considerably different from those in the
Draft EIR, that clearly would lessen the significant environmental impacts. In sum,
the elimination of Phases II and III is not considered significant new information
within the meaning of CEQA and, as such, recirculation is not required.
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I32-3

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. Information regarding the Board of
Trustees meeting on September 19 and 20, 2017 will be placed on the California State
University website, which can be accessed using the following link:
https://www2.calstate.edu/csu-system/board-of-trustees/Pages/default.aspx.
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Response to Comment Letter I33
Dan Cornthwaite
May 29, 2017
I33-1

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
support for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.
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Response to Comment Letter I34
Beverly Butler
May 31, 2017
I34-1

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
opposition for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.

I34-2

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I34-3

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The comment largely expresses the
opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the record and made
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project. No further
response is required.

I34-4

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I34-5

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I34-6

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
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Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.
I34-7

Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400 beds on Lot U (Phase I) is
provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I34-8

Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.

I34-9

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. Since
release of the Draft EIR the Project has been modified to remove Phases II and III,
ensuring no impacts to biological resources would occur in the canyon. The comment
expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the record
and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project. No
further response is required.

I34-10

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation do not pose a significant increase from historical local use.
Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from regulatory
agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment apply do not
directly apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing. The comment claims that SDSU
must use renewable fuels during construction to mitigate pollution and be consistent
with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C
and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not result in a significant impact under
CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions from construction represent less
than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory. Also, the Project was shown to
be consistent with the local climate action plan which requires project features to
reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual levels” of energy. The carbon
reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined in the State’s Scoping Plan
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which is not directly applicable to development projects. The Project was shown to be
consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping Plan in Section 4.7.6.
I34-11

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the traffic noise analysis has no
connection with the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 fairly represent typical
noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were conducted
again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The noise
measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar to
those taken on January 16. As shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4 and R5, the
measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on April 27 than
January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was approximately 5
decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly attributable to the fact that on
January 16, there was a large amount of activity on the baseball field to the south,
whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth noting that the traffic counts taken on
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April 27 are similar to those taken on January 16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise
measurements and traffic volumes were similar under both holiday and non-holiday
conditions shows that the results of the ambient noise measurements taken on January 16
did not adversely affect the noise impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, any such
effects are no longer a concern because the proposed project has been modified and
SDSU no longer plans to pursue the development of Phases II and III, so no further
response to this comment is necessary.
I34-12

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
occur with implementation of Phase III. Because the proposed project has been
modified and no longer includes Phase III, there will be no significant and
unavoidable traffic impacts. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As to the comments regarding
greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section
4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include analysis of the impacts associated with
the Project’s vehicular emissions. The comment does not raise any specific issue
regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided
or is required. The comment will be included as part of the record and made
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.
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Response to Comment Letter I35
Mike Hodgson
May 31, 2017
I35-1

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
opposition for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.

I35-2

This comment expresses the opinions of the commentator in regards to the proposed
mass and scale of the Project. The aesthetic impact of the Project including impacts to
the existing visual quality and character of the site and its surroundings are addressed
in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR. The commenter also states that the
Project will have an adverse effect on property values. Property values are not
considered in an analysis of environmental impacts under CEQA. The comment will
be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

I35-3

The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.
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Response to Comment Letter I36
Rosemary Hagan
May 30, 2017
I36-1

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I36-2

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The comment largely expresses the
opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the record and made
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project. No further
response is required.

I36-3

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I36-4

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I36-5

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.
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I36-6

Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400 beds on Lot U (Phase I) is
provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I36-7

Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.

I36-8

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. Since
release of the Draft EIR the Project has been modified to remove Phases II and III,
ensuring no impacts to biological resources would occur in the canyon. The comment
expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the record
and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project. No
further response is required.

I36-9

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation do not pose a significant increase from historical local use.
Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from regulatory
agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment apply do not
directly apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions
from construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory.
Also, the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.
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I36-10

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the traffic noise analysis has no
connection with the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 fairly represent typical
noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were conducted
again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The noise
measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar to
those taken on January 16. As shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4 and R5, the
measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on April 27 than
January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was approximately 5
decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly attributable to the fact that on
January 16, there was a large amount of activity on the baseball field to the south,
whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth noting that the traffic counts taken on
April 27 are similar to those taken on January 16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise
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measurements and traffic volumes were similar under both holiday and non-holiday
conditions shows that the results of the ambient noise measurements taken on January 16
did not adversely affect the noise impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, any such
effects are no longer a concern because the proposed project has been modified and
SDSU no longer plans to pursue the development of Phases II and III, so no further
response to this comment is necessary.
I36-11

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
occur with implementation of Phase III. Because the proposed project has been
modified and no longer includes Phase III, there will be no significant and
unavoidable traffic impacts. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information
regarding the project modifications. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases
and criteria pollution, EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, include analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular
emissions. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.
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Response to Comment Letter I37
Graydon K. Calder
May 30, 2017
I37-1

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I37-2

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing in
the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based on an
erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one of the
images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly labeled as
2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant to Carrier
Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until March 2013.
Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has informed SDSU that
the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the New Student Housing
project should have been included as a cumulative project in EIRs prepared since 2013,
the Project was in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to
describe it as “reasonably foreseeable” during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I37-3

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I37-4

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.
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I37-5

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The comment largely expresses the
opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the record and made
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project. No further
response is required.

I37-6

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I37-7

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I37-8

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I37-9

Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400 beds on Lot U (Phase I) is
provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I37-10

Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.
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I37-11

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. Since
release of the Draft EIR the Project has been modified to remove Phases II and III,
ensuring no impacts to biological resources would occur in the canyon. The comment
expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the record
and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project. No
further response is required.

I37-12

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation do not pose a significant increase from historical local use.
Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from regulatory
agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment apply do not
directly apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions
from construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory.
Also, the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.

I37-13

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
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and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the traffic noise analysis has no
connection with the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 fairly represent typical
noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were conducted
again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The noise
measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar to
those taken on January 16. As shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4 and R5, the
measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on April 27 than
January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was approximately 5
decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly attributable to the fact that on
January 16, there was a large amount of activity on the baseball field to the south,
whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth noting that the traffic counts taken on
April 27 are similar to those taken on January 16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise
measurements and traffic volumes were similar under both holiday and non-holiday
conditions shows that the results of the ambient noise measurements taken on January 16
did not adversely affect the noise impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
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Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, any such
effects are no longer a concern because the Project has been modified and SDSU no
longer plans to pursue the development of Phases II and III, so no further response to
this comment is necessary.
I37-14

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
occur with implementation of Phase III. Because the Project has been modified and
no longer includes Phase III, there will be no significant and unavoidable traffic
impacts. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding the
project modifications. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria
pollution, EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions,
include analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
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Response to Comment Letter I38
Sally Ellis
May 29, 2017
I38-1

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I38-2

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I38-3

With respect to the comment regarding the canyon, see Biological Resources
Thematic Response, which states that Phases II and III will not be developed. Phase
III included the most severe impacts to the canyon. Phase I is still proposed as part of
the Project and does not impact the canyon. With these modifications, the Project will
not result in significant unavoidable impacts, and all environmental impacts will be
mitigated to less than significant.

I38-4

See response to comment I24-3.

I38-5

See response to comment I24-3.

I38-6

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
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public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.
I38-7

The comment is a conclusion to previous comments. No further response is required.
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Response to Comment Letter I39
Sam and Kristine Chieh
June 1, 2017
I39-1

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I39-2

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis
and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I39-3

The comment that SDSU “failed in its obligation to CEQA” addresses general subject
areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise
any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more specific response can be
provided or is required. The comment will be included as part of the record and made
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I39-4

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis
and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I39-5

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected.

I39-6

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment is critical of the
Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and objectives fully comply with
the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act. With respect to the
comment regarding siting choices, the comment raises an issue that was studied and
evaluated in Chapter 6.0, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR. Alternatives to the Project
location received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR assessed
numerous alternative Project locations and eliminated them because they were
infeasible, failed to meet the Project objectives, or failed to avoid or reduce
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significant impacts. Please see Alternatives Thematic Response for information
responsive to the comment. Also, with respect to the comment regarding the 2007
Campus Master Plan and EIR, the California State University Board of Trustees’
prior approval of the 2007 Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and,
therefore, the 2007 Master Plan is not presently operative.
I39-7

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I39-8

The comment states SDSU must “choose disturbed, brownfield sites” over the
proposed Project site. The comment relates to alternative siting locations for Phases II
and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the public
comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public comments
to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any additional
Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I39-9

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis
and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I39-10

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
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March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected.
I39-11

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I39-12

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis
and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I39-13

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student
housing in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to
2010 is based on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website.
Specifically, one of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for
SDSU was incorrectly labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site;
LandLab was a sub-consultant to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not
retained by SDSU as a consultant until March 2013. Accordingly, the correct
reference year is 2013, and LandLab has informed SDSU that the web site error
has been corrected. As to the comment that the New Student Housing project
should have been included as a cumulative project in EIRs prepared since 2013,
the Project was in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is
incorrect to describe it as “reasonably foreseeable” during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I39-14

Please refer to response to comment I39-13.
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I39-15

Please refer to response to comment I39-13.

I39-16

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I39-17

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I39-18

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I39-19

As identified in the Project’s Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is
within an area designated by the San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire
hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire
environment. Large portions of San Diego County and the City of San Diego are
within fire hazard severity zones. These zones were delineated so that minimum fire
resistant construction and landscape standards would be required for all new
construction. The Project meets these requirements or proposes alternative materials
and methods that provide the same practical effect as the requirements. There will be
no direct pathway for students into the Canyon that does not currently exist. It is
arguable that the presence of the new student housing would deter students from
entering the Canyon as there will be more potential observers to report such activity.
Therefore, the Project complies with the requirements for building in VHFHSZs and
does not encourage or facilitate access into the adjacent canyon, and has been
determined to not increase risk or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the
Project’s new buildings.

I39-20

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I39-21

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
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Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.
I39-22

Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400 beds on Lot U (Phase I) is
provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I39-23

Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400 beds on Lot U (Phase I) is
provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I39-24

As identified in the Project’s Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is
within an area designated by the San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire
hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire
environment. Large portions of San Diego County and the City of San Diego are
within fire hazard severity zones. These zones were delineated so that minimum fire
resistant construction and landscape standards would be required for all new
construction. The Project meets these requirements or proposes alternative materials
and methods that provide the same practical effect as the requirements. There will be
no direct pathway for students into the Canyon that does not currently exist. It is
arguable that the presence of the new student housing would deter students from
entering the Canyon as there will be more potential observers to report such activity.
Therefore, the Project complies with the requirements for building in VHFHSZs and
does not encourage or facilitate access into the adjacent canyon, and has been
determined to not increase risk or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the
Project’s new buildings.

I39-25

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no impacts to biological resources would occur in the
canyon. The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I39-26

The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
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Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.
I39-27

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.
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Response to Comment Letter I40
Karen Jorgensen
June 2, 2017
I40-1

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student
housing in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010
is based on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website.
Specifically, one of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for
SDSU was incorrectly labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site;
LandLab was a sub-consultant to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained
by SDSU as a consultant until March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year
is 2013, and LandLab has informed SDSU that the web site error has been
corrected. As to the comment that the New Student Housing project should have
been included as a cumulative project in EIRs prepared since 2013, the Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it
as “reasonably foreseeable” during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I40-2

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I40-3

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.
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I40-4

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The comment largely expresses the
opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the record and made
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project. No further
response is required.

I40-5

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Further, the comment raises economic, social or political issues that do
not appear to relate to any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I40-6

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I40-7

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I40-8

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
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Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.
I40-9

The comment relates to project alternatives. However, it should be noted that
following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the comment period, the
proposed project was modified to eliminate Phase II and III. Please see Final EIR,
Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications. With response
to information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400 beds on Lot U (Phase I),
responsive information is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response

I40-10

Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.

I40-11

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no impacts to biological resources would occur in the
canyon. The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I40-12

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation do not pose a significant increase from historical local use.
Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from regulatory
agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment apply do not
directly apply to the project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions
from construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory.
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Also, the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.
I40-13

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment states that the noise analysis failed to measure the
existing sound from student residences. The comment also states that the analysis
does not address noise effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed
Phase III building design”. Additionally, the comment states that existing stationary
noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson Gym) are not wellmaintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Section 4.11, ambient noise measurements were conducted on
Monday, January 16, 2017 which was on Martin Luther King Day. Classes were not
in session on this day. Community noise measurements for environmental studies are
typically conducted for two purposes: to generally characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
a traffic noise model, when traffic noise dominates the ambient noise environment. In
this instance, although traffic noise was the primary noise source, there was
substantial influence from other noise sources (such as noise from students on the
adjacent athletic fields, mechanical noise from HVAC systems, noise from landscape
equipment); thus, the measurements were not used to calibrate the FHWA Traffic
Noise Model. The measured ambient noise data thus has no bearing on the noise
impacts analysis or results. The traffic impacts analysis used the traffic data provided
by the traffic analysis for the Project, and has no connection with the ambient noise
levels measured. Although it is believed that the noise measurements conducted on
January 16 fairly represent typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution noise
measurements were carried out again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same
measurement locations. The noise measurement results, including traffic counts
where collected, are included in Appendix N-1. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results were generally similar. At receivers R1,
R2, R4 and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were 1 to 2 decibels lower on
April 27. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was approximately 5
decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly attributable to the fact that on
January 16, there was a large amount of activity on the baseball field to the south,
whereas on April 27, there was not. To summarize, the results of the ambient noise
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measurements stand on their own and do not have an effect on the noise impacts
analysis or the impacts conclusions.
Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison
Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Section 4.11.3.1
(Existing
Environmental
Setting),
noise
measurement location R3 was on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing
sound from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary
mechanical equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego
municipal code noise standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San
Diego Police Department. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, any
such effects are not an issue because SDSU no longer plans to pursue the
development of Phases II and III, so no further response to this comment is necessary.
I40-14

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis
and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I40-15

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
occur with implementation of Phase III. Because the proposed project has been
modified and no longer includes Phase III, there will be no significant and
unavoidable traffic impacts. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information
regarding the project modifications. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases
and criteria pollution, EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, include analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular
emissions. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I40-16

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
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King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the traffic noise analysis has no
connection with the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 fairly represent typical
noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were conducted
again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The noise
measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar
to those taken on January 16. As shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4 and
R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on April
27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was
approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly
attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of activity on
the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth
noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those taken on January
16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and traffic volumes were
similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows that the results of the
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ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not adversely affect the noise
impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, any such
effects are no longer a concern because the proposed project has been modified and
SDSU no longer plans to pursue the development of Phases II and III, so no further
response to this comment is necessary.
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Response to Comment Letter I41
Ken Burkhart
June 2, 2017
I41-1

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
support for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.

I41-2

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The Project has been modified to
eliminate Phases II and III such that the Project will no longer have significant
unavoidable impacts, and all of the Project’s significant environmental impacts will
be reduced to less than significant.

I41-3

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The Project has been modified to
eliminate Phases II and III such that the Project will no longer have significant
unavoidable impacts, and all of the Project’s significant environmental impacts will
be reduced to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I42
Kurt Hoeger
June 2, 2017
I42-1

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
opposition for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.

I42-2

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Projects
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I42-3

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
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will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.
I42-4

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I42-5

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The remainder of the comment
largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I42-6

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I42-7

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I42-8

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.
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I42-9

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I42-10

The comment regard the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.

I42-11

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I42-12

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation does not pose a significant increase from historical local
use. Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from
regulatory agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment apply
do not directly apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the project would not result
in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions from
construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory. Also,
the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
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The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.
I42-13

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment states that the noise analysis failed to measure the
existing sound from student residences. The comment also states that the analysis
does not address noise effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed
Phase III building design”. Additionally, the comment states that existing stationary
noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson Gym) are not wellmaintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar
to those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4
and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on
April 27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was
approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly
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attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of activity on
the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth
noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those taken on January
16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and traffic volumes were
similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows that the results of the
ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not adversely affect the noise
impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment
is no longer applicable because, as noted in the prior responses, the proposed project
has been modified and no longer includes the development of Phases II and III.
I42-14

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
have occurred with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
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I42-15

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I43
Brian S. Rickling
June 23, 2017
I43-1

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis
and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I43-2

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing in
the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based on an
erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one of the
images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly labeled as
2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant to Carrier
Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until March 2013.
Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has informed SDSU that
the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the New Student Housing
project should have been included as a cumulative project in EIRs prepared since 2013,
the Project was in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to
describe it as “reasonably foreseeable” during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I43-3

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
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will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.
I43-4

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I43-5

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The comment largely expresses the
opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the record and made
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project. No further
response is required.

I43-6

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I43-7

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I43-8

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I43-9

The comment relates to project alternatives. . However, it should be noted that
following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the comment period, the
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proposed project was modified to eliminate Phase II and III. Please see Final EIR,
Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications. With response
to information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400 beds on Lot U (Phase I),
responsive information is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.
I43-10

Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.

I43-11

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no impacts to biological resources would occur in the
canyon. The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I43-12

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment states that the noise analysis failed to measure the
existing sound from student residences. The comment also states that the analysis
does not address noise effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed
Phase III building design”. Additionally, the comment states that existing stationary
noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson Gym) are not wellmaintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Section 4.11, ambient noise measurements were conducted on
Monday, January 16, 2017 which was on Martin Luther King Day. Classes were not
in session on this day. Community noise measurements for environmental studies are
typically conducted for two purposes: to generally characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
a traffic noise model, when traffic noise dominates the ambient noise environment. In
this instance, although traffic noise was the primary noise source, there was
substantial influence from other noise sources (such as noise from students on the
adjacent athletic fields, mechanical noise from HVAC systems, noise from landscape
equipment); thus, the measurements were not used to calibrate the FHWA Traffic
Noise Model. The measured ambient noise data thus has no bearing on the noise
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impacts analysis or results. The traffic impacts analysis used the traffic data provided
by the traffic analysis for the project, and has no connection with the ambient noise
levels measured. Although it is believed that the noise measurements conducted on
January 16 fairly represent typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution noise
measurements were carried out again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same
measurement locations. The noise measurement results, including traffic counts
where collected, are included in Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes
were in session. As shown below, the measurement results were generally similar. At
receivers R1, R2, R4 and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were 1 to 2 decibels
lower on April 27. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was
approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly attributable
to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of activity on the baseball
field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. To summarize, the results of
the ambient noise measurements stand on their own and do not have an effect on the
noise impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Section 4.11.3.1
(Existing
Environmental
Setting),
noise
measurement location R3 was on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing
sound from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary
mechanical equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego
municipal code noise standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San
Diego Police Department. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, any
such effects are not an issue because SDSU no longer plans to pursue the
development of Phases II and III, so no further response to this comment is necessary.
I43-13

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
occur with implementation of Phase III. Because the proposed project has been
modified and no longer includes Phase III, there will be no significant and
unavoidable traffic impacts. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information
regarding the project modifications. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases
and criteria pollution, EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas
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Emissions, include analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular
emissions. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.
I43-14

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis
and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I43-15

The comment is a conclusion statement referencing previous comments. No further
response is required.
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Response to Comment Letter I44
Barbara Filner
June 2, 2017
I44-1

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department’s as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ).
This hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of
San Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones.
These zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and
landscape standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets
these requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the
same practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I44-2

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I44-3

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.
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I44-4

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The remainder of the comment
largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I44-5

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I44-6

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I44-7

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I44-8

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I44-9

The comment regard the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.
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I44-10

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I44-11

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation does not pose a significant increase from historical local
use. Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from
regulatory agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment apply
do not directly apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the EIR, the project would not result in a
significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions from
construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory. Also,
the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.

I44-12

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
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and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar
to those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4
and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on
April 27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was
approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly
attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of activity on
the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth
noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those taken on January
16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and traffic volumes were
similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows that the results of the
ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not adversely affect the noise
impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
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Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment
is no longer applicable because, as noted in the prior responses, the proposed project
has been modified and no longer includes the development of Phases II and III.
I44-13

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
have occurred with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I44-14

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I45
John T. Armantrout
June 4, 2017
I45-1

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment will be included as
part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision
on the Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.

I45-2

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The Project’s impacts relative to Remington Road and on campus drop
off were fully addressed and analyzed in Section 4.14, Transportation/Circulation and
Parking, of the Draft EIR. The comment will be included as part of the record and
made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I45-3

The comment addresses, generally, environmental impacts that received extensive
analysis in the Draft EIR. The Project’s impacts relative to Remington Road and on
campus drop off were fully addressed and analyzed in Section 4.14,
Transportation/Circulation and Parking, of the Draft and Final EIR. The proposed
project includes a move-in/move out zone on the north side of the new building, as
the comment suggests, and also includes off-road spaces in front of the new building
for up to six vehicles for pick-up/drop off purposes, which will eliminate the existing
problem of pick-up/drop off vehicles blocking one lane of traffic on Remington Road.
Please see Final EIR Project Description Figure 2-11, Proposed Vehicular Access, for
illustration of the move-in/move-out and pick-up/drop-off zones. The comment will
be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I45-4

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The Project’s impacts relative to Remington Road and on campus drop
off were fully addressed and analyzed in Section 4.14, Transportation/Circulation and
Parking, of the Draft EIR. The comment will be included as part of the record and
made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I45-5

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
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and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.
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Response to Comment Letter I46
Dawn Reser
June 3, 2017
I46-1

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I46-2

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I46-3

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I46-4

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I46-5

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
opposition for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.

I46-6

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
opposition for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.

I46-7

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the EIR. The Project’s impacts relative to Remington Road and on campus move in
were fully addressed and analyzed in Section 4.14, Transportation/Circulation and
Parking, of the Draft and Final EIR. The proposed project includes a move-in/move
out zone on the north side of the new building, as the comment suggests, and also
includes off-road spaces in front of the new building for up to six vehicles for pickup/drop off purposes, which will eliminate the existing problem of pick-up/drop off
vehicles blocking one lane of traffic on Remington Road. Please see Final EIR
Project Description Figure 2-11, Proposed Vehicular Access, for illustration of the
move-in/move-out and pick-up/drop-off zones. The comment will be included as part
of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on
the Project.

I46-8

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis
in the Draft EIR. The Project’s impacts relative to Remington Road were fully
addressed and analyzed in Section 4.14, Transportation/Circulation and Parking,
of the Draft and Final EIR. Please also see response to comment I46-7 for
additional information responsive to this comment. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
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I46-9

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I46-10

The comment states that the College View Estates neighborhood will be negatively
impacted as a result of resident students “flooding the neighborhood to park
overnight.” The subject of parking, generally, and spillover parking in the College
View Estates neighborhood, specifically, was addressed in in Section 4.14,
Transportation/Circulation and Parking, subsection 4.14.6.4 of the Draft and Final
EIR. The comment addresses the subject in a general manner and does not raise any
specific issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR analysis and, as such, no more
specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included as
part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision
on the Project.

I46-11

Shading and shadow impacts of the Project are also addressed in Section 4.1,
Aesthetics, and in the Shading Technical Report prepared for the Project. Based on
the technical report, the Project would not cast shadow onto shadow-sensitive for a
duration in excess of the established significance thresholds throughout the year.
Therefore, Project generated shadow was determined to be less than significant.
Please also refer to I107-105 regarding shadow and shading effects significance
thresholds used in the EIR.

I46-12

The comment claims that the Project would result in increased noise from exterior use areas
(specifically the residential park overlooking the canyon and the outdoor courtyards).
The proposed residential park would be located to the east of the existing
Chapultepec Hall, and west of the proposed project. Chapultepec Hall would be
between the park area and the residences located to the west and northwest, and
would thus provide substantial levels of visual and acoustical shielding at these
existing residences. Additionally, the proposed courtyards would be located in
between the proposed residence halls, again providing substantial visual and
acoustical shielding to the nearby existing residences.
The commentator expresses their opinion regarding the lighting impacts of the
Project. Project impacts concerning substantial new sources of lighting and nighttime
views are addressed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics and in the Lighting Technical Report
prepared for the Project. The results of the lighting analysis demonstrate that light
trespass associated with the operation of project lighting would be below the
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significance threshold of 0.74-footcandle as measured at adjacent residential property
lines to the west of the Project site. As stated in Section 4.1, Project lighting must
conform to the requirements of CALGreen, which stipulates the light from project
building and general site lighting must not exceed 0.74-footcandle at the project
boundary. Based on the analysis presented in Section 4.1 and the Lighting Technical
Report, the Draft EIR determined that Project impacts related to lighting would be
less than significant and would not require mitigation.
I46-13

See Biological Resources Thematic Response, which states that Phases II and III will
not be developed. Phase III included the most severe impacts to the canyon. Phase I is
still proposed as part of the Project does not impact the canyon. With these
modifications, the Project will not result in significant unavoidable impacts, and all
environmental impacts will be mitigated to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I47
Dawn Reser
June 3, 2017
I47-1

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I47-2

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I47-3

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

September 2017

I-325

New Campus Housing EIR

Responses to Comments – Individuals
I47-4

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The remainder of the comment
largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I47-5

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I47-6

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I47-7

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I47-8

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I47-9

The comment regard the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.
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I47-10

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I47-11

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation does not pose a significant increase from historical local
use. Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from
regulatory agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not
directly apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment also claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the project would not result
in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions from
construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory. Also,
the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.

I47-12

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
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and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar
to those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4
and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on
April 27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was
approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly
attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of activity on
the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth
noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those taken on January
16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and traffic volumes were
similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows that the results of the
ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not adversely affect the noise
impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
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Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment
is no longer applicable because, as noted in the prior responses, the proposed project
has been modified and no longer includes the development of Phases II and III.
I47-13

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
only occur with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I47-14

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I48
Ethan Crock
June 2, 2017
I48-1

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I48-2

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I48-3

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.
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I48-4

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The remainder of the comment
largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I48-5

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I48-6

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I48-7

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I48-8

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I48-9

The comment regard the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.
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I48-10

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I48-11

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation do not pose a significant increase from historical local use.
Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from regulatory
agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not directly
apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these regulations, which
will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU, which may be
incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all applicable
regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment also claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions
from construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory.
Also, the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.

I48-12

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
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and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar
to those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4
and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on
April 27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was
approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly
attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of activity on
the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth
noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those taken on January
16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and traffic volumes were
similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows that the results of the
ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not adversely affect the noise
impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
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Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment
is no longer applicable because, as noted in the prior responses, the proposed project
has been modified and no longer include the development of Phases II and III.
I48-13

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
have occurred with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I48-14

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I49
Melissa
June 2, 2017
I49-1

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I49-2

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I49-3

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.
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I49-4

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The remainder of the comment
largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I49-5

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I49-6

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I49-7

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I49-8

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I49-9

The comment regard the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.
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I49-10

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I49-11

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation does not pose a significant increase from historical local
use. Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from
regulatory agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not
directly apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment also claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions
from construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory.
Also, the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.

I49-12

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
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and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar
to those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4
and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on
April 27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was
approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly
attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of activity on
the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth
noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those taken on January
16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and traffic volumes were
similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows that the results of the
ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not adversely affect the noise
impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
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Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment
is no longer applicable because the proposed project has been modified and no longer
includes the development of Phases II and III.
I49-13

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
only occur with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I49-14

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I50
Jaden
June 2, 2017
I50-1

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I50-2

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I50-3

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.
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I50-4

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth by
SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal requirements,
including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With respect to the
comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the Project’s goals and
objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for information responsive to
the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable and irreversible impacts,”
following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the public comment period, the
proposed Project was modified in response to public comments to eliminate Phases II and
III, and the associated impacts, in their entirety. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. The remainder of the
comment largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part
of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I50-5

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I50-6

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I50-7

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I50-8

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I50-9

The comment regards the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.
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I50-10

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR, the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I50-11

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation does not pose a significant increase from historical local
use. Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from
regulatory agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not
directly apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment also claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions
from construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory.
Also, the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan, which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.

I50-12

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
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and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally
similar to those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers
R1, R2, R4 and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2
decibels lower on April 27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient
noise level was approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is
mainly attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of
activity on the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is
also worth noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those
taken on January 16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and
traffic volumes were similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows
that the results of the ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not
adversely affect the noise impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
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Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment
is no longer applicable because, as noted in the prior responses, the proposed project
has been modified and no longer includes the development of Phases II and III.
I50-13

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
have occurred with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I50-14

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I51
Inbal Giron
June 2, 2017
I51-1

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I51-2

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I51-3

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.
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I51-4

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The remainder of the comment
largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I51-5

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I51-6

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I51-7

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I51-8

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I51-9

The comment regard the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.
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I51-10

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since the release of the Draft EIR, the project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I51-11

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with Project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from Project
construction and operation does not pose a significant increase from historical local
use. Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from
regulatory agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not
directly apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment also claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions
from construction represent less than 1 percent of the Project’s operational inventory.
Also, the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.

I51-12

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
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and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the Project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar
to those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4
and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on
April 27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was
approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly
attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of activity on
the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth
noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those taken on January
16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and traffic volumes were
similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows that the results of the
ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not adversely affect the noise
impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
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Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment is
no longer applicable because, the proposed project has been modified and no longer
includes the development of Phases II or III.
I51-13

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
have occurred with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I51-14

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I52
Mark Nelson
June 3, 2017
I52-1

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I52-2

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings.
As to the comment regarding biological sensitivity, the EIR fully analyzed the
potential impacts of the proposed project relative to biological resources. Moreover,
in response to public comments, the proposed project has been modified to eliminate
development of Phases II and III. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in
direct impacts to the canyon. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information
regarding the project modifications, and the Biological Resources Thematic Response
for additional information responsive to the comment.
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I52-3

The comment that the EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible alternatives”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the EIR. Please
see the Alternatives Thematic Response for information regarding the EIR’s
alternatives analysis. As to the comment regarding the sufficiency of the EIR, the
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I52-4

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I52-5

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The remainder of the comment
largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I52-6

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the EIR. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I52-7

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I52-8

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
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Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment. Please also see the response to comment I52-5 regarding
the elimination of Phases II and III, which, correspondingly, results in the elimination
of direct impacts to the canyon.
I52-9

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I52-10

The comment regards the surveys conducted in support of the EIR’s analysis of the
project’s impacts relative to biological resources. Please see the Biological Resources
Thematic Response for information responsive to this comment.

I52-11

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The EIR, Section 4.3, Biological Resources,
includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the potential
environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources, including
specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all potential
environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In addition, as
previously noted, since release of the Draft EIR, the Project has been modified to
remove Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the
canyon. The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator
and will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers
prior to a final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I52-12

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with Project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the EIR, the energy use expected from project construction
and operation does not pose a significant increase from historical local use. Also,
energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from regulatory
agencies (CPUC and DOT). The several of the legislative bills listed in the comment
regard the analysis of greenhouse gas emissions, which are comprehensively
addressed in EIR Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Moreover, the state will
create mandates based on this legislation, which will then apply to the California
State University and, in turn SDSU, which may be incorporated into future projects.
The Project is in compliance with all applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment also claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the EIR, the Project would not result in a
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significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions from
construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory. Also,
the Project was shown to be consistent with the applicable climate action plan, which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan, which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.
I52-13

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the Project, and, therefore, the analysis traffic noise is unrelated
to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
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As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar to
those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4 and
R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on April 27
than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was approximately
5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly attributable to the fact that
on January 16, there was a large amount of activity on the baseball field to the south,
whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth noting that the traffic counts taken
on April 27 are similar to those taken on January 16. Therefore, the fact that both the
noise measurements and traffic volumes were similar under both holiday and nonholiday conditions shows that the results of the ambient noise measurements taken on
January 16 did not adversely affect the noise impacts analysis
Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in EIR Section 4.11.3.1,
Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment is
no longer applicable because, the proposed project has been modified and no longer
includes the development of Phases II or III.
I52-14

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
occur with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the proposed
project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II and III.
As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, EIR
Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
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included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.
I52-15

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I53
Tyrone and Linda Goodwin
June 3, 2017
I53-1

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I53-2

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I53-3

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.
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I53-4

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The remainder of the comment
largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I53-5

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I53-6

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I53-7

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I53-8

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I53-9

The comment regard the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.
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I53-10

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR, the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I53-11

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation do not pose a significant increase from historical local use.
Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from regulatory
agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not directly
apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these regulations, which
will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU, which may be
incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all applicable
regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment also claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions
from construction represent less than 1 percent of the Project’s operational inventory.
Also, the project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.

I53-12

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
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and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally
similar to those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers
R1, R2, R4 and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2
decibels lower on April 27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient
noise level was approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is
mainly attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of
activity on the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is
also worth noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those
taken on January 16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and
traffic volumes were similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows
that the results of the ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not
adversely affect the noise impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.

September 2017

I-400

New Student Housing EIR

Responses to Comments – Individuals
Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment is
no longer applicable because, as noted in the prior responses, the proposed project has
been modified and no longer includes the development of Phases II and III.
I53-13

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
have occurred with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I53-14

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I54
Kien Lieu
June 3, 2017
I54-1

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I54-2

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I54-3

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.
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I54-4

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The reminder of the comment
largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I54-5

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I54-6

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I54-7

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I54-8

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I54-9

The comment regard the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.
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I54-10

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR, the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I54-11

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation does not pose a significant increase from historical local
use. Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from
regulatory agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not
directly apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment also claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions
from construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory.
Also, the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.

I54-12

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
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and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally
similar to those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers
R1, R2, R4 and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2
decibels lower on April 27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient
noise level was approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is
mainly attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of
activity on the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is
also worth noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those
taken on January 16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and
traffic volumes were similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows
that the results of the ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not
adversely affect the noise impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
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Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment is
no longer applicable because, as noted in the prior responses, the proposed project has
been modified and no longer includes the development of Phases II and III.
I54-13

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
have occurred with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I54-14

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I55
Ninh Dao
June 3, 2017
I55-1

The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment
does not raise an environmental issue.

I55-2

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I55-3

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
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will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.
I55-4

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I55-5

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The remainder of the comment
largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I55-6

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I55-7

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I55-8

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.
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I55-9

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I55-10

The comment regard the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.

I55-11

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR, the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I55-12

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation does not pose a significant increase from historical local
use. Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from
regulatory agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not
directly apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment also claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions
from construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory.
Also, the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
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The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.
I55-13

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar
to those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4
and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on
April 27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was
approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly
attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of activity on
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the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth
noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those taken on January
16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and traffic volumes were
similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows that the results of the
ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not adversely affect the noise
impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment is
no longer applicable because, as noted in the prior responses, the proposed project has
been modified and no longer includes the development of Phases II and III.
I55-14

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
have occurred with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I55-15

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
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project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I56
Maddi Baird
June 3, 2017
I56-1

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period..
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I56-2

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I56-3

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.
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I56-4

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The remainder of the comment
largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I56-5

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I56-6

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I56-7

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I56-8

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I56-9

The comment regard the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.
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I56-10

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR, the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I56-11

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation does not pose a significant increase from historical local
use. Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from
regulatory agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not
directly apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment also claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions
from construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory.
Also, the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.

I56-12

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
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and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally
similar to those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers
R1, R2, R4 and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2
decibels lower on April 27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient
noise level was approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is
mainly attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of
activity on the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is
also worth noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those
taken on January 16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and
traffic volumes were similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows
that the results of the ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not
adversely affect the noise impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
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Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment is
no longer applicable because, as noted in the prior responses, the proposed project has
been modified and no longer includes the development of Phases II and III..
I56-13

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
have occurred with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I56-14

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I57
Paul D. Quill
June 3, 2017
I57-1

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis
in the draft environmental documentationEIR. The Project’s impacts relative to
traffic
were
fully
addressed
and
analyzed
in
Section
4.14,
Transportation/Circulation and Parking, of the Draft EIR. Also, the comment
raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to any
physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project.

I57-2

The commentator expresses concerns over impacts to scenic vistas due to
development of the Project. While the canyon landscape adjacent to and
encompassing a portion of the Project site displays scenic qualities, views from
private residences and on-campus dormitories to the canyon are not considered scenic
vista. Private views from residences to the canyon are not specifically protected under
CEQA and SDSU students residing in on-campus dormitories are not considered
sensitive receptors. For the purposes of the Draft EIR, scenic vistas are public vantage
points offering broad and particularly long views to valued scenic resources in the
area. As stated in the Draft EIR, the presence of scenic vistas in the surrounding area
is generally limited (due to development and vegetation that tends to impede the
availability of more distant views) and consists primarily of views to and from
prominent terrain location in Mission Trails Regional Park. Views to and from
prominent terrain location in Mission Trails Regional Park and the Project are
analyzed in Section 4.1.6, Impacts Analysis, of the Draft EIR. While views of the
canyon landscape are not addressed in the scenic vista analysis, the introduction of
the Project and impacts to the existing visual character and quality of the site and
surrounding area is addressed in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR determined that that
Project (in particular, Phase III development and the proposed scale of Phase II
development) impacts to existing visual character and quality of the site and
surrounding area would be significant and unavoidable. However, as explained in the
Final EIR, the proposed project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III.
Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding the project
modifications. As described in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Final EIR, all impacts to
existing visual character would be less than significant.

I57-3

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
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on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.
I57-4

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I57-5

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I57-6

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
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information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The remainder of the comment
largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.
I57-7

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I57-8

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I57-9

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I57-10

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I57-11

The comment regard the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.

I57-12

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
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including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR, the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.
I57-13

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation does not pose a significant increase from historical local
use. Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from
regulatory agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not
directly apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment also claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions
from construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory.
Also, the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.

I57-14

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
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As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar to
those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4 and R5,
the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on April 27 than
January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was approximately 5
decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly attributable to the fact that on
January 16, there was a large amount of activity on the baseball field to the south,
whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth noting that the traffic counts taken on
April 27 are similar to those taken on January 16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise
measurements and traffic volumes were similar under both holiday and non-holiday
conditions shows that the results of the ambient noise measurements taken on January 16
did not adversely affect the noise impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
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Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment is
no longer applicable because, as noted in the prior responses, the proposed project has
been modified and no longer includes the development of Phases II and III.
I57-15

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
have occurred with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I57-16

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I58
Patricia Phithamma
June 3, 2017
I58-1

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I58-2

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I58-3

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.
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I58-4

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The remainder of the comment
largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I58-5

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I58-6

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I58-7

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I58-8

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I58-9

The comment regard the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.
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I58-10

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR, the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I58-11

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation does not pose a significant increase from historical local
use. Also, energy usage from the project is within the growth projections from
regulatory agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not
directly apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment also claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions
from construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory.
Also, the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.

I58-12

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
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and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar
to those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4
and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on
April 27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was
approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly
attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of activity on
the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth
noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those taken on January
16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and traffic volumes were
similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows that the results of the
ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not adversely affect the noise
impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
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Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment is
no longer applicable because, as noted in the prior responses, the proposed project has
been modified and no longer includes the development of Phases II and III.
I58-13

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
have occurred with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I58-14

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.

September 2017

I-461

New Student Housing EIR

Responses to Comments – Individuals

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

September 2017

I-462

New Student Housing EIR

Responses to Comments – Individuals

September 2017

I-463

New Student Housing EIR

Responses to Comments – Individuals

September 2017

I-464

New Student Housing EIR

Responses to Comments – Individuals

September 2017

I-465

New Student Housing EIR

Responses to Comments – Individuals

September 2017

I-466

New Student Housing EIR

Responses to Comments – Individuals

September 2017

I-467

New Student Housing EIR

Responses to Comments – Individuals

September 2017

I-468

New Student Housing EIR

Responses to Comments – Individuals

Response to Comment Letter I59
John P. Bleicher
June 3, 2017
I59-1

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period..
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I59-2

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I59-3

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.
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I59-4

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The remainder of the comment
largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I59-5

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I59-6

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Locations Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I59-7

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I59-8

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I59-9

The comment regard the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.
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I59-10

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR, the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I59-11

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation does not pose a significant increase from historical local
use. Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from
regulatory agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not
directly apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment also claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions
from construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory.
Also, the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.

I59-12

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
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and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally
similar to those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers
R1, R2, R4 and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2
decibels lower on April 27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient
noise level was approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is
mainly attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of
activity on the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is
also worth noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those
taken on January 16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and
traffic volumes were similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows
that the results of the ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not
adversely affect the noise impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
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Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment is
no longer applicable because, as noted in the prior responses, the proposed project has
been modified and no longer includes the development of Phases II and III.
I59-13

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
have occurred with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I59-14

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and the comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the
proposed Project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety
such that the proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable
impacts, and all of the Project’s significant environmental impacts will be redu ced
to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I60
Monica Lewis
June 3, 2017
I60-1

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I60-2

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I60-3

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.
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I60-4

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The remainder of the comment
largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I60-5

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I60-6

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I60-7

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I60-8

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I60-9

The comment regard the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.
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I60-10

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR, the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I60-11

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation does not pose a significant increase from historical local
use. Also, energy usage from the project is within the growth projections from
regulatory agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not
directly apply to the project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment also claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions
from construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory.
Also, the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.

I60-12

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
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and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally
similar to those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers
R1, R2, R4 and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actuall y 1 to 2
decibels lower on April 27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient
noise level was approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is
mainly attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of
activity on the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is
also worth noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those
taken on January 16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and
traffic volumes were similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows
that the results of the ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not
adversely affect the noise impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
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Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment is
no longer applicable because, as noted in the prior responses, the proposed project has
been modified and no longer includes the development of Phases II and III.
I60-13

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
have occurred with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I60-14

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
Project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I61
Richard Fox
June 3, 2017
I61-1

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
support for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.

I61-2

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
opposition for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.

I61-3

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the proposed project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting
locations for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and
the close of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in
response to public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR,
Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result,
the environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been
eliminated, and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to
any additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response
for information responsive to the comment.

I61-4

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the proposed project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting
locations for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and
the close of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in
response to public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR,
Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result,
the environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been
eliminated, and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to
any additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response
for information responsive to the comment.

I61-5

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis
and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.
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I61-6

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the proposed project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting
locations for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and
the close of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in
response to public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR,
Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result,
the environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been
eliminated, and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to
any additional Project siting concerns, please see Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I61-7

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the proposed project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting
locations for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and
the close of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in
response to public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR,
Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result,
the environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been
eliminated, and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to
any additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response
for information responsive to the comment.

I61-8

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the proposed project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting
locations for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and
the close of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in
response to public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR,
Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result,
the environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been
eliminated, and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to
any additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response
for information responsive to the comment.

I61-9

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the proposed project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting
locations for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and
the close of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in
response to public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR,
Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result,
the environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been
eliminated, and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to
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any additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response
for information responsive to the comment.
I61-10

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis
and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I61-11

The comment addresses the double-parking on Remington Road, generally, and
requests that the Project include a student move-in/move-out area away from
Remington to alleviate the congestion caused by these events. The Project includes
off-street pull-off areas on Remington Road in front of the new buildings for up to six
vehicles to accommodate pick-ups/drop-offs, and the installation of “No Stopping
Any Time” signs to deter drivers from stopping their vehicles within the flow of
traffic. Additionally, student move-ins/move-out will take place on the north side of
the new building, far removed from Remington Road, thereby alleviating the related
traffic congestion. (See Final EIR, Project Description, Figure 2-11 for illustration of
the location of the pick-up/drop-off and move-in/move-out zones. See also/EIR
Section 4.14, subsection 4.14.6.5, Access and Other Issues.)

I61-12

The comment requests that the Project build an entrance to the College View Estates
with a guard house and gate that can be utilized during special events. The Project
includes the placement of a permanent sign on Remington Road at the SDSU campus
boundary with the College View Estates neighborhood that reads “No SDSU or Event
Parking in Residential Neighborhood – Violators May be Fined and/or Towed
Away.” Traffic Posts will continue on Remington Road at the College View Estates
entrance to discourage parking in the residential neighborhood during events at Viejas
Arena, and during baseball games. A temporary sandwich board sign also will be
placed at the corner of 55th Street and Remington Road during such events that reads
“No Event Parking Beyond This Point.” For additional information responsive to this
comment, please see EIR Section 4.14, Transportation/Circulation and Parking,
College View Estates Spillover Parking.

I61-13

The comment refers to the efforts taken by the university to prevent spillover parking in
the College View Estates area and states that “putting a parking enforcement officer or
community service officer in the middle of the street with a sign and hand up is not
efficient or safe for the public safety officer.” The comment expresses the opinions of the
commentator and does not raise an environmental issue and no further response can be
provided or is required. The comment will be included as part of the record and made
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.
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I61-14

The comment suggests that the Project synchronize the traffic signals on 55th Street
between Montezuma Road and Remington Road to improve the flow of traffic. As
part of the Project, the university will work with the City to synchronize the
referenced traffic signals. (See Draft EIR, Section 4.14, Transportation/Circulation
and Parking, page 4.14-42.)

I61-15

The comment suggests providing non-students and non-faculty/staff members of the
Aztec Recreation Center with a sticker that allows them to park free on weekends and
evenings in designated campus parking lots to alleviate parking spillover in the
College View Estates neighborhood. As noted in response to comment I-61-12, the
Project includes several measures to prevent spillover parking in the College View
Estates neighborhood. Moreover, as discussed in the EIR, the College View Estates
neighborhood lies within the City of San Diego’s Area B residential permit parking
district, which means on-street parking is prohibited in certain areas (those areas near
campus) Monday through Friday from 8 AM to 7 PM, except for vehicles displaying
valid permits. SDSU students and other non-CVE residents are legally permitted to
park on the streets only between the hours of 7 PM and 8 AM during the week, and
on weekends. Changes to the existing parking permit program that may be desired by
the CVE residents are beyond the scope of the Project.

I61-16

The comment requests that the currently prohibited southbound left-turn movement at
the 55th Street / Canyon Crest Drive/Aztec Circle Drive intersection be allowed.
However, due to the skew in the intersection, providing the southbound left-turn
movement is deemed unsafe. Since 55th Street and Canyon Crest Drive do not
intersect at a 90 degree angle, it is not feasible to safely allow the southbound leftturn movement.

I61-17

The comment suggests creating additional parking under the new buildings, and
creating a pick-up/drop-off move-in/move out zone off of 55th Street. The Project
includes a move-in/move out zone on the north side of the new buildings, as the
comment suggests, and also includes off-road spaces in front of the buildings for up
to six vehicles for pick-up/drop off purposes, which will eliminate the existing
problem of pick-up/drop off vehicles blocking one lane of traffic on Remington Road.
With respect to parking, the EIR analysis concluded that there is adequate parking on
campus to meet any increased parking demand that may result with implementation
of the proposed project and, therefore, no additional parking is necessary. (See Final
EIR, Project Description, Figure 2-11 for illustration of the location of the pickup/drop-off and move-in/move-out zones.)

I61-18

The comment suggests re-painting the red curbs along Remington Road, changing the
existing “No Parking” signage, posting more signs at shorter intervals, and increasing
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law enforcement of the signs. As discussed in the EIR Section 4.14,
Transportation/Circulation and Parking, under the Project, the red curbs along
Remington Road would be re-painted and the existing signs would be modified from
“No Parking” to “No Stopping At Any Time.” Several signs would be posted at short
intervals. Enforcement of the parking restrictions is within the jurisdiction of the City
of San Diego Police Department, with supplemental law enforcement assistance
provided by SDSU campus police, as necessary.
I61-19

The commentator expresses their opinion regarding the lighting impacts of the
Project. Project impacts concerning substantial new sources of lighting and nighttime
views are addressed in EIR Section 4.1, Aesthetics, and in the Lighting Technical
Report prepared for the Project. The results of the lighting analysis demonstrate that
light trespass associated with the operation of Project lighting would be below the
significance threshold of 0.74-footcandle as measured at adjacent residential property
lines to the west of the Project site. As stated in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Project
lighting must conform to the requirements of CALGreen, which stipulates the light
from project buildings and general site lighting must not exceed 0.74-footcandle at
the project boundary. Based on the analysis presented in Section 4.1 and the Lighting
Technical Report, the Draft EIR determined that Project impacts related to lighting
would be less than significant and would not require mitigation.

I61-20

The comment claims that the proposed project would result in increased noise from
exterior use areas (specifically the residential park overlooking the canyon and the
outdoor courtyards). The proposed residential park would be located to the east of the
existing Chapultepec Hall, and west of the proposed project. Chapultepec Hall would
be between the park area and the residences located to the west and northwest, and
would thus provide substantial levels of visual and acoustical shielding at these
existing residences. Additionally, the proposed courtyards would be located in
between the proposed residence halls, again providing substantial visual and
acoustical shielding to the nearby existing residences.

I61-21

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis
and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. Please note
that the entire SDSU campus is non-smoking and enforces violations of this policy
through ticketing and fines. Multiple offenses could result in eviction of on-campus
housing. Smoking complains should be directed to the University Police, who will
contact the on-duty residence hall coordinator to address the issue. The comment will
be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.
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I61-22

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis
and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. Please note
that the entire SDSU campus is non-smoking and enforces violations of this policy
through ticketing and fines. Multiple offenses could result in eviction of on-campus
housing. Smoking complains should be directed to the University Police, who will
contact the on-duty residence hall coordinator to address the issue. The comment will
be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I61-23

The Project’s Fire Hazards were analyzed in the Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report (Dudek
2017). Based on the results of that evaluation, fire safety measures were developed to
protect the proposed structures from wildfire threats, enable fire department access, and
provide a defensible project. The adjacent Canyon is considered to include the potential
for wildfire and that potential has been addressed through project design features and
measures above and beyond City fire code requirements. Please also refer to response to
comment I-17-30 for additional details on Project requirements for constructing in a very
high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ).

I61-24

The comment addresses mitigation and mitigation monitoring related to general subject
areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise
any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more specific response can be
provided or is required. The comment will be included as part of the record and made
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I61-25

The comment is a conclusion to previous comments. No further response is required.

I61-26

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period.
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As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire severity zone (VHFHSZ). This hazard
rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San Diego
County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These zones
were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape standards
would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these requirements or
proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same practical effect as
the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the requirements for building
in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk or exposure to wildfire to
persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also see the Biological Resources
Thematic Response for additional information responsive to the comment.
I61-27

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I61-28

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I61-29

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The remainder of the comment
largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I61-30

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
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The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.
I61-31

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I61-32

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I61-33

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I61-34

The comment regard the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.

I61-35

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR, the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I61-36

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation does not pose a significant increase from historical local
use. Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from
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regulatory agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not
directly apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment also claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions
from construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory.
Also, the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.
I61-37

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
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Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar
to those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4
and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on
April 27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was
approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly
attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of activity on
the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth
noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those taken on January
16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and traffic volumes were
similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows that the results of the
ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not adversely affect the noise
impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment is
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no longer applicable because, as noted in the prior responses, the proposed project has
been modified and no longer includes the development of Phases II and III.
I61-38

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
have occurred with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III.As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I61-39

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
Project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I62
Ebrahim Sadeghinia
June 3, 2017
I62-1

The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general
opposition for the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided.

I62-2

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The Project’s impacts relative to traffic were fully addressed and
analyzed in Section 4.14, Transportation/Circulation and Parking, of the Draft EIR.
The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the
decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I62-3

The comment addresses generally the subject of noise related impacts, which received
extensive analysis in the draft environmental documentationEIR. The noise analysis
for the Project is contained in Section 4.11, Noise, of the Draft EIR. As shown in
Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise measurement location R3 is
on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound from student residences was
measured. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, any such effects are
no longer a concern because the proposed project has been modified and SDSU no
longer plans to pursue the development of Phase III. The comment does not raise any
specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more specific response can be
provided or is required. The comment will be included as part of the record and made
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the pProposed Project.

I62-4

The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.

I62-5

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site. Accordingly, the correct
reference year is 2013; LandLab has informed SDSU that the error has been
corrected. As to the comment that the New Student Housing Project should have been
included as a cumulative project in EIRs prepared since 2013, the Project was in the
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conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
“reasonably foreseeable” during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.
I62-6

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
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or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.
I62-7

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I62-8

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The remainder of the comment
largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I62-9

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I62-10

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I62-11

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007

September 2017

I-517

New Student Housing EIR

Responses to Comments – Individuals
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.
I62-12

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I62-13

The comment regard the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.

I62-14

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR, the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I62-15

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation does not pose a significant increase from historical local
use. Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from
regulatory agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not
directly apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment also claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions
from construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory.
Also, the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
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requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.
I62-16

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar
to those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4
and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on
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April 27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was
approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly
attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of activity on
the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth
noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those taken on January
16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and traffic volumes were
similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows that the results of the
ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not adversely affect the noise
impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment is
no longer applicable because, as noted in the prior responses, the proposed project has
been modified and no longer includes the development of Phases II and III.
I62-17

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
have occurred with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III.As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
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I62-18

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
Project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I63
Kelly Danielak
June 3, 2017
I63-1

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I63-2

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I63-3

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.
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I63-4

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The remainder of the comment
largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I63-5

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I63-6

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I63-7

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I63-8

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I63-9

The comment regard the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.

September 2017

I-530

New Student Housing EIR

Responses to Comments – Individuals
I63-10

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR, the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I63-11

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation does not pose a significant increase from historical local
use. Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from
regulatory agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not
directly apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment also claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions
from construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory.
Also, the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.

I63-12

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
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and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the Project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar
to those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4
and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on
April 27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was
approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly
attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of activity on
the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth
noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those taken on January
16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and traffic volumes were
similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows that the results of the
ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not adversely affect the noise
impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.

September 2017

I-532

New Student Housing EIR

Responses to Comments – Individuals
Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment is
no longer applicable because, as noted in the prior responses, the proposed project has
been modified and no longer includes the development of Phases II and III.
I63-13

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
have occurred with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III.As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I63-14

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
Project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I64
Brian
June 3, 2017
I64-1

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I64-2

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I64-3

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.
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I64-4

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The remainder of the comment
largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I64-5

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I64-6

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I64-7

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I64-8

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I64-9

The comment regard the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.
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I64-10

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR, the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The reminder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I64-11

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation does not pose a significant increase from historical local
use. Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from
regulatory agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not
directly apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment also claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions
from construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory.
Also, the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.

I64-12

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
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and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar
to those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4
and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on
April 27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was
approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly
attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of activity on
the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth
noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those taken on January
16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and traffic volumes were
similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows that the results of the
ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not adversely affect the noise
impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.

September 2017

I-544

New Student Housing EIR

Responses to Comments – Individuals
Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment is
no longer applicable because, as noted in the prior responses, the proposed project has
been modified and no longer includes the development of Phases II and III.
I64-13

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
have occurred with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III.As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I64-14

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I65
Ken Horsley
June 3, 2017
I65-1

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I65-2

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I65-3

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.
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I65-4

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The remainder of the comment
largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I65-5

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I65-6

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I65-7

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I65-8

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I65-9

The comment regard the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.
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I65-10

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR, the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I65-11

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation does not pose a significant increase from historical local
use. Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from
regulatory agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not
directly apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment also claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions
from construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory.
Also, the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.

I65-12

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
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and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar
to those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4
and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on
April 27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was
approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly
attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of activity on
the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth
noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those taken on January
16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and traffic volumes were
similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows that the results of the
ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not adversely affect the noise
impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
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Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment is
no longer applicable because, as noted in the prior responses, the proposed project has
been modified and no longer includes the development of Phases II and III.
I65-13

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
have occurred with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III.As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I65-14

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
Project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I66
Kyra Moeller
June 3, 2017
I66-1

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I66-2

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I66-3

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.
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I66-4

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The remainder of the comment
largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I66-5

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I66-6

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I66-7

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I66-8

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I66-9

The comment regard the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.
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I66-10

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR, the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I66-11

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation does not pose a significant increase from historical local
use. Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from
regulatory agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not
directly apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment also claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions
from construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory.
Also, the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.

I66-12

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
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effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the Project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar to
those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4 and
R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on April 27
than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was approximately
5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly attributable to the fact that
on January 16, there was a large amount of activity on the baseball field to the south,
whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth noting that the traffic counts taken
on April 27 are similar to those taken on January 16. Therefore, the fact that both the
noise measurements and traffic volumes were similar under both holiday and nonholiday conditions shows that the results of the ambient noise measurements taken on
January 16 did not adversely affect the noise impacts analysis or the impacts
conclusions.
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Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment is
no longer applicable because, as noted in the prior responses, the proposed project has
been modified and no longer includes the development of Phases II and III.
I66-13

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
have occurred with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III.As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I66-14

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I67
Claire Jorgensen
June 4, 2017
I67-1

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I67-2

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I67-3

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.
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I67-4

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The remainder of the comment
largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I67-5

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I67-6

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I67-7

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I67-8

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I67-9

The comment regard the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.
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I67-10

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR, the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I67-11

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation does not pose a significant increase from historical local
use. Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from
regulatory agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not
directly apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment also claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions
from construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory.
Also, the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.

I67-12

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
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and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar
to those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4
and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on
April 27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was
approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly
attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of activity on
the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth
noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those taken on January
16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and traffic volumes were
similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows that the results of the
ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not adversely affect the noise
impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
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Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment is
no longer applicable because, as noted in the prior responses, the proposed project has
been modified and no longer includes the development of Phases II and III.
I67-13

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
have occurred with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III.As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I67-14

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I68
Paige
June 4, 2017
I68-1

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I68-2

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I68-3

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.
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I68-4

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The remainder of the comment
largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I68-5

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I68-6

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I68-7

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I68-8

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I68-9

The comment regard the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.
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I68-10

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR, the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I68-11

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation does not pose a significant increase from historical local
use. Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from
regulatory agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not
directly apply to the project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment also claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the EIR, the Project would not result in a
significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions from
construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory. Also,
the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.

I68-12

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
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and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar
to those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4
and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on
April 27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was
approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly
attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of activity on
the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth
noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those taken on January
16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and traffic volumes were
similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows that the results of the
ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not adversely affect the noise
impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
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Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment is
no longer applicable because, as noted in the prior responses, the proposed project has
been modified and no longer includes the development of Phases II and III.
I68-13

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
have occurred with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I68-14

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I69
Kevin Jorgensen
June 4, 2017
I69-1

The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in
the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis
and, therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The
comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision
makers prior to a final decision on the Project.

I69-2

The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to
any physical effect on the environment. The comment will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an
environmental issue.

I69-3

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
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see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.
I69-4

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I69-5

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I69-6

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The remainder of the comment
largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I69-7

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I69-8

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.
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I69-9

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I69-10

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I69-11

The comment regard the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.

I69-12

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR, the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I69-13

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation does not pose a significant increase from historical local
use. Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from
regulatory agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not
directly apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment also claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions
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from construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory.
Also, the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.
I69-14

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
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As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar
to those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4
and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on
April 27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was
approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly
attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of activity on
the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth
noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those taken on January
16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and traffic volumes were
similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows that the results of the
ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not adversely affect the noise
impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment is
no longer applicable because, as noted in the prior responses, the proposed project has
been modified and no longer includes the development of Phases II and III.
I69-15

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
have occurred with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
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more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
I69-16

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I70
Olga Piro
June 4, 2017
I70-1

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I70-2

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I70-3

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.
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I70-4

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The remainder of the comment
largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I70-5

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I70-6

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I70-7

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I70-8

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I70-9

The comment regard the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.
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I70-10

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR, the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I70-11

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation does not pose a significant increase from historical local
use. Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from
regulatory agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not
directly apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment also claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions
from construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory.
Also, the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.

I70-12

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
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and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar
to those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4
and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on
April 27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was
approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly
attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of activity on
the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth
noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those taken on January
16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and traffic volumes were
similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows that the results of the
ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not adversely affect the noise
impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
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Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment is
no longer applicable because, as noted in the prior responses, the proposed project has
been modified and no longer includes the development of Phases II and III.
I70-13

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
have occurred with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I70-14

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I71
Joan Anderson
June 4, 2017
I71-1

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I71-2

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
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see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.
I71-3

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I71-4

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I71-5

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response
Alternatives Thematic Response for information responsive to the comment. As to the
comment regarding “non-mitigable and irreversible impacts,” following distribution
of the Draft EIR and the close of the public comment period, the proposed Project
was modified in response to public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please
see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications.
As a result, the environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have
been eliminated, and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The
remainder of the comment largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will
be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I71-6

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I71-7

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.
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I71-8

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I71-9

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I71-10

The comment regard the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.

I71-11

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR, the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I71-12

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation does not pose a significant increase from historical local
use. Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from
regulatory agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not
directly apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment also claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions
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from construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory.
Also, the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.
I71-13

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
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As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar
to those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4
and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on
April 27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was
approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly
attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of activity on
the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth
noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those taken on January
16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and traffic volumes were
similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows that the results of the
ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not adversely affect the noise
impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment is
no longer applicable because, as noted in the prior responses, the proposed project has
been modified and no longer includes the development of Phases II and III.
I71-14

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
have occurred with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III.As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
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more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
I71-15

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I72
Barbara Aguado
June 3, 2017
I72-1

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I72-2

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I72-3

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.
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I72-4

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The remainder of the comment
largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I72-5

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I72-6

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I72-7

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I72-8

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I72-9

The comment regard the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.

September 2017

I-638

New Student Housing EIR

Responses to Comments – Individuals
I72-10

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR, the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I72-11

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation does not pose a significant increase from historical local
use. Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from
regulatory agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not
directly apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment also claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions
from construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory.
Also, the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.

I72-12

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
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and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar
to those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4
and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on
April 27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was
approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly
attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of activity on
the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth
noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those taken on January
16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and traffic volumes were
similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows that the results of the
ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not adversely affect the noise
impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
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Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment is
no longer applicable because, as noted in the prior responses, the proposed project has
been modified and no longer includes the development of Phases II and III.
I72-13

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
have occurred with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III.As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I72-14

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I73
Jason Cook
June 3, 2017
I73-1

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I73-2

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I73-3

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.
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I73-4

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The remainder of the comment
largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I73-5

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I73-6

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.

I73-7

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I73-8

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I73-9

The comment regard the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.

September 2017

I-650

New Student Housing EIR

Responses to Comments – Individuals
I73-10

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR, the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I73-11

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation does not pose a significant increase from historical local
use. Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from
regulatory agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not
directly apply to the Project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment also claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions
from construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory.
Also, the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.

I73-12

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
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and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar
to those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4
and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on
April 27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was
approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly
attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of activity on
the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth
noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those taken on January
16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and traffic volumes were
similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows that the results of the
ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not adversely affect the noise
impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
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Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment
is no longer applicable because, as noted in the prior responses, the proposed project
has been modified and no longer includes the development of Phases II and III.
I73-13

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
have occurred with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.

I73-14

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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Response to Comment Letter I74
Rene Kaprielian
June 4, 2017
I74-1

With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and
the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting locations
for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close
of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the
environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated,
and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to any
additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment.

I74-2

The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” The reference to 2010 is based
on an erroneous reference included on a SDSU consultant website. Specifically, one
of the images from a 2013 Carrier Johnson study prepared for SDSU was incorrectly
labeled as 2010 when posted on a LandLab web site; LandLab was a sub-consultant
to Carrier Johnson. Carrier Johnson was not retained by SDSU as a consultant until
March 2013. Accordingly, the correct reference year is 2013, and LandLab has
informed SDSU that the web site error has been corrected. As to the comment that the
New Student Housing project should have been included as a cumulative project in
EIRs prepared since 2013, the present EIR is the first EIR prepared by SDSU since
the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR and, in any event, the currently proposed Project was
in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it is incorrect to describe it as
a probable future project during this period.
As to the comment regarding biology and fire hazards, as identified in the Project’s
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area designated by the
San Diego Fire Department as a very high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ). This
hazard rating is based on terrain, fuels, and fire environment. Large portions of San
Diego County and the City of San Diego are within fire hazard severity zones. These
zones were delineated so that minimum fire resistant construction and landscape
standards would be required for all new construction. The Project meets these
requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the same
practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Project complies with the
requirements for building in VHFHSZs, and has been determined to not increase risk
or exposure to wildfire to persons utilizing the Project’s new buildings. Please also
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see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.
I74-3

The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the
Draft EIR. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and,
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the Project.

I74-4

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

I74-5

The comment claims SDSU must delay the construction start date of the New Student
Housing project “in order to remove environmental damages.” The schedule put forth
by SDSU for the New Student Housing project fully complies with all legal
requirements, including those of the California Environmental Quality Act. With
respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and the
Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for
information responsive to the comment. As to the comment regarding “non-mitigable
and irreversible impacts,” following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the
public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. The remainder of the comment
largely expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be included as part of the
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the
Project. No further response is required.

I74-6

The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis”
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR.
The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project.

I74-7

The comment is critical of the Project’s goals and objectives; however, the goals and
objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional
information responsive to the comment.
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I74-8

The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007
Master Plan is not presently operative. As to the demolition/rebuild of Maya/Olmeca
Halls, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information
responsive to the comment.

I74-9

The comment suggests development of facilities to house 1,400 student beds in Lot U
east of Chapultepec Hall. Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400
beds on Lot U (Phase I) is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.

I74-10

The comment regard the impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent canyon.
Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to
this comment.

I74-11

The comment is incorrect in asserting that “any destruction of Aztec Canyon while
brownfield or redevelopment sites are available is a non-mitigatable, significant and
irreversible impact to the environment.” The Draft EIR, Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, includes a comprehensive analysis, prepared by expert biologists, of the
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project on biological resources,
including specifically the referenced canyon. The analysis determined that all
potential environmental impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. In
addition, since release of the Draft EIR, the Project has been modified to remove
Phases II and III, ensuring no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.
The remainder of the comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and will be
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a
final decision on the Project. No further response is required.

I74-12

The comment claims that the non-renewable energy use associated with project
development and operation is significant and must be mitigated. As shown in Section
4.5 and Appendix F of the Draft EIR, the energy use expected from project
construction and operation does not pose a significant increase from historical local
use. Also, energy usage from the Project is within the growth projections from
regulatory agencies (CPUC and DOT). The regulations listed in the comment do not
directly apply to the project. The state will create mandates based on these
regulations, which will then apply to the California State University and then SDSU,
which may be incorporated into future projects. The Project is in compliance with all
applicable regulations at the time of this writing.
The comment also claims that SDSU must use renewable fuels during construction to
mitigate pollution and be consistent with California’s carbon reduction. As shown in
Sections 4.5, 4.7, and Appendix C and F of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
result in a significant impact under CEQA. The estimated amortized GHG emissions
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from construction represent less than 1 percent of the project’s operational inventory.
Also, the Project was shown to be consistent with the local climate action plan which
requires project features to reduce GHGs. The Project also does not use “unusual
levels” of energy. The carbon reductions cited in the comment refer to those outlined
in the State’s Scoping Plan which is not directly applicable to development projects.
The Project was shown to be consistent with the measures and goals of the Scoping
Plan in Section 4.7.6.
I74-13

The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be reconducted because ambient noise measurements were conducted on the Martin Luther
King, Jr. holiday. The comment also states that the noise analysis failed to measure
the existing sound from student residences, that the analysis does not address noise
effects from the “constructive interference of the proposed Phase III building design,”
and that existing stationary noise sources (specifically an air handling unit at Peterson
Gym) are not well-maintained and that this is causing nuisance noise.
As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.11, Noise, ambient noise measurements were
conducted on Monday, January 16, 2017, which was Martin Luther King Day; classes
were not in session on this day. Ambient noise measurements for environmental
studies like the SDSU EIR are conducted to characterize the ambient noise
environment on and around the project site, and, in those circumstances when traffic
noise dominates the ambient noise environment, to calibrate or verify the accuracy of
the traffic noise model.
In this instance, there was substantial influence from noise sources other than traffic,
such as noise from students on the adjacent athletic fields (although a holiday,
students were on campus and active), mechanical noise from HVAC systems, and
noise from landscape equipment. Thus, because traffic noise was not the dominant
noise source at this location, the noise measurements were not used to calibrate the
accuracy of the traffic noise model. As such, the ambient noise data measured on
January 16, 2017 has no bearing on the traffic noise impacts analysis or results.
Instead, the analysis of traffic noise impacts used traffic data provided by LLG, the
traffic engineers for the project, and, therefore, the analysis of traffic noise is
unrelated to the ambient noise levels measured.
Although the noise measurements conducted on January 16 accurately represent
typical noise conditions, in an abundance of caution, noise measurements were
conducted again, on Thursday April 27, 2017 at the same measurement locations. The
noise measurement results, including traffic counts where collected, are included in
Appendix N-1 of the Final EIR. On this day, classes were in session.
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As shown below, the measurement results taken on April 27 were generally similar
to those taken on January 16. In fact, as shown on the table, at receivers R1, R2, R4
and R5, the measured ambient noise levels were actually 1 to 2 decibels lower on
April 27 than January 16. At receiver R3, the measured ambient noise level was
approximately 5 decibels lower than measured previously; this is mainly
attributable to the fact that on January 16, there was a large amount of activity on
the baseball field to the south, whereas on April 27, there was not. It is also worth
noting that the traffic counts taken on April 27 are similar to those taken on January
16. Therefore, the fact that both the noise measurements and traffic volumes were
similar under both holiday and non-holiday conditions shows that the results of the
ambient noise measurements taken on January 16 did not adversely affect the noise
impacts analysis or the impacts conclusions.
Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison

Receiver

January 16 2017 Noise
Measurement Data Leq (dBA)

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement
Data Leq (dBA)

R1
R2
R3
R4
R5

49.9
49.7
65.9
50.9
61.2

47.6
48.1
61.2
52.2
58.9

As shown in Draft EIR Section 4.11.3.1, Existing Environmental Setting, noise
measurement location R3 is on the premises of Chapultepec Hall, thus existing sound
from student residences was measured. On-site noise from stationary mechanical
equipment is a code enforcement issue subject to the San Diego municipal code noise
standards. These standards are enforceable by the City of San Diego Police
Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from oncampus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phase III, the comment is
no longer applicable because, as noted in the prior responses, the proposed project has
been modified and no longer includes the development of Phases II and III.
I74-14

The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would
have occurred with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the
proposed project has been modified to eliminate the development of both Phases II
and III. As to the comments regarding greenhouse gases and criteria pollution, Draft
EIR Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, include
analysis of the impacts associated with the Project’s vehicular emissions. The
comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no
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more specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final
decision on the Project.
I74-15

The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In
response to the statement, and comments submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed
Project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III in their entirety such that the
proposed Project will no longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and all of the
Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to less than significant.
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