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Response to Comment Letter I75 

Gary Ellenor 
June 4, 2017 

I75-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I75-2  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. 

I75-3 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and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable.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. 

I75-4 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 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 
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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. 

I75-5 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. 

I75-6 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I75-7 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 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.  

I75-8 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. 
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I75-9 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. 

I75-10 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.  

I75-11 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. 

I75-12 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. 

I75-13 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.  

I75-14 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. 
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 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. 

I75-15 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 
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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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s 
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phases II and 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. 

I75-16 The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would 
have occurred with implementation of Phase III. However, as noted above, the 
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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.  

I75-17 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 I76 

Diane 
June 4, 2017 

I76-1 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. 

I76-2 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. 

I76-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 
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I76-4 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. 

I76-5 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. 

I76-6 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. 

I76-7 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. 

I76-8 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. 

I76-9 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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I76-10 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. 

I76-11 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. 

I76-12 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s 
municipal code. With regards to potential noise effects from Phases II and 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. 

I76-13 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. 

I76-14 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 I77 

Kyle Joyce 

I77-1 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. 

I77-2 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. 

I77-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 
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I77-4 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.  

I77-5 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. 

I77-6 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. 

I77-7 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.  

I77-8 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.  

I77-9 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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I77-10 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.  

I77-11 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. 

I77-12 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I77-13 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.  

I77-14 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 I78 

Ray and Roberta Thiesen 
June 4, 2017 

I78-1 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. 

I78-2 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. 

I78-3 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. 

I78-4 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I78-5 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. 

I78-6 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. 

I78-7 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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I78-8 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. 

I78-9 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. 

I78-10 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. 

I78-11 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. 

I78-12 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 
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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. 

I78-13 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I78-14 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. 

I78-15 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 I79 

Abigail Horner 
June 4, 2017 

I79-1 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. 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 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 Proposed 
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. 

I79-2 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. 

I79-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I79-4 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 
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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.  

I79-5 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. 

I79-6 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. 

I79-7 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.  

I79-8 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.  

I79-9 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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I79-10 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.  

I79-11 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 
Section 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. 

I79-12 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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. 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-725 New Student Housing EIR 

Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison 

Receiver 

January 16 2017 Noise 

Measurement Data Leq (dBA) 

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement 

Data Leq (dBA) 

R1 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I79-13 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.  

I79-14 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 entity 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 I80 

Cynthia Gilbertson 
June 4, 2017 

180-1 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. 

I80-2 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. 

I80-3 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. 

I80-4 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 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 
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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. 

I80-5 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. 

I80-6 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I80-7 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 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. 

I80-8 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. 
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I80-9 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. 

I80-10 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. 

I80-11 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. 

I80-12 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. 

I80-13 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. 

I80-14 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.  
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 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. 

I80-15 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 
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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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I80-16 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 
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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. 

I80-17 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. 

 

  



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-739 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-740 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-741 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-742 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-743 New Student Housing EIR 

 

 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-744 New Student Housing EIR 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-745 New Student Housing EIR 

Response to Comment Letter I81 

John T. Armantrout 
June 4, 2017 

I81-1 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. 

I81-2 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. 

I81-3 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. 
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I81-4 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I81-5 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.  

I81-6 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. 

I81-7 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. 

I81-8 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.  

I81-9 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.  
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I81-10 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. 

I81-11 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.  

I81-12 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 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. 

I81-13 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 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 
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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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-campus 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.I81-14 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. 

I81-15 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 I82 

Kimiya Banaji 
June 4, 2017 

I82-1 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. 

I82-2 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. 

I82-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 
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I82-4 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. 

I82-5 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. 

I82-6 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. 

I82-7 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. 

I82-8 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. 

I82-9 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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I82-10 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. 

I82-11 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. 

I82-12 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I82-13 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. 

I82-14 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 I83 

Mary Fisher 
June 4, 2017 

I83-1 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. 

I83-2 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. 

I83-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 
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I83-4 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.  

I83-5 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. 

I83-6 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. 

I83-7 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. 

I83-8 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. 

I83-9 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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I83-10 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.  

I83-11 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. 

I83-12 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I83-13 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. 

I83-14 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 I84 

Jill Cress 
June 4, 2017 

I84-1 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. 

I84-2 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. 

I84-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 
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I84-4 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. 

I84-5 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. 

I84-6 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. 

I84-7 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. 

I84-8 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. 

I84-9 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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I84-10 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. 

I84-11 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. 

I84-12 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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. 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-785 New Student Housing EIR 

Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison 

Receiver 

January 16 2017 Noise 

Measurement Data Leq (dBA) 

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement 

Data Leq (dBA) 

R1 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I84-13 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. 

I84-14 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 I85 

Katie Cress 
June 4, 2017 

I85-1 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 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. 

I85-2 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. 

I85-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 
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I85-4 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.  

I85-5 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. 

I85-6 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. 

I85-7 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. 

I85-8 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. 

I85-9 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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I85-10 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.  

I85-11 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, the use 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. 

I85-12 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I85-13 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. 

I85-14 The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In 
response to the statement, and comment 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 I86 

Mary Cress 
June 4, 2017 

I86-1 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 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. 

I86-2 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. 

I86-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 
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I86-4 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. 

I86-5 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. 

I86-6 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. 

I86-7 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. 

I86-8 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.  

I86-9 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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I86-10 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.  

I86-11 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, the use 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. 

I86-12 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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.. 

I86-13 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. 

I86-14 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 I87 

Paul Cress 
June 4, 2017 

I87-1 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 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. 

I87-2 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. 

I87-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 
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I87-4 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.  

I87-5 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. 

I87-6 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. 

I87-7 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. 

I87-8 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.  

I87-9 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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I87-10 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.  

I87-11 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. 

I87-12 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-campus 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. 

I87-13 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.  

I87-14 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 I88 

John Cress 
June 4, 2017 

I88-1 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 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. 

I88-2 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. 

I88-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 
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I88-4 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. 

I88-5 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. 

I88-6 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. 

I88-7 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. 

I88-8 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. 

I88-9 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. 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-831 New Student Housing EIR 

I88-10 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. 

I88-11 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. 

I88-12 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I88-13 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. 

I88-14 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 I89 

Kent Fisher 
June 4, 2017 

I89-1 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 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. 

I89-2 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. 

I89-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 
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I89-4 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.  

I89-5 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. 

I89-6 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. 

I89-7 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. 

I89-8 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.  

I89-9 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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I89-10 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.  

I89-11 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. 

I89-12 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I89-13 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. 

I89-14 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 I90 

Kent Fisher 
June 4, 2017 

I90-1 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 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. 

I90-2 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. 

I90-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 
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I90-4 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. 

I90-5 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. 

I90-6 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. 

I90-7 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. 

I90-8 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. 

I90-9 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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I90-10 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. 

I90-11 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. 

I90-12 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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. 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-857 New Student Housing EIR 

Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison 

Receiver 

January 16 2017 Noise 

Measurement Data Leq (dBA) 

April 27 2017 Noise Measurement 

Data Leq (dBA) 

R1 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I90-13 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. 

I90-14 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 I91 

Riley Johnson 
June 4, 2017 

I91-1 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 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. 

I91-2 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. 

I91-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 
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I91-4 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.  

I91-5 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. 

I91-6 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. 

I91-7 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. 

I91-8 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. 

I91-9 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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I91-10 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.  

I91-11 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. 

I91-12 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 landscaper 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I91-13 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.  

I91-14 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 I92 

Esther Lightman 
June 4, 2017 

I92-1 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. 

I92-2 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 
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see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information 
responsive to the comment. 

I92-3 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. 

I92-4 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I92-5 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. 

I92-6 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. 

I92-7 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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I92-8 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. 

I92-9 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. 

I92-10 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. 

I92-11 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. 

I92-12 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. 

I92-13 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I92-14 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. 

I92-15 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 I93 

Dr. Mordecai Lightman 
June 4, 2017 

I93-1 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. 

I93-2 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 
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see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information 
responsive to the comment. 

I93-3 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. 

I93-4 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I93-5 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.  

I93-6 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. 

I93-7 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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I93-8 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. 

I93-9 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. 

I93-10 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. 

I93-11 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.  

I93-12 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. 

I93-13 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 landscapeequipment. 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.  



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-893 New Student Housing EIR 

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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I93-14 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.  

I93-15 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 I94 

Maxwell Lightman  
June 4, 2017 

I94-1 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. 

I94-2 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 
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see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information 
responsive to the comment. 

I94-3 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. 

I94-4 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I94-5 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. 

I94-6 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. 

I94-7 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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I94-8 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. 

I94-9 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. 

I94-10 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. 

I94-11 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. 

I94-12 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. 

I94-13 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 landscapeequipment. 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I94-14 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. 

I94-15 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 I95 

Randi McKenzie 
June 4, 2017 

I95-1 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. 

I95-2 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 
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see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional information 
responsive to the comment. 

I95-3 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. 

I95-4 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I95-5 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.  

I95-6 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. 

I95-7 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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I95-8 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. 

I95-9 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. 

I95-10 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. 

I95-11 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.  

I95-12 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. 

I95-13 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I95-14 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.  

I95-15 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. 

 

  



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-919 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-920 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-921 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-922 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-923 New Student Housing EIR 

 

 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-924 New Student Housing EIR 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-925 New Student Housing EIR 

Response to Comment Letter I96 

Craig Wilson 
June 4, 2017 

I96-1 The comment is critical of the process; however, preparation and public review of 
the Draft EIR followed all CEQA requirements. 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.  

I96-2 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 
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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. 

I96-3 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. 

I96-4 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I96-5 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. 

I96-6 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. 

I96-7 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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I96-8 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. 

I96-9 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. 

I96-10 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. 

I96-11 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. 

I96-12 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. 

I96-13 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I96-14 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. 

I96-15 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 I97 

Mark Chen 
June 5, 2017 

I97-1 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 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. 

I97-2 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. 

I97-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 
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I97-4 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.  

I97-5 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. 

I97-6 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. 

I97-7 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. 

I97-8 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. 

I97-9 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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I97-10 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.  

I97-11 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. 

I97-12 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I97-13 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.  

I97-14 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 I98 

Betty Jo DeBusschere 
June 5, 2017 

I98-1 The comment largely expresses the opinions of the commentator. 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 Proposed Project. The 
proposed project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III. With these 
modifications, the proposed project will not result in significant unavoidable impacts, 
and all environmental impacts will be mitigated to less than significant. No further 
response is required because the comment does not raise an environmental issue. 

I98-2 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. 
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I98-3 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. 

I98-4 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I98-5 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. 

I98-6 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. 

I98-7 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. 

I98-8 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. 

I98-9 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. 

I98-10 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. 

I98-11 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. 

I98-12 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, the 
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 
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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. 

I98-13 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 
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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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I98-14 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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I98-15 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 I99 

Jerry Cress 
June 4, 2017 

I99-1 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 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. 

I99-2 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. 

I99-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 
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I99-4 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.  

I99-5 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. 

I99-6 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. 

I99-7 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. 

I99-8 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. 

I99-9 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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I99-10 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.  

I99-11 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. 

I99-12 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I99-13 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.  

I99-14 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 I100 

Jim Hughes 
June 5, 2017 

I100-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I100-2 The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017, statement is noted. In 
response to the statement, 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. Further, the Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period 
beginning April 21, 2017 and ending June 5, 2017. Because the Draft EIR does not 
contain significant new information, a new EIR or recirculation of the Draft EIR is 
not warranted.  

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 and Phase II 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 significant new 
information within the meaning of CEQA and, as such, recirculation is not required. 
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I100-3 The comment is noted. The Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review 
period beginning April 21, 2017 and ending June 5, 2017.  

Further, 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 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.  

 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 Proposed Project. No further response 
is required because the comment does not raise an environmental issue. 

I100-4 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 EIR and is contained in Section 4.1, Aesthetics.  

In addition, because the EIR does not contain significant new information, a new EIR 
or recirculation of the EIR is not warranted.  

 A new EIR or a recirculation of the 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. 
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 The commenter raises concerns that an analysis of impacts to community character 
would be focused entirely on the project site. In accordance with CEQA, Section 4.1, 
Aesthetics, of the EIR evaluates potential aesthetic impacts concerning the Project and 
the existing visual quality and character of the site and surrounding area. The surrounding 
area includes residential land uses of the College View Estates Area (CVEA) and land 
uses on the SDSU campus. Existing uses and the form, scale, bulk, and mass displayed 
by existing uses in the surrounding area are considered in the existing visual quality and 
character of the site and surrounding area analysis presented in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of 
the EIR. Because the EIR includes the items discussed by the commentator, the EIR need 
not be recirculated to present these items.  

I100-5 The bulk and scale of the Project is described and analyzed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of 
the EIR. Section 4.1 considers the bulk and scale of existing development on the SDSU 
campus and development in the surrounding area including residential uses in the CVEA 
in the assessment of potential Project impacts to the existing visual quality and character 
of the site and surrounding area. 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. The commenter’s opinions regarding the bulk and scale of the 
Project will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers 
prior to a final decision on the Project.  

I100-6 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 
does not impact the canyon. 

I100-7 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. 

I100-8 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 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 I101 

Lyndy Cuevas 
June 5, 2017 

I101-1 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. 

I101-2  The comment that the EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible alternatives” 
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. 

I101-3  The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 
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I101-4 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.  

I101-5  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. 

I101-6  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. 

I101-7  See response to comment I101-6. 

I101-8  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.  

I101-9  Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400 beds on Lot U (Phase I) is 
provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.  

I101-10  Please refer to response to comment I26-14. 
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I101-11  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, 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.  

I101-12  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 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  

 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 
Chapters 4.5, 4.7, and Appendices 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. 

I101-13  The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 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 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. 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I101-14  This comment requests information regarding the Campus Master Plan. 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.  

I101-15  The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would 
only occur with implementation of Phase III. Because the proposed project no longer 
includes Phase III, there will be no significant and unavoidable traffic impacts. 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.  

I101-16  This comment is similar to comment I40-16. Please refer to response to comment I40-16.  

I101-17  The comment is a conclusion to previous comments. No further response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter I102 

Nancy and Jim Jones 
June 5, 2017 

I102-1  The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I102-2  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. 

I102-3  See response I102-2. 

I102-4  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. 
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I102-5  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. 

I102-6  Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400 beds on Lot U (Phase I) is 
provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.  

I102-7  Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to 
this comment.  

I102-8  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 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 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.  

I102-9  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 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 
Chapters 4.5, 4.7, and Appendices 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 
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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. 

I102-10  The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 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 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. 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 
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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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I102-11  The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would 
only occur with implementation of Phase III. Because the proposed project no longer 
includes Phase III, there will be no significant and unavoidable traffic impacts. 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 I103 

Melanie Moomjian 
June 5, 2017 

I103-1 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. 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 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 Proposed Project meets 
these requirements or proposes alternative materials and methods that provide the 
same practical effect as the requirements. Therefore, the Proposed 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 Proposed Project’s new 
buildings. Please also see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional 
information responsive to the comment. 

I103-2 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. 
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I103-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I103-4 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.  

I103-5 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. 

I103-6 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. 

I103-7 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.  

I103-8 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. 
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I103-9 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. 

I103-10 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 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. 

I103-11 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 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 
Chapters 4.5, 4.7, and Appendices 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. 
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I103-12 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 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 
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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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-campus 
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. 

I103-13 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, 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.  

I103-14 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 I104 

Camille Jorgensen 
June 5, 2017 

I104-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I104-2 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. 

I104-3 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. 

I104-4 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.  
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Response to Comment Letter I105 

Gary DeBusschere 
June 3, 2017 

I105-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I105-2 The comment claims that the project would exacerbate existing noise issues regarding 
noise from the residence hall, including amplified music, and the “mass movement” 
of students at night searching on foot for parties. The commentor suggests that 
banning electronic sound generation, particularly in outdoor areas, would be one 
means of noise mitigation. The commentor also suggests that SDSU and code 
enforcement officers could streamline their response process.  

 Pursuant to the SDSU Code of Conduct that is 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. Additionally, the proposed project 
would not result in an increase in the full-time-equivalent (FTE) student population, 
therefore the numbers of students seeking out parties in the neighborhoods would be 
unlikely to change substantially as a result of the project. Furthermore, because SDSU 
no longer plans to pursue the development of Phases II and III, any potential noise 
effects from the Project to nearby single-family residences located to the northeast 
would be substantially lessened. 

I105-3 The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in 
the EIR. The Project’s impacts relative traffic and movement were fully addressed 
and analyzed in Section 4.14, Transportation/Circulation and Parking, of the EIR. 
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. 

I105-4 The comment addresses the City’s response to noise complaints on the SDSU 
campus. However, SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from on-campus sources 
using the same regulations, criteria, and authority as the City’s municipal code. With 
regards to potential noise effects from Phases II and III, in response to public 
comments, the proposed project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III from 
the project. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding the 
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project modifications. Therefore, because Phases II and III are no longer part of the 
proposed project, the comments are no longer applicable.  

I105-5 The comment seeks information regarding the jurisdiction of SDSU Police over noise 
complaints. As noted in the response to comment I105-4, SDSU Police handle all 
noise complaints from on-campus sources using the same regulations, criteria, and 
authority as the City’s municipal code. Relatedly, pursuant to the SDSU Code of 
Conduct provided to all students under 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. With regards to potential noise effects from Phases II and III, as 
noted in the response to comment I105-4, the proposed project has been modified and 
no longer includes Phases II and III Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional 
information regarding the project modifications.  

I105-6 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.  

I105-7 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I105-8 Please see response to comment I105-2.  

I105-9 Please see response to comment I105-2 

I105-10 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. 

I105-11 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 I106 

Vi Calvo 
June 5, 2017 

I106-1 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. 

I106-2 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 
EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided. 
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Response to Comment Letter I107 

Mark Nelson 
June 5, 2017 

I107-1 The comment regards the Sophomore Success Program, stating that sophomore 
success is not linked to on-campus housing. The comment also 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 information regarding selection of the goals and 
objectives responsive to the comment. 

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 and 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.  

 The comment cites two studies that: did not research the connection between on 
campus living and sophomore students and, instead, focused on only first year 
students; studied the relationship between living arrangements (singles, doubles, suite 
style room accommodations) and student engagement, and not time in years spent 
living on campus; “did not investigate persistence, academic gains, satisfaction, or 
other important outcomes that have been found to have a positive relationship with 
living on campus”; and, determined based on research that residence halls have the 
potential to positively impact the student experience.  
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To the extent the comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not 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 
Proposed Project. 

I107-2 The comment further addresses the Sophomore Success Program, stating that sense of 
community and connectedness are not linked to on-campus housing. The comment is 
acknowledged. For information responsive to this comment, please refer to the 
response to Comment I107-1. 

I107-3 The comment further addresses the Sophomore Success Program, stating that 
higher/faster graduation rates are not linked to on-campus housing. The comment is 
acknowledged. For information responsive to this comment, please refer to the 
response to Comment I107-1. 

I107-4 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 
the 2011 EIR prepared for the Plaza Linda Verde project, as previously explained, 
2013, not 2010, is the relevant date and, in any event, the currently proposed Project 
was in the conceptual planning stages for several years and it was not a “probable 
future project” during this period. 

I107-5 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 information regarding 
selection of the goals and objectives responsive to the comment. 

 Additionally, the comment generally addresses issues unrelated to the EIR, though to 
the limited extent it refers to “seismic safety” and “environmental obligations,” 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. 
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I107-6 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 information regarding 
selection of the goals and objectives responsive to the comment. 

I107-7 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 information regarding 
selection of the goals and objectives responsive to the comment. 

 Additionally, with respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable 
siting choices and the Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to 
alternative siting locations relating to 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. 

 To the extent the comment also addresses the Sophomore Success Program, please 
see response to comment I107-1 for information responsive to the comment. 

I107-8 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 information regarding 
selection of the goals and objectives responsive to the comment. 

 To the extent the comment also addresses the Sophomore Success Program, please 
also see response to comment I107-1 for information responsive to the comment.  

I107-9 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 information regarding 
selection of the goals and objectives responsive to the comment. 

I107-10 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 information regarding selection 
of the goals and objectives responsive to the comment. With respect to the comment 
related to the Strategic Housing Plan, EIR, Section 4.12, Population and Housing, 
includes a comprehensive analysis of the Strategic Housing Plan and its relationship to 
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the proposed project and concluded there would be an increased demand for additional 
student housing beds and SDSU would face a housing shortage without development of a 
series of new construction, renovation, and acquisition projects.  

I107-11 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 information regarding 
selection of the goals and objectives responsive to the comment.  

Additionally, 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 previously noted, 
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 response to comment I107-7 for information responsive 
to this comment. With respect to any additional Project siting concerns, please see the 
Alternatives Thematic Response for information responsive to the comment. 

I107-12 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 information regarding 
selection of the goals and objectives responsive to the comment. Additionally, 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 information responsive to the comment. 

I107-13 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 information regarding 
selection of the proposed project’s goals and objectives that is responsive to the 
comment. With respect to the traffic-related comment, the significant and 
unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would occur with 
implementation of Phase III, which, as noted above, has been eliminated from the 
proposed project, along with Phase II. 

 As to the comment that the New Student Housing Project should have been included 
as a cumulative project in the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR, please see response to 
comment I107-4 for information responsive to this comment.  

 The remainder of the comment incorrectly implies that SDSU had plans to 
develop student housing in the area of Chapultepec Hall since 2010. As previously 
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noted, the reference to 2010 is based on an erroneous reference included on a 
SDSU consultant website. Please see response to comment I107-4 for information 
responsive to this comment.  

I107-14 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 information regarding 
selection of the goals and objectives responsive to the comment.  

I107-15 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, as previously noted, 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 response to 
comment I107-7 for information responsive to the comment. The comment also raises 
economic, social or political issues that do not 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.  

I107-16 With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and 
the Project’s goals and objectives, relates to alternative siting locations for Phases II 
and III. However, as previously noted, 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 response to comment I107-
7 for information responsive to this comment. 

I107-17 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. 

I107-18 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, as previously noted, 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 
response to comment I107-7 for information responsive to this comment.  

I107-19 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 
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Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for information regarding 
selection of the goals and objectives responsive to the comment. 

I107-20 The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing 
in the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” Please see response to comment 
I107-4 for information responsive to this comment.  The comment also 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. 

I107-21 The comment states the proposed project should have been included as a cumulative 
project in either the 2007 Campus Master Plan EIR, the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR. 
Please see response to comment I107-4 for information responsive to this comment. 

I107-22 The comment states the proposed project should have been included as a cumulative 
project in either the 2007 Campus Master Plan EIR, the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde EIR. 
Please see response to comment I107-4 for information responsive to this comment. 
Regarding the piece-mealing comment, please see the responses to comments 
submitted in comment letter I166 and I167.  

I107-23 The comment claims the EIR assigns less than significant assessments to electricity, 
including any impacts of related outage of the Aliso Canyon natural gas storage that 
feeds electricity, yet it never defines the metrics that it will use. There is no 
reference to Aliso Canyon in the EIR as it pertains to energy or electricity. The 
utility provider that SDSU uses for purchased electricity does not purchase natural 
gas from Southern California Gas Company which owns and operates Aliso 
Canyon. As shown in EIR Section 4.5.6, the project’s significance was determined 
based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix F. 

I107-24 Please see the response to comment I107-23 for information responsive to this comment.  

I107-25 Please see the response to comment I107-23 for information responsive to this comment.  

I107-26 The comment claims that metrics were not assigned to assess significance for GHG 
emissions and that GHGs from certain sources were not considered. The EIR’s 
analysis of GHG emissions complies fully with the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act. Please see EIR section 4.7.5 for the applicable thresholds 
of significance. 
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I107-27 The comment claims that energy-related impacts must be significant if the 
electricity sources are not named. However, please see EIR section 4.5.6 for the 
energy mix for SDSU. 

I107-28 The comment claims that the EIR’s analysis of energy-related impacts is flawed for 
failing to utilize appropriate significance thresholds. However, the EIR’s analysis of 
the project’s potential energy impacts utilized the appropriate thresholds. See EIR 
section 4.5.5. 

I107-29 The comment claims the EIR’s analysis of energy-related impacts is flawed for 
failing to consider the effects of the Aliso Canyon natural gas storage facility. 
However, the utility provider that SDSU uses for purchased electricity does not 
purchase natural gas from Southern California Gas Company, which owns and 
operates Aliso Canyon. Therefore, no such analysis was required. Please see response 
to comment I107-23 for additional information responsive to this comment. 

I107-30 The comment claims that energy-related impacts must be significant if the natural 
gas sources are not named. However, please see EIR section 4.5.6 for the energy 
mix for SDSU. 

I107-31 The comment claims that the EIR’s analysis of energy-related impacts is flawed for 
failing to utilize appropriate significance thresholds. However, the EIR’s analysis of 
the project’s potential energy impacts utilized the appropriate thresholds. See EIR 
section 4.5.5. 

I107-32 The comment claims the EIR’s analysis of energy-related impacts is flawed for 
failing to consider the effects of the Aliso Canyon natural gas storage facility. 
However, the utility provider that SDSU uses for purchased electricity does not 
purchase natural gas from Southern California Gas Company, which owns and 
operates Aliso Canyon. Therefore, no such analysis was required. Please see response 
to comment I107-23 for additional information responsive to this comment. 

I107-33 The comment regards the methodology used to assess geotechnical hazards. With 
respect to the maximum magnitude of the La Nacion Fault, it appears that an old 
version of the City of San Diego General Plan, Seismic Safety Element (SSE) is 
available online, as evidenced by the link provided in the comment. The updated City 
SSE was completed in June 2015, as an updated section to the 2008 General Plan 
(https://www.sandiego.gov/planning/genplan#genplan). Note that on page 243 of the 
older (undated) version of the SSE, the sources of seismic information were based on 
reports from 1974 and 1977. The maximum credible earthquake on the La Nacion 
Fault of magnitude 6.7, as described in the older SSE, is a Richter magnitude, which 
is typically not used by today’s seismologists, geologists, and geotechnical engineers. 
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Rather, earthquakes are described in terms of moment magnitudes, denoted with an 
“M” or “Mw”. (Please see https://www.iris.edu/hq/inclass/animation/magnitudes 
_moment_magnitude_explained.) As explained in this link, Richter scale is mostly 
effective for regional earthquakes no greater than M5. Moment magnitude is more 
effective for large earthquakes and uses more variables to calculate the energy 
released during an earthquake.  

 The source of the information provided in the EIR (page 4.6-4) indicating a 
maximum credible earthquake of 6.2 to 6.6, which is based on San Diego County 
Offices of Emergency Services (OES 2017), should have been described as “M6.2 
to M6.6 (moment magnitude)”. Therefore, the Final EIR includes appropriate 
revisions and a brief explanation regarding moment magnitude vs. Richter, as this 
can be a source of confusion.  

 Regarding grading and excavation activities, as indicated on page 4.6-18 of the EIR, 
the project site is geotechnically suitable for the proposed development; however, 
substantial remedial grading and/or deep foundations would be needed to develop the 
site to provide long-term performance of the new buildings and associated exterior 
surface improvements. This information is based on Appendix A (2013 URS 
Geotechnical Report) of Appendix G – Geotechnical Resources Technical Report, 
which indicates that “substantial remedial grading” would be required in association 
with the Project. However, the URS report does not quantify the amount of 
excavations/grading required. As indicated in the URS report, the majority of the 
existing fill is undocumented and, therefore, may need to be removed, depending on 
which type of foundations are chosen. The fill could either be excavated and 
recompacted, or alternatively, deep pile foundations could be placed through the 
undocumented fill. Section 3.4.1 of the URS geotechnical report describes fill 
underlying the western parking lot up to 15 feet and up to 30 feet underlying the 
eastern parking lot. Such a depth of fill represents a substantial amount of fill. In 
addition, existing steep fill slopes do not meet current site development and grading 
codes. Therefore, these slopes may require additional work, potentially involving 
substantial earth work activities. Combined, these activities may require substantial 
remedial grading.  

 The URS report is not a design-level report. This preliminary geotechnical report 
summarizes the geologic/geotechnical conditions at the site and provides general 
geotechnical conclusions in order that the applicant/contractor can generally 
understand the feasibility and amount of work needed for construction. This level of 
detail is adequate with regard to completion of the Geotechnical Resources section of 
the EIR. Quantification of earthwork would be determined during final design of each 
project phase. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided. 
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I107-34 The comment regards the La Nacion fault. Please see response to comment I107-33 
for information responsive to this comment.  

 With respect to the seismic engineering of the existing Chapultepec Hall, this 
building is not part of the proposed project. 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.  

I107-35 The comment claims the EIR’s analysis of GHG impacts is flawed because named 
electricity generation sources must be cited. However, see EIR section 4.5.6 for the 
energy mix for SDSU. 

I107-36 The comment claims the EIR’s analysis of GHG impacts is flawed because it does not 
provide objective data or measurement set to evaluate emissions significance. 
However, the EIR’s analysis of GHG emissions complies fully with the requirements 
of the California Environmental Quality Act. Please see EIR section 4.7.5 for the 
applicable thresholds of significance. 

I107-37 The comment claims that the EIR’s GHG analysis is inadequate because it does not 
take into account areas immediately adjacent to the Project site. However, the scope 
of the EIR’s analysis of GHG emissions complies fully with the requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act. 

I107-38 The comment claims the EIR’s GHG analysis is inadequate in that there are no 
mechanisms in place to reduce GHG emissions to comply with future reduction 
requirements. However, GHG reduction goals are taken into account in the budgets 
assumed within the significance criteria shown in EIR Section 4.7.5. Therefore, the 
project’s GHG emissions were evaluated against the state’s GHG reduction goals. 

 The comment also claims that SDSU must not remove itself from other projects and 
mitigate emissions. The Project did not exceed significance thresholds and impacts 
are less than significant, as shown in Sections 4.7.5 and 4.7.6. Therefore, mitigation is 
not required. 

I107-39 The comment claims the EIR does not evaluate the Project’s GHG emissions against 
disadvantaged and low-income communities. However, CEQA does not require that 
disadvantaged or low-income communities be evaluated within a GHG section.  

I107-40 The comment raises general criticism of the EIR’s analysis of fire hazards, and 
requests that project phases II and III not be built. As previously explained, the 
proposed project has been modified and no longer includes project phases II and III. 
Please see response to comment I107-7 for additional information. As to the EIR’s 
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hazards analysis, 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. However, 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 
does not encourage or facilitate access into the adjacent canyon, and has been 
determined to not increase risk or exposure to wildfire.  

I107-41 The comment suggests mitigation measures related to fire hazards. Please see 
response to comment I107-40 for information responsive to the comment.  

I107-42 The comment states the EIR fails to address potential impacts associated with sexual 
assault. To the extent required by CEQA, law enforcement related issues are 
addressed in EIR Section 4.13, Public Services and Utilities. Beyond this, 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. 

I107-43 The comment states the EIR provides no objective discussion of what constitutes a 
significant aesthetic impact. Please refer to EIR subsection 4.1.6, Impacts Analysis, 
included in Section 4.1, Aesthetics. Under the “would the project substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings” 
thresholds, the EIR analysis evaluates the general visual character of the Project 
including the proposed architectural style and assesses the bulk, scale, and character 
of Project development as viewed from locations in the surrounding area. The key 
view analysis is provided to examine the overall compatibility of the proposed 
development in the context of existing elements in the surrounding area. Under the 
heading “Key View Impacts Summary” the EIR determines that while the 
architectural style proposed for the residence halls and food service building that are 
part of Phase I development would generally be consistent with the existing campus 
structures designed in the Spanish Colonial, and Mission Revival styles, the bulk and 
scale of Phase II and Phase III development would generally create strong form and 
line contrast in the landscape. However, as previously noted, 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 environmental impacts would 
be less than significant. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information 
regarding the project modifications.  
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I107-44 The comment states that the Project and existing Chapultepec Hall are “extremely 
different styles,” a poor match, and the new buildings create a significant impact in 
architectural style. The EIR does not solely rely on Chapultepec Hall to determine 
aesthetic effects associated with the architectural character of the Project. The 
architectural style of the Project is analyzed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics of the EIR. 
Section 4.1 determined that Project buildings would be architecturally consistent with 
the Spanish Colonial and Mission Revival styles of the original SDSU campus 
buildings. Specifically, the inclusion of large, lightly colored, relatively unadorned 
walls, roofs of reddish hued materials, arched window openings, and square towers is 
deliberate and would aesthetically link the Project’s architecture to existing Spanish 
Colonial and Mission Revival styled structures on campus. 

I107-45 The comment states Phase I is materially different from existing Chapultepec Hall 
and, therefore, results in significant aesthetics-related impacts. Please refer to 
response to comment I107-44 above for information responsive to the comment. As 
previously noted, the EIR does not solely rely on Chapultepec Hall to determine 
aesthetic effects associated with the scale and architectural character of the Project. 
CEQA requires that a project be examined in the context of the existing quality and 
character of the site and surrounding area and as such, the EIR considers existing on- 
and off-campus development in its determination of impacts concerning the scale and 
style of Project buildings.  

I107-46 The comment states Phase II is out of scale and architecture with both Chapultepec 
and the existing community. However, as previously explained, the proposed project 
has been modified to eliminate both Phases II and III. Please see response to 
comments I107-7 for additional information responsive to the comment.  

I107-47 The comment states Phase III is out of scale with the community. However, as 
previously explained, the proposed project has been modified to eliminate both 
Phases III and II. Please see response to comments I107-7 for additional information 
responsive to the comment.  

I107-48 The comment claims that the EIR noise analysis is insufficient because it failed to 
analyze the noise that would be generated by the project. Preliminarily, the comment 
assumes development of a three-phase project that would provide housing for up to 
2,700 students. However, as previously explained, the proposed project has been 
modified to eliminate both Phases II and III and, therefore, would provide housing for 
approximately 850 students.  

 Additionally, potential noise impacts from both construction and operation of the 
proposed project were analyzed and assessed based on application of accepted 
methodologies and consistent with CEQA’s requirements in Section 4.11, Noise, of 
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the EIR. Any noise generated by students living within the new housing would be 
incidental to the existing ambient environment and would not exceed the applicable 
thresholds of significance. Additionally, the EIR determined that with implementation 
of Mitigation Measures MM-NOI 1 through MM-NOI 3, noise impacts would be 
reduced to a level of less than significant. 

I107-49 The comment suggests mitigation measures to reduce the potential noise impacts related 
to the project. However, the EIR determined that with implementation of Mitigation 
Measures MM-NOI 1 through MM-NOI 3, noise impacts would be reduced to a level of 
less than significant. Therefore, no additional mitigation is required. 

I107-50 The comment is critical of the methodology utilized to conduct the EIR’s traffic 
analysis. However, the analysis properly relied on a trip generation rate based on a 
comparable university campus, and also properly relied on the San Diego Association 
of Governments (SANDAG) travel demand model to determine trip distribution. The 
Project’s impacts relative to traffic were fully addressed and analyzed in Section 4.14, 
Transportation/Circulation and Parking, of the EIR. Please also see the responses to 
comments O6-24 through O6-32 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. 

I107-51 The comment states that development of the proposed project on disturbed space 
would be less environmentally damaging relative to water quality. Preliminarily, as 
previously explained, the proposed project has been modified and no longer includes 
development of Phases II and III; only Phase I would be developed. Therefore, as 
modified, the proposed project would be developed on parking lot U, which is 
disturbed space. EIR Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, determined that the 
proposed project would reduce impacts related to loss of soil and erosion to a less-
than-significant level with implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP). The comment claims that the proposed project would increase the loss of 
topsoil and increase erosion, however, as described in Section 4.6 Geotechnical 
Resources, of the EIR, sub\section 4.6.6 Impacts Analysis, the Project would be in 
compliance with federal- and state-mandated erosion control measures resulting in 
less than significant impacts from erosion. 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. The comment is critical of the Project’s 
goals and objectives; however, the goals and objectives fully comply with the 
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requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act. Please see Alternatives 
Thematic Response for information regarding the selection of goals and objectives 
responsive to the comment. 

I107-52 The comment states the proposed project is “overbuilding,” and addresses SDSU’s 
Student Housing Strategic Plan. As previously noted, the proposed project has been 
modified and no longer includes Phases II and III; only Phase I would be developed. 
Therefore, the “overbuilding” comment is no longer applicable. As to the Student 
Housing Strategic Plan, please see response to comment I107-10 for information 
responsive to the comment.  

I107-53 The comment raises concerns regarding Valley Fever. Preliminarily, as the comment 
relates to development adjacent to the canyon, and as previously explained, the 
proposed project has been modified and no longer includes Phases II and III, which 
are the two phases that would be developed nearest to the canyon. Please see Final 
EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications. As a 
result, to the extent the comment is directed towards Phases II and III, the comment is 
no longer applicable. Nonetheless, as the proposed project would include 
development in the general proximity of the canyon, the following information is 
provided relative to Valley Fever. Please also see response to comment I124-2 for 
additional information responsive to this comment. 

Coccidioidomycosis, more commonly known as “Valley Fever,” is an infection 
caused by inhalation of the spores of the Coccidioides immitis fungus that commonly 
grows in the soils of the southwestern United States. When fungal spores are present, 
any activity that disturbs the soil, such as digging, grading or other earth moving 
operations, can cause the spores to become airborne and thereby increase the risk of 
exposure. The ecologic factors that appear to be most conducive to survival and 
replication of the spores are high summer temperatures, mild winters, sparse rainfall, 
and alkaline sandy soils. 

The County of San Diego Health and Human Services Agency (HHSA) compiles 
Valley Fever rates per zip code. Based on HHSA information, the Project site is 
within an area with the lowest background risk of Valley Fever in the County (County 
of San Diego 2008). In addition, according to the California Department of Public 
Health (CDPH), an average of 115 confirmed cases of Valley Fever were reported in 
San Diego County each year between 2011 and 2015 (CDPH 2016). The CDPH data 
shows the number of confirmed Valley Fever cases is declining. Accordingly, there is 
no evidence to suggest Valley Fever is a significant concern within the vicinity of the 
Project site.  
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While the risk of releasing Valley Fever spores during the Project’s construction 
phase is reasonably anticipated to be low, based on the location of the Project site, it 
also should be noted that SDSU would comply with SDAPCD Rule 55 (which 
establishes fugitive dust abatement measures, including watering disturbed areas on 
the Project site three or more times per day during the construction phase, to 
minimize adverse air quality impacts). This watering requirement is consistent with 
CDPH recommendations for the implementation of dust control measures, including 
regular application of water during soil disturbance activities, to reduce exposure to 
Valley Fever – the watering minimizes the potential that the fungal spores become 
airborne (California Department of Public Health 2013). Further, regulations 
designed to minimize exposure to Valley Fever hazards are included in Title 8 of the 
California Code of Regulations and would be complied with during the Project’s 
construction phase (see http://www.dir.ca.gov/dosh/valley-fever-home.html).  

Insummary, the Project would not result in a significant impact attributable to Valley 
Fever exposure based on its geographic location and compliance with applicable 
regulatory standards that serve to minimize the release of and exposure to fungal spores.  

I107-54 The comment regards alternative project locations previously included in the 2007 
Campus Master Plan EIR, including Olmeca/May Hall. Please see the Alternatives 
Thematic Response for information responsive to the comment. The comment also 
refers to the 2007 EIR as certified. However, the California State University 
Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007 Campus Master Plan EIR was set 
aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007 Master Plan is not presently 
operative. Lastly, with respect to 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 previously explained, the proposed Project has 
been modified to eliminate Phases II and III and, therefore, this portion of the 
comment is no longer applicable. 

I107-55 The comment refers to Chapultepec Hall, which is not part of the proposed project, 
and is also critical of Phases II and III. However, as previously explained, the 
proposed Project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III and, therefore, this 
portion of the comment is no longer applicable. 

I107-56 The comment refers to the 2007 Master Plan EIR and Olmeca/Maya Hall and states 
that the EIR considered improper site alternatives. Please see response to comment 
I107-54 for information responsive to this comment.  

I107-57 The comment states there is no “basis in fact” for the EIR’s determination that under 
the proposed project, impacts to shading and shadow, and day and nighttime views 
would be less than significant. However, Please refer to EIR subsection 4.1.5, 
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Thresholds of Significance, in Section 4.1, Aesthetics,explains the guidelines utilized 
in the EIR to evaluate the potential shadow and shading effects of the Project. As 
explained, neither CEQA Appendix G or the City of San Diego have established 
significance thresholds for duration of shadow and shading conditions on sensitive 
land uses. Therefore, significance thresholds of other jurisdictions were reviewed for 
use in the analysis. The City of Los Angeles shadow and shading guidelines were 
eventually used because the conditions of the proposed project most closely resemble 
those found in cities like Los Angeles. Specifically, the proximity of the proposed 
project to residential land uses (i.e., shadow-sensitive uses) and the expressed shade 
and shadow concerns of local residents resembles the potential conflict occurring 
between tall structures and existing nearby shadow-sensitive uses in denser cities. 
Shadow-sensitive uses are located west of the Project site and would potentially be 
exposed to shadows cast by project buildings. Therefore, the Los Angeles CEQA 
thresholds were used to evaluate shadow effects associated with Project buildings. 

I107-58 The comment states that the EIR erroneously asserts that the No Project and Reduced 
Density Alternatives do not meet the project objectives. Please see the Alternatives 
Thematic Response for information responsive to this comment.  

I107-59 The comment is critical of the EIR Alternatives’ analysis reliance on the Sophomore 
Success Program. Please see response to comment I107-1 for information regarding 
the Sophomore Success Program provided in response to prior critical comments. 
Please also see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information 
responsive to the comment.  

I107-60 The comment states SDSU is entering into a “speculative activity” with development 
of the proposed project, and refers to the project’s significant and non-mitigatable 
impacts. As to the latter comment, as previously explained, the proposed project has 
been modified to eliminate development of Phases II and III and, therefore, there 
would be no significant unavoidable impacts; all identified significant impacts would 
be reduced to less than significant with recommended mitigation. As to the comment 
regarding “speculative activity,” the comment raises economic, social or political 
issues that do not 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. 

I107-61 The comment is critical of existing Chapultepec Hall, which is not part of the 
proposed project, and asserts SDSU now seeks to correct prior failures by “destroying 
the environment and creating non-mitigatable significant environmental impacts.” As 
previously noted, the proposed project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and 
III and would no longer result in significant unavoidable impacts. Beyond this, the 
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comment offers general criticism of issues that 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. 

I107-62 The comment refers to the City of San Diego General Plan Land Use Designation 
Map, with the undeveloped canyon shown as open space. The open space land use 
designation is accurately described in the EIR along with the institutional uses in 
Section 4.10, subsection 4.10.3, Existing Conditions. As stated on page 4.10-1 “[t]he 
existing land uses immediately surrounding the proposed project site include a 
mixture of residential, institutional (university), and open space uses (see Figure L-
U2 in City of San Diego 2008).” Furthermore, the Project’s relationship to the open 
space land use is described in the second paragraph on page 4.10-1, “[t]he northern 
boundary of the proposed project site directly abuts the open space area, and consists 
of a steep-sloping canyon generally surrounded by single-family and multifamily 
residential development.” However, as described on page 4.10-5 , as a state agency, 
the City of San Diego General Plan is not applicable to CSU/SDSU and because the 
proposed project is consistent with the Campus Master Plan amendment, the Project 
does not conflict with any applicable land use plan.  

I107-63 The comment incorrectly asserts that the analysis of lighting impacts from the proposed 
project relies upon the SDSU Lighting Policy and this policy does not protect sensitive 
receptors like surrounding homes, plants and animals. As described in Section 4.1.6, 
Aesthetics, SDSU’s lighting policy voluntarily follows adopted City of San Diego 
lighting ordinances and regulations to reduce potential lighting impacts from 
construction and operation of the proposed project on local observatories, residential 
areas, and sensitive biological resources. Furthermore, the lighting impacts of the 
Project are fully evaluated in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the EIR. As demonstrated in 
Section 4.1, the calculations for Project lighting illuminance included the lighting 
equipment required to provide the appropriate illumination for this facility, which 
would be designed to provide site and interior lighting as required by code and by best 
practices. Further, building lighting must comply with the light trespass limits 
stipulated by CALGreen, and based on the illuminance calculations data presented in 
Table 4.1-10, lighting levels (as measured at receptor sites), would be below the CEQA 
significance threshold and would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

I107-64 The comment regards the Sophomore Success Program. Please see response to 
comment I107-1 for information responsive to the comment. The comment also 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 
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see the Alternatives Thematic Response for information regarding the selection of 
project goals and objectives that is responsive to this comment. Beyond this, the 
comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not 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. 

I107-65 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. Please see the Alternatives 
Thematic Response for information regarding the selection of project alternatives 
responsive to this comment. Please also see response to comment I107-1 regarding 
the Sophomore Success Program. Beyond that, the comment does not raise any 
specific issue regarding the EIR 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. 

I107-66 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 mitigated to less than significant. 
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Response to Comment Letter I108 

Rene and Larialuisa Kaprielian 
June 5, 2017 

I108-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I108-2 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. 

I108-3 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. 

I108-4 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. 

I108-5 The comment asks if SDSU has a climate action plan and if so, how does the Project 
help to achieve its goal. At the time the Draft EIR was under preparation, SDSU did 
not have a climate action plan. The SDSU climate action plan was finalized and 
released to the public during the public comment period of this Draft EIR. In 
response, a supplemental analysis was performed to show whether the Project was 
consistent with the adopted climate action plan (Dudek, June 2017). This analysis 
showed that the Project was consistent with SDSU’s climate action plan and would 
support its goals to reduce GHG emissions from the campus. 

I108-6 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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I108-7 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 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.  

I108-8 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. 

I108-9 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. 

I108-10 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 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. 

I108-11 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. 

I108-12 The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in 
the EIR. The Project’s impacts relative to modes of transport 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. 
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I108-13 The comment asks why student parking in the neighboring College View Estates 
neighborhood was not addressed in the Draft EIR. The comment is incorrect. Section 
4.14, Transportation/Circulation and Parking, of the EIR addresses the Project’s 
potential impacts relative to parking in subsection 4.14.6.4, and specifically addresses 
College View Estates Spillover Parking on pages 4.14-40-41. Because the comment 
does not raise any specific issue regarding the analysis, 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. 

I108-14 The comment asks why a “real traffic study” was not prepared for the EIR. The 
comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the 
EIR. The Project’s impacts relative to traffic were fully addressed and analyzed in 
Section 4.14, Transportation/Circulation and Parking, of the EIR and supporting 
transportation technical report (Appendix K). Because the comment does not raise 
any specific issue regarding the analysis, 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. 

I108-15 The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in 
the EIR. The Project’s impacts relative to student drop off and pick up 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. 

I108-16 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 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. 

I108-17 The comment asks about pick-ups/drop-offs, and related bike lane safety clearance. 
The proposed project includes off-street space in front of the new buildings for up to 
six vehicles to accommodate pick-ups/drop-offs. This will alleviate the present 
condition of vehicles blocking the Remington Road vehicle and bicycle right-of-way. 

I108-18 The Project’s Fire Fuel Load Analysis Report (Dudek 2017) includes an extensive 
analysis of the adjacent native vegetated areas and their potential fire risk. Fire 
behavior modeling was conducted to determine the type of wildfire that can be 
anticipated during typical conditions and under extreme fire weather. The Project 
incorporates 2016 California Fire (Chapter 49) and Building Code (Chapter 7A) 
ignition resistant requirements and exceeds them in many respects. The Project 
includes a brush management zone around all structures, utilizes 10- to 36-foot tall 
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retaining walls as fire barriers, and ember resistant vents, and upgraded windows. 
These measures result in defensible structures that would not demand a high 
concentration of fire department resources to defend against the moderately 
aggressive, but short-duration wildfire that could occur within Aztec Canyon. 

I108-19 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. 

I108-20 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. 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 I109 

Adam Klekowski 
June 5, 2017 

I109-1 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’ss 
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. 

I109-2  The comment that the Draft EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible 
alternatives” addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the 
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. 

I109-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 



Responses to Comments - Individuals 

September 2017 I-1082 New Student Housing EIR 

I109-4 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.  

I109-5 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. 

I109-6 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. 

I109-7 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.  

I109-8 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.  

I109-9 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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I109-10 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 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.  

I109-11 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 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 Chapters 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. 

I109-12 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I109-13 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, 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.  

I109-14 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 I110 

Kimberly Wilson  
June 5, 2017 

I110-1 The comment states that the EIR failed to consider traffic flowing west on Remington 
Road, through the College Gardens area. The comment is incorrect. 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 Gardens area; thus, 
traffic through the College Gardens area was considered as part of the analysis. 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, and Final EIR 
revised Figure 8-1.) For additional information responsive to this comment, please 
also see the responses to comments O-6-29 through O-6-32.  

I110-2 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. 

I110-3 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 
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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. 

I110-4 The comment that the EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible alternatives” 
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. 

I110-5 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I110-6 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 
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record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 
Project. No further response is required.  

I110-7 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. 

I110-8 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. 

I110-9 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.  

I110-10 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.  

I110-11 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.  

I110-12 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 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.  
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I110-13 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 Chapters 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. 

I110-14 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 
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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. 

Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison 

Receiver 
January 16 2017 Noise Measurement 

Data Leq (dBA) 
April 27 2017 Noise Measurement 

Data Leq (dBA) 
R1 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
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campus 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. 

I110-15 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, 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.  

I110-16 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 I111 

Errol Tonsky 
June 5, 2017 

I111-1 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. 

I111-2  The comment that the EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible alternatives” 
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. 

I111-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 
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I111-4 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.  

I111-5 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. 

I111-6 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. 

I111-7 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.  

I111-8 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.  

I111-9 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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I111-10 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 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.  

I111-11 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 Chapters 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. 

I111-12 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I111-13 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, 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.  

I111-14 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 I112 

Dawn Reser 
June 3, 2017 

I112-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I112-2 See Biological Resources Thematic Response, which states that Phases II and III will 
not be developed. Phase III included the most impacts to the canyon. Phase I does not 
impact the canyon. 

I112-3 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. Please also see the Biological Resources 
Thematic Response for additional information responsive to the comment. 

I112-4 The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in 
the EIR. The Project’s impacts relative to on campus move in, student drop off and 
pick up, and 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. 

I112-5 The comment states the existing sidewalks are not wide enough to handle foot traffic 
from Chapultepec and asks how the increased foot traffic resulting from the Project 
will be handled. The existing sidewalks comply with applicable standards and are 
inadequate to support both existing pedestrian traffic, and increased traffic. The 
proposed project would provide primary pedestrian access on 55th Street and all 
sidewalks constructed as part of the project would comply with applicable standards. 
The Project includes a courtyard design that, along with the related redesign of the 
Chapultepec entry and courtyard, will encourage residents of the 
existing Chapultepec Hall to use the new eastern entry on 55th Street. 
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I112-6 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. However, please note that 
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. 

I112-7 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I112-8 The comment restates information contained in the 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. 

I112-9 The comment is referring to a California gnatcatcher survey was completed by Dudek 
for 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. One individual gnatcatcher was detected at that site on March 10, 2017 
during the second survey pass, but was not detected during the first or third passes. 
This individual gnatcatcher did not appear to be paired with another bird. In 
summary, the individual gnatcatcher was not detected more than once during the 
survey period, was determined not likely to utilize this area as breeding or nesting 
habitat by the federally permitted biologist, and the gnatcatcher surveys conducted for 
the proposed project were all negative in both 2014 and 2017. Therefore, the canyon 
behind the Project site or other nearby canyons are unlikely to provide necessary 
habitat for coastal California gnatcatcher.  

I112-10 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 I113 

Eleanor W. Lynch and Patrick J. Harrison 
June 3, 2017 

I113-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I113-2 The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In 
response to the statement, 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. Further, the Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period 
beginning April 21, 2017 and ending June 5, 2017. Because the Draft EIR does not 
contain significant new information, a new EIR or recirculation of the Draft EIR is 
not warranted. 

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 proposed Project. As such, the Draft EIR identifies 
the impacts that would result with implementation of a Phase I and Phase II 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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I113-3 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 the comment regarding Campus Master Plans, 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 comment regarding the scope of the environmental analysis, 
where applicable, the Draft EIR separately analyzed the potential environmental 
impacts resulting from each Phase of the proposed project. As such, the Draft EIR 
identifies the impacts that would result with implementation of a Phase I and Phase II 
project, with corresponding mitigation identified as necessary. However, following 
distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the public comment period, the Project 
was modified in response to public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. 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. Please see Final 
EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications. The 
remainder of 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. 

I113-4 The comment states that the current SDSU Campus Master Plan does not provide 
adequate information of the university’s intent to construct the Project in the proposed 
location, thereby creating piecemeal development. However, project approvals 
associated with the proposed New Student Housing project include approval of a new 
Campus Master Plan that includes the proposed student housing, which is illustrated 
in EIR Figure 2-14, Proposed Campus Master Plan. SDSU’s intention to propose the 
New Student Housing project and prepare an EIR was noticed in the Notice of 
Preparation issued in December 2016; CEQA does not require further advance notice. 
As to the comment regarding piecemeal development, the comment expresses the 
opinion of the commentator and does any raise an issue specific to the 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. 

I113-5 The commentator states that in Figure 4.1-12, Key Observation Point 2, Remington 
Road, existing Chapultepec Hall and proposed Phase II development are shown on 
the wrong side of Remington Road. Both the existing conditions photograph and the 
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visual simulation image depict Chapultepec Hall in its existing location. An existing 
photograph of the building taken from Key Observation Viewpoint 2 serves as the 
background image for the figure and the location of Chapultepec Hall has not been 
altered/moved in Figure 4.1-12. Similarly, the visual simulation included in Figure 
4.1-12 includes the existing Key Observation Point 2 photograph as the background 
image and incorporates a true-scale 3-D model for the Phase II development that is 
rendered onto the existing photograph in its proposed location. In the visualization 
software, 3D cameras are positioned at Key Observation Points using GPS and are 
camera matched to existing topography. As a result, 3D models are rendered in true 
scale, real world coordinates. The key map included on the figure depicts the location 
of Chapultepec Hall, proposed Phase II development, and Remington Road. 
However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the public comment 
period, the Project was modified in response to public comments to eliminate Phases 
II and III. As a result, 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. 

I113-6 The commentator expresses their opinion regarding the aesthetic impacts of proposed 
Phase II and Phase III development as viewed from Hewlett Drive and depicted on 
Figure 4.1-13. As stated in Chapter 4.1, at Key Observation Point 3 (Hewlett Drive), 
the tall, rectangular wings of Phase III residence towers and the form of the 14-story 
Phase II residential tower would create a high level of contrast in scale when viewed 
against existing residential development in the foreground of Figure 4.1-13. Phase II 
and Phase III development appear to reach into the obscured canyon that would 
buffer the proximate existing residential development. The buildings would be 
substantially taller than existing structures in the residential neighborhood and would 
dominate the view. As a result, impacts associated with Phase II and Phase III 
development were determined to be potentially significant. The commentator’s 
opinions are generally consistent with the determination made in Chapter 4.1, 
Aesthetics, of the EIR. In Section 4.1.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation, the 
EIR determines that impacts to existing visual character and quality associated with 
Phase II and Phase III would be significant and unavoidable. However, 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. Please see Final EIR, 
Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications.  

I113-7 Please refer to response to comment O6 -119. 
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I113-8 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 well-
maintained 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 attached to this response. 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. 
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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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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. Complaints regarding on-site noise 
from stationary mechanical equipment should be directed to the University Police 
Dispatcher (Phone number: 619-594-1991), who will coordinate with the University 
Police. The University Police will respond and evaluate. They use the common 
criteria of "unreasonableness" to determine if any action is needed. 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. 

I113-9 The comment questions the EIR’s use of the Chapman University trip generation rate. 
While the neighborhood surrounding SDSU differs from that surrounding Chapman 
University, SDSU, like Chapman University, is located within easy walking distance 
of retail and dining opportunities. The fact that Chapman has a smaller student 
enrollment than SDSU and that the Project, in combination with the students residing 
in Chapultepec Hall, would include an amount of students equivalent to 41% of 
Chapman’s enrollment is not relevant to the establishment of a student trip generation 
rate. For additional information responsive to this comment, please see the response 
to comment O-6-25. 

I113-10 The comment questions the vehicle distribution route utilized in the EIR traffic 
impact analysis. However, the geographic distribution of vehicle trips generated by 
the 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. Specific to the College Gardens 
neighborhood referenced in the comment, based on the results of the SANDAG 
traffic model, the traffic engineer determined that two percent of Project traffic would 
access the Project site from the west, through the College Gardens area; thus, traffic 
through the College Gardens area was considered as part of the analysis. The Project 
traffic distribution, as derived through application of the SANDAG traffic model, is 
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illustrated on 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, and revised Figure 8-1.) For additional 
information responsive to this comment, please also see the responses to comments 
O-6-29 through O-6-32. Lastly, the traffic counts utilized for the traffic impact 
analysis were conducted when school was in session, and the traffic analysis properly 
addresses the Project’s potential impacts during the peak hour periods (7:00-9:00 AM 
and 4:00-6:00 PM), which is when traffic volumes are highest, consistent with 
standard traffic engineering practice and City of San Diego and California State 
University thresholds. 

I113-11 The comment asserts that no “on-site” traffic studies appear to have been conducted 
for the EIR. The comment is incorrect as the EIR analysis assessed existing 
conditions within the study area, including Remington Road (EIR section 4.14.3), 
analyzed the Project’s potential impacts on the study area roads, including Remington 
Road, under several scenarios (EIR section 4.14.6), assessed impacts relative to 
transit (EIR section 4.14.6.3) and parking, including College View Estates Spillover 
Parking (EIR section 4.14.6.4), and analyzed access and other issues specific to 
Remington Road (EIR section 4.14.6.5). Please also see the response to comment I-
113-10 for additional information responsive to this comment. To the extent the 
comment expresses the opinions of the commentator, 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. 

I113-12 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. 

I113-13 Thank you for this comment regarding Stations 10 and 31 locations and equipment 
and the incorrect information provided in the EIR Section 4.13 Public Services and 
Utilities. These revisions will be incorporated into the Final EIR. No further response 
is required.  
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I113-14 Table 4.13-9 in the EIR correctly applies the per capita call volume of 0.01 to the 
anticipated new student housing population of 2,566 students. The projected 
additional call volume is 26 calls per year, or one potential call every 14 days. 
Applying existing per capita call volumes are an accurate approach to projected call 
volumes for new development. This approach is commonly used in the fire industry 
to analyze the demand a project will have on a nearby fire station’s and/or fire 
department’s resources (personal communication with Michael Huff, San Diego 
County Fire Protection Planner, June 12, 2017). 

I113-15 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. 

I113-16 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.  
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Response to Comment Letter I114 

Greg Reser 
June 3, 2017 

I114-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I114-2 The comment states that SDSU “glosses over” or overlooks completely lane blockage 
on Remington Road. However, EIR Section 4.14, Transportation/Circulation and 
Parking, addresses these Remington Road conditions in subsection 4.14.6.5, Access 
and Other Issues. The subsection addresses both traffic flow/congestion and parking 
violations, and notes that under existing conditions, drivers illegally stop their 
vehicles along Remington to either drop-off or pick-up students or deliveries despite 
the No Parking red curb. To alleviate this existing condition, the proposed project 
would provide dedicated off-street space for up to six vehicles in front of the new 
building on Remington Road, thereby removing the cars from the flow of traffic. 
Additionally, a dedicated move-in/move-out space would be provided on the north 
side of the new building, far removed from Remington Road, further alleviating 
congestion on that road. Please see Final EIR Project Description, Figure 2-11, for the 
location of these improvements. Additionally, under the proposed 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.  

I114-3 The comment states, incorrectly, that SDSU did not conduct a study to confirm that 
the Project would add less than 50 peak hour trips to the roads located in the College 
View Estates. The geographic distribution of vehicle trips generated by the 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 Road, 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 EIR Figure 4.14-3, Project 
Traffic Distribution. (See also Draft EIR p. 4.14-7, and Appendix K, Sections 3.0 and 
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8.2, and revised Figure 8-1.) For additional information responsive to this comment, 
please also see the responses to comments O-6-29 through O-6-32. 

I114-4 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. 

I114-5 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 I115 

Jeff Katz 
June 3, 2017 

I115-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I115-2 The comment that the EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible alternatives” 
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. 

I115-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I115-4 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 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.  

I115-5 The comment that SDSU must conduct “an unbiased environmental analysis” 
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the EIR. The 
comment is also 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.. 

I115-6 See response I115-5. 
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I115-7 Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for information responsive to this comment.  

I115-8 Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for information responsive to this comment. 

I115-9 Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400 beds on Lot U (Phase I) is 
provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.  

I115-10 Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to 
this comment. 

I115-11 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, since 
release of the 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.  

I115-12 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 
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 Chapters 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 
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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. 

I115-13 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 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 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. 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I115-14 The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would 
occur with implementation of Phase III. As previously noted, the proposed project has 
been modified and no longer includes Phases II or III. As a result, because the 
proposed project no longer includes Phase III, there will be no significant and 
unavoidable traffic impacts. 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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I115-15 The comment addresses mitigation of traffic impacts relating to existing conditions 
on Remington Road. However, the EIR determined that the proposed project would 
not result in significant impacts on Remington and, therefore, no mitigation is 
required. Nonetheless, the proposed project includes substantial project features that 
would improve the existing conditions. The Project includes off-street pull-off areas 
on Remington in front of the new building 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. (Please see 
Final EIR, Project Description, Figure 2-11, for depiction of the pick-up/drop-off and 
move-in/move-out areas. See also EIR Section 4.14, subsection 4.14.6.5, Access and 
Other Issues.) 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.  

I115-16 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. 

I115-17 With respect to construction noise, this issue is addressed by phase in Section 4.11.6, 
Impacts Analysis (page 4.11-11 of the EIR). 

 With respect to air quality impacts, grading estimates were included in the air 
quality/greenhouse gas/energy modeling for the project. (SDSU, please confirm that 
mass grading, including removal and replacement of up to 40 feet of existing fill, was 
included in the data provided to Dudek’s air quality specialists.) 

 With respect to using the 30-year old Woodward-Clyde report as a basis for project 
requirements, MM-GEO-1 (page 4.6-20 of the EIR), completion of a final 
geotechnical investigation specific to the preliminary design of the proposed 
development, would ensure that geotechnical engineering for the project would be 
completed in accordance with current industry standards.  



Responses to Comments - Individuals 

September 2017 I-1148 New Student Housing EIR 

 With respect to potential deferred mitigation, under CEQA (Section 15126.4(b), 
Consideration and Discussion of Mitigation Measures Proposed to Minimize 

Significant Effects) it is legally defensible to provide mitigation measures that 
mandate completion of standard, final geotechnical reports if it can be reasonably 
assumed that the conclusions and recommendations of that standard report will be 
consistent with the preliminary geotechnical report and no new geologic impacts 
would occur. In this case, such an assumption is reasonable, from the perspective of a 
Dudek California Certified Engineering Geologist. Completion of a standard, final 
geotechnical investigation would constitute performance standards that would 
mitigate the significant effect of the project. For that reason, no further response to 
this comment is provided. 

I115-18 The bulk, scale, and architectural character of the Project is analyzed in Section 4.1, 
Aesthetics, of the EIR. In subsection 4.1.8, Level of Significance After Mitigation, 
the EIR determines that impacts to existing visual character and quality associated 
with Phase II and Phase III would be significant and unavoidable due in part to 
anticipated high levels of contrast in scale when viewed against existing residential 
development (see Figures 4.1-13). Section 4.1 also states that from Hewlett Drive, the 
Phase II and Phase III buildings would be substantially taller than existing structures 
in the area and would dominate the view. However, following distribution of the 
Draft EIR and the close of the public comment period, the Project was modified in 
response to public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. 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. Please see Final EIR, 
Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications. 

  Shading and shadow impacts of the Project are also addressed in Section 4.1 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.  
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Response to Comment Letter I116 

Roger Newell 
June 3, 2017 

I116-1 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. 

I116-2 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. 

I116-3 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 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. 
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Response to Comment Letter I117 

Mark Nelson 
June 3, 2017 

I117-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow and asserts that the 
proposed project is “antithetical to the mission of the Nature Conservancy.” The 
comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and does not raise an issue 
specific to the EIR or its analysis. No further response can be provided or is required. 

I117-2 The comment makes several claims regarding the EIR as related to Aztec Canyon. To 
the extent the comment is addressing the impacts that would have resulted with 
implementation of project Phases II and III, the proposed project was modified 
following public comment and no longer includes Phases II and III. Please see Final 
EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding the project modification. Please 
also see the Biological Resources Thematic Response, which explains that all 
remaining significant impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. Beyond 
that, 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. 

I117-3 The comment asserts that the EIR does not comply with CEQA. 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. 
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Response to Comment Letter I118 

Online Petition Comments Against SDSUs Canyon Destruction 
Mark Nelson 

I118-1 As noted above, the submitted comments are from an online petition disapproving of 
the proposed project’s impacts relative to the nearby canyon, though the comments 
are not specific to the Draft EIR or its analysis. As such, the comments address 
general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the EIR, although they do 
not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis. For that reason, no more specific 
responses can be provided or are required. The comments will all be included as part 
of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on 
the Project. It is noted, however, that following the close of the Draft EIR public 
comment period, the proposed project was modified and no longer includes Phases II 
and III. As a result, the proposed project would not result in any direct impacts to the 
canyon, and any remaining potential impacts would be indirect and fully mitigated.  

I118-2 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. 

I118-3 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. 

I118-4 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. 

I118-5 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. 

I118-6 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. 
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I118-7 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. 

I118-8 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. 

I118-9 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. 

I118-10 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. 

I118-11 The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in 
the EIR. The Project’s impacts relative traffic and 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. 

I118-12 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. 

I118-13 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. 
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I118-14 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-15 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. 

I118-16 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-17 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-18 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-19 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-20 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-21 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-22 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-23 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 



Responses to Comments - Individuals 

September 2017 I-1170 New Student Housing EIR 

I118-24 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-25 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-26 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-27 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-28 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-29 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-30 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-31 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-32 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-33 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-34 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. 
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I118-35 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-36 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-37 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-38 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-39 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. 

I118-40 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-41 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-42 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-43 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-44 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 
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I118-45 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-46 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. 

I118-47 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-48 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-49 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-50 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-51 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-52 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-53 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-54 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-55 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 
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I118-56 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-57 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-58 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-59 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-60 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-61 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. 

I118-62 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-63 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-64 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-65 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 
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I118-66 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-67 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-68 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-69 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-70 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. 

I118-71 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 
EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided. 

I118-72 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 
EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided. 

I118-73 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 
EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided. 

I118-74 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 
EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided. 

I118-75 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 
EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided. 

I118-76 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 
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I118-77 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-78 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-79 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-80 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-81 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-82 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-83 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-84 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-85 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-86 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. 

I118-87 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 
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I118-88 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.  

I118-89 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-90 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. 

I118-91 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-92 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-93 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-94 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-95 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-96 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. 

I118-97 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-98 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. 
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I118-99 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-100 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-101 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-102 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-103 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-104 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-105 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-106 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-107 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. 

I118-108 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. 

I118-109 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 
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I118-110 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, as previously noted, 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.  

I118-111 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-112 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-113 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-114 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-115 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-116 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-117 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. 

I118-118 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 
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I118-119 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. 

I118-120 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. 

I118-121 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-122 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-123 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-124 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. 

I118-125 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-126 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-127 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-128 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. 
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I118-129 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. 

I118-130 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-131 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-132 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-133 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-134 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-135 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. 

I118-136 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-137 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-138 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 
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I118-139 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-140 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. 

I118-141 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. 

I118-142 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-143 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. 

I118-144 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. 

I118-145 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-146 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 

I118-147 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. 

I118-148 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 
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Response to Comment Letter I119 

Mark Nelson 
June 3, 2017 

I119-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow and asserts that the 
proposed project is “antithetical to the mission of the Nature Conservancy.” The 
comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and does not raise an issue 
specific to the EIR or its analysis. No further response can be provided or is required. 

I119-2 The comment makes several claims regarding the Draft EIR as related to Aztec 
Canyon. To the extent the comment is addressing the impacts that would have 
resulted with implementation of project Phases II and III, the proposed project was 
modified following public comment and no longer includes Phases II and III. Please 
see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding the project modification. 
Please also see the Biological Resources Thematic Response, which explains that all 
remaining significant impacts would be mitigated to less than significant. Beyond 
that, 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. 

I119-3 The comment asserts that the EIR does not comply with CEQA. 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. 
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Response to Comment Letter I120 

Mark Nelson 
June 3, 2017 

I120-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow and asserts that the 
proposed project is “antithetical to the mission of EDF.” The comment expresses the 
opinions of the commentator and does not raise an issue specific to the EIR or its 
analysis. No further response can be provided or is required. 

I120-2 The comment makes several claims regarding the Draft EIR as related to Aztec 
Canyon. To the extent the comment is addressing the impacts that would have resulted 
with implementation of project Phases II and III, the proposed project was modified 
following public comment and no longer includes Phases II and III. Please see Final 
EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding the project modification. Please also 
see the Biological Resources Thematic Response, which explains that all remaining 
significant impacts would be mitigated to less than significant, and the Alternatives 
Thematic Response, which addresses the proposed project’s goals and objectives as 
complying with CEQA. Beyond that, 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.  

I120-3 The comment asserts that the EIR does not comply with CEQA. 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.  
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Response to Comment Letter I121 

Mark Nelson  
June 3, 2017 

I121-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I121-2 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I121-3 The comment asserts that the EIR does not include adequate biological surveys. The 
assertion is incorrect. Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response, and 
also refer to response to comment O3-14 for information responsive to this comment. 

I121-4 The comment asserts that the EIR failed to consider appropriate alternative sites. The 
comment is incorrect. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for information 
responsive to the comment. Relatedly, 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. 

I121-5 The comment asserts the EIR failed to consider higher density use of Lot U/9. In 
response, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for information responsive 
to the comment.  

I121-6 The comment regards the Multi-Species Conservation Plan and California State 
University. Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response and also refer to 
responses to comment O6-114 and O6-115 for information responsive to the comment. 

I121-7 The comment claims the EIR does not comply with CEQA and, in doing so, 
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 Proposed Project. 
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Response to Comment Letter I122 

Samuel Hoover 
May 9, 2017 

I122-1 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 
EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided. 

I122-2 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 
EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided. 
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*Response to Comment Letter I123 

Henry A. Bertram 
June 4, 2017 

I123-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I123-2 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.  

I123-3 See response I123-2. 

I123-4 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. 

I123-5 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. 

I123-6 See response I123-5. 

I123-7 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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I123-8 Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to 
this comment. 

I123-9 Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to 
this comment. 

I123-10 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 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.  

I123-11 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 Chapters 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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I123-12 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 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 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. 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I123-13 The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would 
occur with implementation of Phase III. As previously noted, the proposed project has 
been modified to eliminate Phases II and III. As a result, because the proposed project 
no longer includes Phase III, there will be no significant and unavoidable traffic 
impacts. 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 I124 

Mark Nelson 
June 5, 2017 

I124-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I124-2 The comment raises concerns regarding Valley Fever. Preliminarily, as the comment 
relates to development adjacent to the canyon, in response to public comments, the 
proposed project has been modified and no longer includes Phases II and III, which 
are the two phases that would be developed nearest to the canyon. Please see Final 
EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications. As a 
result, to the extent the comment is directed towards Phases II and III, the comment is 
no longer applicable. Nonetheless, as the proposed project would include 
development in the general proximity of the canyon, the following information is 
provided relative to Valley Fever.  

 Coccidioidomycosis, more commonly known as “Valley Fever,” is an infection 
caused by inhalation of the spores of the Coccidioides immitis fungus that commonly 
grows in the soils of the southwestern United States. When fungal spores are present, 
any activity that disturbs the soil, such as digging, grading or other earth moving 
operations, can cause the spores to become airborne and thereby increase the risk of 
exposure. The ecologic factors that appear to be most conducive to survival and 
replication of the spores are high summer temperatures, mild winters, sparse rainfall, 
and alkaline sandy soils. 

The County of San Diego Health and Human Services Agency (HHSA) compiles 
Valley Fever rates per zip code. Based on HHSA information, the proposed Project 
site is within an area with the lowest background risk of Valley Fever in the County 
(County of San Diego 2008). In addition, according to the California Department of 
Public Health (CDPH), an average of 115 confirmed cases of Valley Fever were 
reported in San Diego County each year between 2011 and 2015 (CDPH 2016). The 
CDPH data shows the number of confirmed Valley Fever cases is declining. 
Accordingly, there is no evidence to suggest Valley Fever is a significant concern 
within the vicinity of the Project site.  

While the risk of releasing Valley Fever spores during the Project’s construction 
phase is reasonably anticipated to be low, based on the location of the Project site, it 
also should be noted that SDSU would comply with SDAPCD Rule 55 (which 
establishes fugitive dust abatement measures, including watering disturbed areas on 
the Project site three or more times per day during the construction phase, to 
minimize adverse air quality impacts). This watering requirement is consistent with 
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CDPH recommendations for the implementation of dust control measures, including 
regular application of water during soil disturbance activities, to reduce exposure to 
Valley Fever – the watering minimizes the potential that the fungal spores become 
airborne (California Department of Public Health 2013). Further, regulations 
designed to minimize exposure to Valley Fever hazards are included in Title 8 of the 
California Code of Regulations and would be complied with during the Project’s 
construction phase (see http://www.dir.ca.gov/dosh/valley-fever-home.html).  

In closing, the Project would not result in a significant impact attributable to Valley Fever 
exposure based on its geographic location and compliance with applicable regulatory 
standards that serve to minimize the release of and exposure to fungal spores.  

I124-3 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 
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. The 
Project would be required to prepare and implement a construction fire prevention 
plan to minimize the likelihood of construction related activities resulting in fire. 
Ongoing fire safety would be monitored by facilities personnel and inspected 
annually by SDFD. 

I124-4 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. 

I124-5 The comment claims the Draft EIR failed to address the “reasonable expectations of 
privacy in adjoining homes.” However, reasonable expectations of privacy in 
adjoining homes is not specifically protected by CEQA and specific thresholds of 
significance related to expectations of privacy have not been established in Appendix 
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G of the CEQA Guidelines or the City of San Diego’s CEQA Significance 
Determination Thresholds. As such, expectations of privacy are not specifically 
considered or addressed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the EIR. With respect to 
aesthetics-related significant and unavoidable impacts, as previously noted, the 
proposed project has been modified and no longer includes either Phase II or Phase 
III. As a result, the proposed project would no longer result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts.  

I124-6 The commentator expresses their opinion regarding the glare impacts of the Project. 
Project impacts concerning substantial new sources of glare and daytime views are 
addressed in EIR Section 4.1, Aesthetics, and in the Lighting Technical Report 
prepared for the Project. Based on the results of the lighting analysis, Project lighting 
would create low contrast ratios that would be below established significance 
thresholds as experienced at identified receptor locations. Further, and as detailed in 
Section 4.1, the Project would be required to demonstrate compliance with SDSU’s 
Physical Master Plan to ensure structures would not contain large expanses of 
reflective glass or reflective metal surfaces that would cause undue glare to passing 
mobile viewers and/or present a visual hazard to adjacent land uses during 
construction or permanently. Based on the analysis presented in Section 4.1, the EIR 
determined that Project impacts related to glare would be less than significant and 
would not require mitigation. 

I124-7 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 provides that the 
light from 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 EIR determined that Project impacts related to lighting would 
be less than significant and would not require mitigation. 

I124-8 The comment raises concern regarding potential impacts resulting from 
construction activities. Preliminarily, there will be no pile-driving as part of 
project construction activities, and, as to excavation depth, soil removal would go 
to a depth of 12 feet from existing grade in isolated pocket locations. Moreover, 
while pile driving and deep excavations can adversely impact immediately 
adjoining properties, the distance from the Project site to nearby residences in this 
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case would preclude any such impacts. As previously noted, the proposed project 
has been modified and no longer includes Phases II or III. As a result, the distance 
from the nearest off-site single-family residence (55th Street to the northeast) to 
the site of the proposed project construction (Lot U) is approximately 100 feet. 
Such a distance would result in adverse impacts to existing off-site residential 
structures from construction noise. However, mitigation would be implemented to 
decrease construction noise impacts to nearby off-site single-family residences 
(see MM-NOI-1 in Section 4.11, Noise). In addition, vibration associated with 
construction activity has been addressed in Section 4.11, Noise.  

I124-9 The comment regards potential earthquake-related impacts. With respect to potential 
collapse of the Phase III towers onto nearby residences, as previously noted, the 
proposed project has been modified and no longer includes Phases II or III.  

 With regard to the La Nacion Fault, please see page 4.6-4 of the EIR for the most up 
to date information on this fault. The EIR has adequately addressed and analyzed 
potential impacts related to the La Nacion Fault and no further analysis is necessary. 
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. 

I124-10 With regard to the La Nacion Fault, please see page 4.6-4 of the EIR for the most up 
to date information on this fault, most of which is consistent with the links provided 
in the comment. However, with respect to the maximum magnitude of the La Nacion 
Fault, it appears that an old version of the City of San Diego General Plan, Seismic 
Safety Element (SSE) is available online, as evidenced by the link provided in the 
comment. The updated City SSE was completed in June 2015, as an updated section 
to the 2008 General Plan (https://www.sandiego.gov/planning/ genplan#genplan). 
Note that on page 243 of the older (undated) version of the SSE, the sources of 
seismic information were based on reports from 1974 and 1977. The maximum 
credible earthquake on the La Nacion Fault of magnitude 6.7, as described in the 
older SSE, is a Richter magnitude, which is typically not used by today’s 
seismologists, geologists, and geotechnical engineers. Rather, earthquakes are 
described in terms of moment magnitudes, denoted with an “M” or “Mw”. Please see 
https://www.iris.edu/hq/inclass/ animation/magnitudes_moment_magnitude_explained. 
As explained in this link, Richter scale is mostly effective for regional earthquakes no 
greater than M5. Moment magnitude is more effective for large earthquakes and uses 
more variables to calculate the energy released during an earthquake.  

 The source of the analysis in the EIR (on page 4.6-4) indicating a maximum 
credible earthquake of 6.2 to 6.6 is based on San Diego County Offices of 
Emergency Services (OES 2017), which should have been described as “M6.2 to 
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M6.6 (moment magnitude)”. Therefore, the Final EIR will include revised text 
including a brief explanation regarding moment magnitude vs. Richter, as this can 
be a source of confusion.  

 With respect to the Rose Canyon Fault Zone, please see page 4.6-3 of the EIR for the 
most up to date information on this fault, most of which is consistent with the links 
provided in the comment. However, page 4.6-3 of the EIR indicates that the largest 
credible earthquake predicted for this fault is a “magnitude 7.2”. Similar to the La 
Nacion Fault, the text will be edited to “M7.2 (moment magnitude)”. 

I124-11 The comment states that the proposed Project will lead to substantial increases in 
traffic in the area, leading to increased GHG and criteria pollutants. EIR Section 4.2, 
Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, provide an extensive 
analysis of the Project’s impacts relative to GHG and pollutant 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 before a final decision 
on the Project. 

 Similarly, the comment refers to decreased ability for emergency vehicle access 
(addressed in EIR subsection 4.14.6.11), and increased illegal and night time parking 
(addressed in EIR subsection 4.14.6.4, College View Estates Spillover Parking). 
However, the comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, 
therefore, no more specific response can be provided or is required. As to the 
comment regarding decreased local property values, the California Environmental 
Quality Act requires such analysis only in those instances in which the decrease in 
value (i.e., economic impact) would lead to physical effects, such as blight. There is 
no evidence in this case that the proposed project would result in neighborhood 
blight. The comment, like all comments, will be included as part of the record and 
made available to the decision makers before a final decision on the Project. 

I124-12 The comment states that consideration of a gating system for resident traffic only for 
both entrances to College View Estates should be considered. Preliminarily, the 
geographic distribution of vehicle trips generated by the proposed New Student 
Housing project, which was determined using the SANDAG travel demand model, 
showed that approximately 98% of Project generated traffic would drive east on 
Remington Road or Canyon Crest Drive, while only approximately 2% would drive 
west on Remington, into the College View Estates neighborhood. As noted in the 
response to comment I-124-11, increased illegal and night time parking was 
addressed in EIR 4.14.6.4, College View Estates Spillover Parking. The analysis 
notes that as part of the Project, a permanent sign on Remington Road at the SDSU 
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campus boundary with the College View Estates neighborhood will be installed to 
curtail campus spillover parking in the neighborhood. In addition, parking posts will 
continue at that location to discourage parking in the residential neighborhood during 
events at Viejas Arena and during baseball games. As to the comment regarding 
property values, please see the response to comment I-124-11. 

I124-13 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. 

I124-14 The comment suggests that construction to the west of Chapultepec Hall be avoided 
entirely. In response to comments received on the Draft EIR, and President 
Hirshman’s corresponding directive, SDSU has eliminated development of Phases II 
and III from the proposed project. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional 
information regarding the project modifications.. 

I124-15 The comment states that student parking impacts in the current Permit B area must be 
studied to determine the potential impacts. EIR subsection 4.14.6.4, Parking Assessment, 
includes an analysis of the Project’s impacts relative to parking, generally, and College 
View Estates Spillover Parking, specifically, and addresses the fact that the College View 
Estates neighborhood lies within the City of San Diego’s Area B. To reduce student 
parking in the residential neighborhood, Area B limits parking in the portion of College 
View Estates nearest SDSU. 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 
before a final decision on the Project. 

I124-16 The comment is critical of the Proposed 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 in this regard.  

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 and Fall 2013, students who lived on-campus for two years 
(freshmen and sophomore years) were between 10% and 20% more likely to 
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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. 

I124-17 The comment refers to “mold problems” on the existing Chapultepec site and related 
development on the adjacent greenfield and canyon sites. As previously noted, the 
proposed project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III and, therefore, no 
longer includes development on greenfield or canyon sites; Phase I would be 
developed on existing parking lot U. Moreover, the proposed project would be 
constructed consistent with applicable standards of practice and all appropriate 
safeguards to prevent mold. As such, the comment is no longer applicable. 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. 

I124-18 The comment regards historic sewer capacity issues in the Hewlett neighborhood to 
the west of the project site. The projected wastewater generation of the proposed 
project was calculated and analyzed in EIR Section 4.13 Public Services and Utilities, 
subsection 4.13.6. The analysis concluded that the proposed project wastewater 
generation would not exceed the capacity of the existing sewer main located in 
Remington Road.  

I124-19 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 information 
responsive to this comment. 

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 
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between Fall 2008 and 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. 

I124-20 The comment regards the proposed project’s goals and objectives and the Sophomore 
Success Program. Please see the response to comment I124-19 for information 
responsive to this comment.  

I124-21 The comment regards potential impacts related to crime, danger from accidents, and 
emergency response. To the extent required by CEQA, these topics are addressed in 
the EIR. See, e.g., EIR Section 4.13, Public Services and Utilities. Beyond this, 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. 

I124-22 The comment regards potential impacts related to sexual assault. To the extent 
required by CEQA, law enforcement related issues are addressed in EIR Section 
4.13, Public Services and Utilities. Beyond this, 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. 

I124-23 The comment is a continuation of comment I124-22. Please see the response to 
comment I124-22 for information responsive to this comment.  

I124-24 The comment regards potential impacts related to emergency evacuation. 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 
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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. Note also that the Fire Code requires 
primary and secondary access (2016 California Fire Code, Appendix D 107.1) and the 
Project is compliant. 

I124-25 The comment regards potential impacts related to secondhand smoke and wildfires. 
CEQA does not require analysis of potential impacts related to secondhand smoke. 
With respect to potential wildfire hazards, 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. 

I124-26 The comment regards potential impacts from objects falling out of dormitory 
windows. Impacts related to potential hazards are addressed as required in EIR 
Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Beyond this, 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 Proposed 
Project. No further response is required. 



Responses to Comments - Individuals 

September 2017 I-1224 New Student Housing EIR 

I124-27 The comment regards the project’s potential impacts to public services. The comment 
addresses general subject areas that received extensive analysis in the EIR, including 
Section 4.13, Public Services and Utilities. As the comment does not raise an issue 
specific to that analysis, no further response is required or can be provided.  

I124-28 The comment regards potential impacts related to microwaves, wi-fi radiation, etc. To 
the extent required by CEQA, potential impacts related to hazards are addressed in 
EIR Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Beyond this, 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. 

I124-29 The comment regards potential impacts related to obesity, weight gain, and unhealthy 
eating. CEQA does not require analysis of these impact categories. The comment 
raises economic, social, or political issues that do not 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. 
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Response to Comment Letter I125 

Georg E. Matt 
June 5, 2017 

I125-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I125-2 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I125-3 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. 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 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. 

I125-4 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. With respect to the comment regarding 
environmentally preferable siting choices and the Project’s goals and objectives, the 
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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.  

I125-5 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. 

I125-6 Please see response to comment I125-5.  

I125-7 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. 

I125-8 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. 

I125-9 The California State University Board of Trustees’ prior approval of the 2007 
Campus Master Plan was set aside following litigation and, therefore, the 2007 
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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. 

I125-10 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 Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, 
Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications. With respect 
to information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400 beds on Lot U (Phase I), 
responsive information is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response. 

I125-11 Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to 
this comment. 

I125-12  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 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. 

I125-13 Please see responses to comments I125-10 and I125-11. 

I125-14 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. 

I125-15 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 
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Section 4.5, 4.7, and Appendices 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. 

I125-16 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 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 
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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. 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I125-17 Please see response to comment I125-8. 

I125-18 The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would 
occur with implementation of Phase III. However, as previously noted, the proposed 
project has been modified and no longer includes Phases II and III. As a result, 
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because the proposed project no longer includes Phase III, there will be no significant 
and unavoidable traffic impacts. 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. 

I125-19 Please see response to comment I125-18, 

I125-20 The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In 
response to the statement, 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. 
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Response to Comment Letter I126 

Nancy O’Sullivan 
June 5, 2017 

I126-1 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. 

I126-2 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. 

I126-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 
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I126-4 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.  

I126-5 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. 

I126-6 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. 

I126-7 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.  

I126-8 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 Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, 
Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications. With respect 
to information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400 beds on Lot U (Phase I), 
responsive information is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.  
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I126-9 Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to 
this comment. 

I126-10 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 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.  

I126-11 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 Chapters 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. 

I126-12 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 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 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. 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I126-13 The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would 
occur with implementation of Phase III. However, as previously noted, the proposed 
project has been modified and no longer includes Phases II and III. As a result, 
because the proposed project no longer includes Phase III, there will be no significant 
and unavoidable traffic impacts. 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. 

I126-14 The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In 
response to the statement, 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. 
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Response to Comment Letter I127 

Mark Nelson 
June 5, 2017 

I127-1 The comment regards the Sophomore Success Program and claims the proposed 
project is “environmental damaging” and would “irreversibly destroy an 
undeveloped canyon.” Preliminarily, the comment regards the proposed project as 
described in the Draft EIR, which would provide housing for approximately 2,600 
students and be built in three phases. However, following the close of the public 
comment period, and in response to agency and public comments, the project was 
modified to eliminate Phases II and III, and now consists of only the Phase I 
development. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding 
the project modifications. As a result, the proposed project would not result in 
direct impacts to the canyon, and all indirect impacts could be mitigated to less 
than significant. Beyond that, 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 Proposed Project.   

I127-2 The comment asserts SDSU has no valid reason for the current approval schedule and 
asserts that SDSU has had preliminary designs for the project since 2010. The 
comment is incorrect. 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.  

I127-3 The comment reiterates the previous comment regarding the current approval 
schedule, and claims that he process must be delayed to allow for proper 
consideration of alternative sites. However, the EIR examined a full range of 
alternative sites and no delay is necessary. Please see the Alternatives Thematic 
Response for discussion of the alternatives considered.  
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Response to Comment Letter I128 

Joe Dunne 
June 5, 2017 

I128-1 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. 

I128-2 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. 

I128-3 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. 

I128-4 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.  

I128-5 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.  
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I128-6 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. However, 
information regarding aesthetics impacts are contained in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, 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. 

I128-7 The commentator raises concerns that development of the Project would result in 
“negligible aesthetic impacts.” The EIR does not determine that development of the 
Project would result in negligible aesthetic impacts. The aesthetic impacts of the 
Project are addressed in Section 4.1, of the EIR. In subsection 4.1.8, Level of 
Significance After Mitigation, the EIR determines that impacts to existing visual 
character and quality associated with Phase II and Phase III would be significant and 
unavoidable. However, 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. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding the 
project modifications.  

I128-8 The comment states that the traffic studies showed “no effect” in the College Gardens 
area. In fact, the analysis determined that a relatively small percentage of Project 
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 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 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, and Final EIR Figure 8-
1.) For additional information responsive to this comment, please also see the 
responses to comments O-6-29 through O-6-32. 

I128-9 The comment asks why the College Gardens route was not taken into account. Please 
see the response to comment I-128-8 for information responsive to this comment. 
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I128-10 The comment asks how Alvarado Estates, through the College View Estates and 
College Gardens communities, will be affected. Please see the response to comment 
I-128-8 for information responsive to this comment. 

I128-11 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. 

I128-12 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. 

I128-13 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. 

I128-14 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. 
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Response to Comment Letter I129 

Susan Richardson 
June 5, 2017 

I129-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I129-2 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.  

I129-3 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. 

I129-4 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. 

I129-5 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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I129-6 Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400 beds on Lot U (Phase I) is 
provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response.  

I129-7 Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to 
this comment. 

I129-8 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 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.  

I129-9 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 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 Chapters 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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I129-10 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 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 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. 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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. 

I129-11 The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would 
occur with implementation of Phase III. However, as previously noted, the proposed 
project has been modified and no longer includes Phases II and III. As a result, 
because the proposed project no longer includes Phase III, there will be no significant 
and unavoidable traffic impacts. 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. 

I129-12 The bulk, scale, and architectural character of the Project is analyzed in Section 4.1, 
Aesthetics, of the EIR. In subsection 4.1.8, Level of Significance After Mitigation, 
the EIR determines that impacts to existing visual character and quality associated 
with Phase II and Phase III would be significant and unavoidable due in part to 
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anticipated high levels of contrast in scale when viewed against existing residential 
development (see Figures 4.1-13). Following distribution of the Draft EIR and the 
close of the public comment period, the 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 Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the comments, while 
noted, are no longer applicable. Shading and shadow impacts of the Project are also 
addressed in Section 4.1 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. 

I129-13 The comment is a conclusion statement referencing previous comments. No further 
response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter I130 

Mark Nelson  
June 5, 2017 

I130-1 The comment refers to economic-related issues at “recent presentations” regarding 
“contingency plans,” and states the EIR should be rejected due to the “uncertainty of 
the need” for the project. The comment also refers to “non-mitigatable” impacts. 
Preliminarily, the proposed project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III 
and, as a result, would not result in “non-mitigatable” impacts. Second, SDSU is 
confident of the financial projections supporting the project, and is unaware of any 
presentations demonstrating any material concern with project finances. Moreover, 
the referenced contingency plans affect neither the need nor the goals and objectives 
of the proposed project. Finally, the comment raises economic issues that do not 
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 Proposed Project. 
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Response to Comment Letter I131 

Edward Aguado 
June 5, 2017 

I131-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I131-2 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I131-3 The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In 
response to the statement, 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.  

I131-4 The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In 
response to the statement, the proposed Project has been modified to eliminate Phases 
II and III such that 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. Further, the Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day 
public review period beginning April 21, 2017 and ending June 5, 2017. Because the 
Draft EIR does not contain significant new information, a new EIR or recirculation of 
the Draft EIR is not warranted.  

 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 
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resulting from each Phase of the proposed 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 EIR, that clearly would lessen the significant environmental impacts. In 
sum, the elimination of Phases II and III is not significant new information within the 
meaning of CEQA and, as such, recirculation is not required. 

I131-5 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 proposed Project should 
have been included as a cumulative proposed 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. 

I131-6 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. 

I131-7 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. 

I131-8 The comment is acknowledged. However, the Draft EIR does not contain significant 
new information warranting a new EIR or recirculation of the Draft EIR. Please see 
response to comment I131-4 for information responsive to this comment.  
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Response to Comment Letter I132 

Katie Green 
June 5, 2017 

I132-1 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 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. 

I132-2 The comment that the EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible alternatives” 
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. 

I132-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 
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I132-4 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. 

I132-5 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. 

I132-6 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. 

I132-7 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. 

I132-8 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.  

I132-9 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. 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1287 New Student Housing EIR 

I132-10 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 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 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. 

I132-11 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. 

I132-12 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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 Phase II and Phase III. 

I132-13 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, 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. 

I132-14 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 I133 

Mytili Bala and Prashant Bharadwaj 

I133-1 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 Projects 
Fire Fuel Load Modeling Report, the Project site is within an area determined 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. 

I133-2 The comment that the EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible alternatives” 
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. 

I133-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 
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I133-4 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.  

I133-5 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. 

I133-6 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. 

I133-7 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. 

I133-8 Information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400 beds on Lot U (Phase I) is 
provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response. 

I133-9 Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to 
this comment. 
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I133-10 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 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.  

I133-11 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 EIR, the energy use expected from project construction 
and operation do not pose a significant increase from historical local use. Also, the 
use 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 Chapters 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. 

I133-12 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 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 
landscaper noise. 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 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. 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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 Phase II and Phase III, so no 
further response to this comment is necessary. 

I133-13 The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would 
occur with implementation of Phase III. Because the proposed Project no longer 
includes Phase III, there will be no significant and unavoidable traffic impacts. 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. 

I133-14 The comment regarding President Hirshman’s May 8, 2017 statement is noted. In 
response to the statement, 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. 
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Response to Comment Letter I134 

Mytili Bala & Prashant Bharadwaj 
June 5, 2017 

I134-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I134-2 The comment states that the Draft EIR “essentially assumes that those sophomores 
who currently have a car and live off campus will no longer have a car when required 
to live-on campus.” This comment misstates the analysis presented in the EIR. The 
trip generation rate used to calculate the number of vehicle trips that would be 
generated by the new resident students is based on a general overall student housing 
trip rate that is not specific to freshmen, sophomores, etc. (See EIR, subsection 
1.14.2.6, Trip Generation.) Additionally, the assumptions made in the EIR regarding 
whether the new resident students would or would not have cars relate to the 
assessment of parking demand, how much parking would be needed based on the 
number of cars. In this regard, the analysis is based on the fact that approximately 
32% of on-campus resident students bring a vehicle to campus. (EIR subsection 
4.14.6.4, Parking Assessment.) 

I134-3 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. 

I134-4 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. 

I134-5 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. 

I134-6 The comment is a conclusion statement referencing previous comments. No further 
response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter I135 

Dino Richardson 
June 5, 2017 

I135-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I135-2 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. Please see the 
Alternatives Thematic Response for information responsive to this comment. 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 over 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. 

I135-3 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 
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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. 

I135-4 The comment that the EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible alternatives” 
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. 

I135-5 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I135-6 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 comment largely expresses the 
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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. 

I135-7 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. 

I135-8 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. 

I135-9 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. 

I135-10 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. 

I135-11 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. 

I135-12 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 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 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. 
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I135-13 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. 

I135-14 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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, 
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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 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 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 
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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 on-
campus 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 Phase II and Phase III. 

I135-15 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, 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. 

I135-16 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 I136 

Gina Patterson 
June 5, 2017 

I136-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I136-2 The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment expresses general support 
for Phase I of the Project, but does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the 
EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided. 

I136-3 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. 

I136-4 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. 

I136-5 The comment states, incorrectly, that SDSU does not believe that the Sophomores 
living on campus will be bringing their cars and parking on campus. The assumptions 
made in the EIR regarding whether the new resident students, who will be Freshman 
not Sophomores, would or would not have cars, relate to the assessment of parking 
demand, how much parking would be needed based on the number of cars. In this 
regard, the analysis is based on the fact that approximately 32% of on-campus resident 
students bring a vehicle to campus. (EIR subsection 4.14.6.4, Parking Assessment.) 

 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 Phase I building. Please 
see Final EIR, Project Description, Figure 2-11. 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1322 New Student Housing EIR 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

  



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1323 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1324 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1325 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1326 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1327 New Student Housing EIR 

 
 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1328 New Student Housing EIR 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1329 New Student Housing EIR 

Response to Comment Letter I137 

Robert Slavik 
June 5, 2017 

I137-1 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 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. 

I137-2 The comment that the EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible alternatives” 
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. 

I137-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1330 New Student Housing EIR 

I137-4 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.  

I137-5 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. 

I137-6 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. 

I137-7 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. 

I137-8 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. 

I137-9 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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I137-10 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 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.  

I137-11 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 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 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. 

I137-12 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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 Phase III. 

I137-13 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, 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.  

I137-14 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 I138 

Kerry Stryker Tabler 
June 5, 2017 

I138-1 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. 

I138-2 The bulk, scale, and architectural character of the Project is analyzed in Chapter 4.1, 
Aesthetics, of the EIR. In Section 4.1.8, Level of Significance After Mitigation, the 
EIR determines that impacts to existing visual character and quality associated with 
Phase II and Phase III would be significant and unavoidable due in part to anticipated 
high levels of contrast in scale when viewed against existing residential development 
(see Figures 4.1-13). Chapter 4.1 also states that from Hewlett Drive, the Phase II and 
Phase III buildings would be substantially taller than existing structures in the area 
and would dominate the view. However, the proposed Project has been modified to 
eliminate Phases II and III. With these modifications, the Project will not result in 
significant unavoidable impacts, and all environmental impacts will be mitigated to 
less than significant. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information 
regarding the project modifications. Shading and shadow impacts of the Project are 
also addressed in Chapter 4.1 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 refer to comment I124-5 regarding reasonable expectations of privacy impacts. 
Please refer to comment I124-7 regarding lighting impacts of the Project. 

I138-3 Chapter 4.1 analyzes the massive and scale of the Project. Please also refer to 
comment 1138-2, above. The commentator’s opinion that the Project is aesthetically 
ugly is not addressed as the perceived ugliness or beauty of a Project is not 
specifically considered by CEQA. 

I138-4 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 EIR. Also, the 
proposed Project includes a move-in/move out zone on the north side of the building, 
and off-road spaces in front of the building for up to six vehicles for pick-up/drop off 
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purposes, which will eliminate the existing problem of pick-up/drop off vehicles 
blocking one lane of traffic on Remington Road. See Final EIR, Project Description, 
Figure 2-11, 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 

I138-5 The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in 
the EIR. The Project’s impacts relative to emergency services access and 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. 

I138-6 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 the Alternatives Thematic Response 
for information responsive to the comment. 

I138-7 With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices 
and the proposed Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives 
Thematic Response and response to comment I138-6 for information responsive to 
the comment. 

I138-8 With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices 
and the proposed Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives 
Thematic Response and response to comment I138-6 for information responsive to 
the comment.  

I138-9 The comment expresses general opposition for the Project, but does not raise any 
issue concerning the adequacy of the EIR. For that reason, no further response to this 
comment is provided. 
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Response to Comment Letter I139 

Greg Babick 
June 5, 2017 

I139-1 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 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 

I139-2 The comment that the EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible alternatives” 
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. 

I139-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 
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I139-4 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. 

I139-5 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. 

I139-6 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. 

I139-7 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. 

I139-8 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. 

I139-9 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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I139-10 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 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. 

I139-11 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 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 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. 

I139-12 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 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 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 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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 Phase II and Phase III, 
so no further response to this comment is necessary. 

I139-13 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, 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. 

I139-14 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 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. 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1350 New Student Housing EIR 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

  



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1351 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1352 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1353 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1354 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1355 New Student Housing EIR 

 
 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1356 New Student Housing EIR 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1357 New Student Housing EIR 

Response to Comment Letter I140 

Michael J. Tabler 
June 5, 2017 

I140-1 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 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. 

I140-2 The comment that the EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible alternatives” 
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. 

I140-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1358 New Student Housing EIR 

I140-4 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.  

I140-5 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. 

I140-6 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. 

I140-7 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. 

I140-8 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. 

I140-9 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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I140-10 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 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.  

I140-11 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 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 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. 

I140-12 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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 Phase II and Phase III, 
so no further response to this comment is necessary. 

I140-13 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, 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.  

I140-14 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 I141 

Greg Babick 
June 5, 2017 

I141-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I141-2 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. 

I141-3 With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices 
and the proposed Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives 
Thematic Response and the response to comment I141-2 for information 
responsive to the comment. 

I141-4 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.  

I141-5 The comment states that any emergency will lead to gridlock, panic and loss of life, 
but provides no substantiation for this statement. Wildfire in the canyon was 
evaluated in the EIR’s Fire Fuel Load Modeling Analysis technical study. It is 
recognized that the canyon includes terrain, fuels, and occasional weather extremes 
that could lead to wildfire. That expectation was considered in the Project’s design, is 
required by state and local fire and building codes, and results in defensible 
structures. Evacuation of the new student housing for wildland fire would not involve 
the type of scenario depicted in the comment. In addition, the EIR, Chapter 4.14, 
Transportation/Circulation and Parking, analyzed emergency access and response 
times with implementation of the proposed Project and determined that the Project is 
not expected to increase emergency response times. Please refer to response to 
comment I-17-137 for additional information responsive to this comment. 
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Response to Comment Letter I142 

Mark Nelson 
June 5, 2017 

I142-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I142-2 The comment states the EIR must be rejected for failing to analyze “the environmental 
risks posed to captive students.” However, such impacts are not impacts to the 
environment within the meaning of CEQA and, therefore, no such analysis is required. 
The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not relate to any physical 
effect on the environment nor that CEQA requires an EIR to analyze. 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. 

I142-3 The comment states the EIR must be rejected “for failing to examine and balance the 
social and economic justice of students” related to live on-campus requirements. 
However, such impacts are not impacts to the environment within the meaning of 
CEQA and, therefore, no such analysis is required. The comment raises economic, 
social or political issues that do not relate to any physical effect on the environment 
nor that CEQA requires an EIR to analyze. 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. 

I142-4 The comment states the EIR must be rejected “because SDSU asserts that this is an 
economic project” and the project “cannot be certified with non-mitigatable, significant 
impacts for profit.” Preliminarily, in response to comments submitted on the Draft EIR, 
the proposed project was modified to eliminate Phases II and III and, therefore, no 
longer includes “non-mitigatable significant impacts.” Please see Final EIR, Preface, 
for additional information regarding the project modifications. The remainder of the 
comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not relate to any physical 
effect on the environment nor that CEQA requires an EIR to analyze. 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. 

I142-5 The comment states the EIR must be rejected because SDSU “recognizes a material 
‘bait and switch’ risk that student performance may decline” and “the primary 
objective of the proposed project is at material risk.” To the extent the comment is 
critical of the  Project’s goals and objectives, the goals and objectives fully comply 
with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act. Please see the 
Alternatives Thematic Response for related information. Beyond that, however, the 
comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not relate to any physical 
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effect on the environment, nor that CEQA requires an EIR to analyze. 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.  

I142-6 The comment states the EIR must be denied or delayed “for lack of due process” 
based on an incorrect claim that SDSU has had plans to develop student housing in 
the area of Chapultepec Hall “since at least 2010.” Preliminarily, “lack of due 
process” is not an impact to the environment within the meaning of CEQA and, 
therefore, no such analysis is required. Moreover, 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. Beyond that, however, the 
comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not relate to any physical 
effect on the environment nor that CEQA requires an EIR to analyze. 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. 

I142-7 The comment refers to on-campus sexual assault and states “if the sexual assault/rape 
rate cannot be mitigated to the level of the general community, the EIR must not be 
certified.” To the extent the comment regards the impacts of the proposed project 
relative to law enforcement, please see EIR Section 4.13, Public Services. Beyond 
that, the comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not relate to any 
physical effect on the environment nor that CEQA requires an EIR to analyze. 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. 

I142-8 The comment states the EIR “must be rejected as it 1) forces students to accept a 
housing choice they currently overwhelmingly reject and 2) it places the university 
system’s resources at risk as a speculative, risky investment.” The comment raises 
economic, social or political issues that do not relate to any physical effect on the 
environment nor that CEQA requires an EIR to analyze. 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. 

I142-9 The comment states the EIR must be rejected as its “unrealistic pro forma are the basis 
for financial recovery.” The comment raises economic issues that do not relate to any 
physical effect on the environment nor that CEQA requires an EIR to analyze. The 
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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. 

I142-10 The comment states the EIR must be rejected “as the purpose and need, leading to 
the DEIR objectives is false and deliberately misleading”. The proposed project’s 
goals and objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for 
information regarding the project’s goals and objectives that is responsive to the 
comment. To the extent the comment is referring 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 over 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. 

However, the comment cites to two studies that did not research the connection 
between on campus living and sophomore students and, instead, focused on only first 
year students; that studied the relationship between living arrangements (singles, 
doubles, suite style room accommodations) and student engagement, and not time in 
years spent living on campus; that “did not investigate persistence, academic gains, 
satisfaction, or other important outcomes that have been found to have a positive 
relationship with living on campus”; and, that determined based on research 
conducted that residence halls have the potential to positively impact the student 
experience. The remainder of the comment raises economic, social or political issues 
that do not relate to any physical effect on the environment. 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 Proposed Project. No further response is required. 

I142-11 The comment states the EIR must be rejected because the Alternatives analysis was 
incomplete and biased. The Alternatives analysis complies with CEQA’s 
requirements. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for information 
responsive to the comment.  
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Response to Comment Letter I143 

Mark Nelson 
June 5, 2017 

I143-1 The comment is critical of the trip distribution within the College View 
Estates/College Gardens neighborhood that was utilized in the EIR traffic analysis, 
EIR, Chapter 4.14, Transportation/Circulation and Parking. However, 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. Specific to the neighborhood referenced in the comment, based on 
the results of the SANDAG traffic model, the traffic engineer determined that two 
percent of Project traffic would access the Project site from the west, through the 
College Gardens area; thus, traffic through the College Gardens area was considered 
as part of the analysis. The Project traffic distribution, as derived through application 
of the SANDAG traffic model, is illustrated on 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, 
and Final EIR Figure 8-1.) For additional information responsive to this comment, 
please also see the responses to comments O-6-29 through O-6-32.  

The comment also suggests mitigation requiring SDSU to fund and maintain an 
access gate at the entrance to College View Estates on Remington Road. However, 
since the proposed project would not result in significant traffic-related impacts in the 
neighborhood, no mitigation is required. Additionally, increased illegal and night 
time parking was addressed in EIR 4.14.6.4, College View Estates Spillover Parking. 
The analysis notes that as part of the Project, a permanent sign on Remington Road at 
the SDSU campus boundary with the College View Estates neighborhood will be 
installed to curtail campus spillover parking in the neighborhood. In addition, parking 
guards will continue traffic posts at that location to discourage parking in the 
residential neighborhood during events at Viejas Arena and during baseball games.  
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Response to Comment Letter I144 

Hannah C. Green 
June 5, 2017 

I144-1 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 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. 

I144-2 The comment that the EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible alternatives” 
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. 

I144-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 
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I144-4 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. 

I144-5 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. 

I144-6 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. 

I144-7 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. 

I144-8 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. 

I144-9 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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I144-10 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 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. 

I144-11 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 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 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. 

I144-12 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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 Phase II and Phase III. 

I144-13 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, 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. 

I144-14 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 I145 

Michael Hornbake 
June 5, 2017 

I145-1 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. 

I145-2 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. 

I145-3 With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices 
and the proposed Project’s goals and objectives, please see the Alternatives 
Thematic Response and the response to comment I145-2 for information 
responsive to the comment.  

I145-4 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. 

I145-5 The comment suggests that a gate be constructed and staffed at the entrance to the 
College View Estates neighborhood to preclude the impact of increased automobile 
traffic through the neighborhood. Preliminarily, the geographic distribution of vehicle 
trips generated by the proposed New Student Housing project, which was determined 
using the SANDAG travel demand model, showed that approximately 98% of Project 
generated traffic would drive east on Remington Road or Canyon Crest Drive, while 
only approximately 2% would drive west on Remington, into the College View 
Estates neighborhood. Additionally, increased illegal and night time parking was 
addressed in EIR 4.14.6.4, College View Estates Spillover Parking. The analysis 
notes that as part of the Project, a permanent sign on Remington Road at the SDSU 
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campus boundary with the College View Estates neighborhood will be installed to 
curtail campus spillover parking in the neighborhood. In addition, parking guards will 
continue traffic posts at that location to discourage parking in the residential 
neighborhood during events at Viejas Arena and during baseball games. In sum, 
because the proposed project would not result in significant impacts within the 
College View Estates neighborhood, construction and staffing of a gate as mitigation 
is not required.  

I145-6 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. 

I145-7 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. 

I145-8 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 
EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided. 
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Response to Comment Letter I146 

Alicia Wolf 
June 5, 2017 

I146-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I146-2 The comment raises economic, social or political issues that do not appear to relate to 
any physical effect on the environment. However, for information purposes only, 
SDSU maintains a ratio of one residential advisor to forty student, plus one hall 
director, one faculty member, and two graduate students. 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. 

I146-3 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 I147 

James Funtas 
June 5, 2017 

I147-1 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. 

I147-2 The comment addresses transportation-related subject areas, which received extensive 
analysis in the EIR. The Project’s impacts relative to traffic were addressed and 
analyzed in Section 4.14, Transportation/Circulation and Parking, of the EIR. 
However, because the comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that 
analysis, 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. 

I147-3 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. 

I147-4 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. 

I147-5 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. 

I147-6 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. 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1402 New Student Housing EIR 

I147-7 The comment is a conclusion statement referencing previous comments. No further 
response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter I148 

Serenity Phillips 
June 5, 2017 

I148-1 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 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. 

I148-2 The comment that the EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible alternatives” 
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. 

I148-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 
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I148-4 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.  

I148-5 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. 

I148-6 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. 

I148-7 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. 

I148-8 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. 

I148-9 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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I148-10 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 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.  

I148-11 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 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 
Section 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. 

I148-12 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 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. 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1413 New Student Housing EIR 

Ambient Noise Measurements Comparison 

Receiver 

January 16 2017 Noise 

Measurement Data Leq (dBA) 

April 27 2017 Noise 

Measurement Data Leq (dBA) 

R1 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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 Phase II and Phase III. 

I148-13 The significant and unavoidable traffic impacts referenced in the comment would 
occur with implementation of Phase III. However, as previously noted, 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 included as part of the 
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 
Project. 

I148-14 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 I149 

Julia Wheeler 
June 5, 2017 

I149-1 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 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. 

I149-2 The comment that the EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible alternatives” 
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. 

I149-3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 
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I149-4 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. 

I149-5 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. 

I149-6 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. 

I149-7 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. 

I149-8 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. 

I149-9 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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I149-10 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 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. 

I149-11 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 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 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. 

I149-12 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 on-
campus 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 Phase II and Phase III. 

I149-13 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, 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. 

I149-14 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 I150 

Mark Nelson 
May 19, 2017 

I150-1 The comment states the EIR Alternatives analysis is biased and reaches erroneous 
conclusions. Preliminarily, in response to the public comments on the Draft EIR, the 
proposed project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III from development. 
Therefore, the proposed project is now, effectively, the Reduced Density Alternative, 
which the EIR identified as the environmentally superior alternative. For additional 
information regarding the EIR Alternatives analysis, please see the Alternatives 
Thematic Response. Beyond that, 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.  

I150-2 The comment states that a letter regarding this issue has been submitted to the CSU 
Board of Trustees. The comment is an introduction to comments that follow; no 
further response is required. 

I150-3 The comment is directed to the CSU Board of Trustees and refers to their 
consideration of the then-pending SDSU Tula/Tenochca project; the comment states 
that approval of that project would remove sites from consideration within the current 
EIR’s Alternatives analysis. Tula/Tenochca, a separate project from the currently 
proposed student housing project, involved the replacement of an existing structure 
with new structures of substantially the same size, purpose, and capacity. In response 
to the comment, EIR Section 6, Alternatives, considered a comprehensive range of 
alternatives and alternative locations and, in doing so, fully complies with CEQA in 
this regard; no additional alternatives or alternative locations are required to be 
considered or analyzed. For additional information regarding this subject, please see 
the Alternatives Thematic Response. 

The comment also claims, incorrectly, 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.  
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I150-4 The comment requests “months of delay to sort out project alternatives in the DEIR.” 
Please see response to comment I150-3 for information responsive to the comment. 

I150-5 The comment requests that certain actions relating to the Tula/Tenochca project, 
those specifically listed in comments I150-6 through I150-9, be suspended, and that 
current approvals be denied. However, as noted above, the EIR considers an adequate 
range of alternative locations without inclusion of the Tula/Tenochca site. The 
comment expresses the opinions of the commentator, 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. 

I150-6 Please see response to comment I150-5 for information responsive to this comment.  

I150-7 Please see response to comment I150-5 for information responsive to this comment.  

I150-8 Please see response to comment I150-5 for information responsive to this comment.  

I150-9 Please see response to comment I150-5 for information responsive to this comment.  

I150-10 The comment reiterates the prior request that the Tula/Tenochca project approvals 
be denied. Please see the prior responses to comments for information responsive 
to this comment. 
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Response to Comment Letter I156 

Jean Hoeger 
May 21, 2017 

I156-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I156-2 The comments are a copy of the comments submitted as Comment Letter I150. Please 
see the responses to Comment Letter I150 (I150-1 – I150-10) for information 
responsive to the comment.  
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Response to Comment Letter I157 

Mark Nelson 
June 3, 2017 

I157-1 The e-mail comment refers to an attached letter and two attachments relating to a petition 
and is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I157-2 The comment refers to three attachments to the e-mail – (1) a screenshot of the 
petition page; (2) an electronic file labeled “DEIR Comments – Petitions against 
Aztec Canyon destruction”; and (3) an electronic file labeled “Hand Signed 
Petitioners Against SDSU Destruction of Aztec Canyon.” The comment is an 
introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I157-3 The comment refers to attached pages with petition signatures of those opposed to the 
proposed project. The comment expresses general opposition to the Project, and 
expresses the opinions of the commentator of signatories to the petition. The 
comment will be included in the record and made available to the decision makers 
prior to a decision on the project. However, as the comment does not raise any issue 
concerning the EIR, no further response to this comment can be provided. 

I157-4 The comment is a screenshot of the petition page entitled “Save SDSU Canyon.” The 
page states that SDSU “proposes to destroy a pristine canyon” and build “14-story tall 
Las Vegas-style dorms that they could build on top a parking lot on the campus 
instead.” In response, the proposed project has been modified in response to public 
comment submitted on the Draft EIR and no longer includes Phases II and III, which 
are the “14 story tall Las Vegas-style dorms” referenced on the website. Furthermore, 
the proposed project now consists only of Phase I, which would be constructed on the 
referenced parking lot. With respect to the comment regarding the “destruction of a 
pristine canyon,” 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, the elimination of Phases II and III 
ensures no direct impacts to biological resources in the canyon.  

I157-5 The comment is a petition page including the referenced signatures. The comment is 
acknowledged and will be included as part of the record made available to the 
decision makers prior to a decision on the proposed project. However, as the 
comment does not raise any issue concerning the EIR, no further response to this 
comment can be provided. 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1456 New Student Housing EIR 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

  



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1457 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1458 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1459 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1460 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1461 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1462 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1463 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1464 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1465 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1466 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1467 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1468 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1469 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1470 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1471 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1472 New Student Housing EIR 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1473 New Student Housing EIR 

 
 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1474 New Student Housing EIR 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1475 New Student Housing EIR 

Response to Comment Letter I158 

Mark Nelson 
June 3, 2017 

I158-1 The comment states that because Phases II and III were reasonably foreseeable in 
2010, all environmental documents after 2010 misrepresented the environmental 
impact, and that Phases II and III are piecemealing. Preliminarily, the reference to 
year 2010 is in error; 2013 is the correct year. 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. In any event, the referenced 
2013 Carrier Johnson study was a feasibility study only; Phases II and III were not 
“reasonably foreseeable” during this time period.  

Additionally, in response to public comments, the proposed project has been modified 
and no longer includes Phases II and III. As a result, 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. (Please see 
Final EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications.) 
Therefore, any environmental documents prepared during this time period that would 
have included Phases II and III would have overstated impacts. As to the comment 
regarding piecemealing, please see the responses to comments I166 and I167 for 
information responsive to this comment..  

I158-2 The comment refers to the attachments to the e-mail and is an introduction to 
comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I158-3 The comment further refers to the e-mail attachments and is an introduction to 
comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I158-4 The comment is a snapshot of the LandLab website and related reference to the year 
2010. However, the date is incorrect and has since been corrected. Please see 
response to comment I158-1 for information responsive to this comment.  

I158-5  The comment generally repeats the statements contained in comment I158-1. Please 
see the response to comment I158-1 for information responsive to this comment.  
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Response to Comment Letter I159 

Mark Nelson 
May 1, 2017 

I159-1 The “comment” is an e-mail from the City of San Diego in response to an e-mail from 
one of the Draft EIR commentators regarding the City approval process necessary to 
conduct “vegetative clearing.” While the comments were not submitted to SDSU as part 
of the public review process associated with the Draft EIR and, therefore, no responses 
are required, responses to the comments are provided for information purposes.  

Specific to Comment I159-1, the comment serves as an introduction to the Draft EIR 
commentator’s e-mail. The comment will be included as part of the record and made 
available to the decision makers before a final decision on the Project. 

I159-2 The first comment from the Draft EIR commentator to the City of San Diego refers to 
the clearance of land via grading to be followed by thinning that would be conducted 
in connection with development of the proposed project in the vicinity of the canyon. 
The comment restates information contained in the 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. However, it is noted that in response 
to public comments, the proposed project has been modified and no longer includes 
Phases II or III; the proposed project now consists only of Phase I, which would be 
developed on existing parking Lot U, and there would be no development in the 
canyon. Therefore, the basis for the comment is no longer applicable.  

I159-3 The comment states that most fires in these areas are man-made, and that increased 
population will lead to increased fires. The EIR addresses the hazards associated with 
wildland fires in EIR Section 4.8. As the comment does not raise an issue regarding 
the analysis, no more specific response can be provided. 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.  

I159-4 The comment requests authorization from the City to clear and thin the canyon 
behind his property. The comment is unrelated to the Draft EIR and, therefore, no 
response 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.  

I159-5  The comment describes the proposed thinning. The comment is unrelated to the Draft 
EIR and, therefore, no response 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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I159-6  The comment states the proposed project would create a fire hazard of mammoth 
scale. As previously noted, the EIR addresses the hazards associated with wildland 
fires in EIR Section 4.8. As the comment does not raise an issue regarding the 
analysis, no more specific response can be provided. 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.  

I159-7  The comment requests the appropriate forms from the city. No further response can 
be provided.  

I159-8  The comment consists of various screenshots relating to the project as originally 
proposed, including three phases of development. However, as explained in the 
response to comment I159-2, the proposed project has been modified to eliminate 
Phases II and III and now consists of only Phase I.  
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Response to Comment Letter I160 

Mark Nelson 
May 1, 2017 

I160-1 The “comment” is an e-mail from the City of San Diego in response to an e-mail from 
one of the Draft EIR commentators regarding the City approval process necessary to 
conduct “vegetative clearing.” While the comments were not submitted to SDSU as part 
of the public review process associated with the Draft EIR and, therefore, no responses 
are required, responses to the comments are provided for information purposes.  

Specific to Comment I160-1, the comment serves as an introduction to the Draft EIR 
commentator’s e-mail. The comment will be included as part of the record and made 
available to the decision makers before a final decision on the Project.  

I160-2 The first comment refers to CalFire assessment of the canyon. The EIR addresses the 
hazards associated with wildland fires in EIR Section 4.8. As identified in the EIR’s 
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. However, 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 the comment does not raise an issue regarding the EIR analysis, no more specific 
response can be provided. 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.   

I160-3 The comment states that the proposed project will increase the human interaction with 
the canyon and increase the risk of fire. Preliminarily, it is noted that in response to 
public comments, the proposed project has been modified and no longer includes 
Phases II or III; the proposed project now consists only of Phase I, which would be 
developed on existing parking Lot U, and, as a result, there would be no development 
in the canyon. Additionally, the EIR addresses the hazards associated with wildland 
fires in EIR Section 4.8. As the comment does not raise an issue regarding the EIR 
analysis, no more specific response can be provided. 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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I160-4 The comment cites a recent article stating that the probability of fires increases 
because people are increasing. As previously noted, the EIR addresses the hazards 
associated with wildland fires in EIR Section 4.8. As the comment does not raise an 
issue regarding the EIR analysis, no more specific response can be provided. 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.   

I160-5 The comment states people are the majority cause of fires and SDSU is adding 
students to the canyon in large numbers. However, as previously noted, the proposed 
project has been modified to eliminate development in the canyon, as well as reduce 
the number of student housing beds from approximately 2,600 to 850. Moreover, the 
EIR addresses the hazards associated with wildland fires in Section 4.8. As the 
comment does not raise an issue regarding the EIR analysis, no more specific 
response can be provided. 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.   

I160-6 The comment states SDSU is planning for increased fire risk and homeowners must 
take equal countermeasures. The comment is referring to the commentator’s request 
to the City to authorize brush removal. (See response to comment I159-1.) As the 
comment does not address the EIR, no further response is provided.  

I160-7 The comment requests the appropriate forms from the city for brush clearance 
authorization. No further response can be provided.  
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Response to Comment Letter I161 

Mark Nelson 
April 22, 2017 

I161-1 The comment requests additional time to submit comments on the Draft EIR based on 
a SDSU website posting stating that the Draft EIR would be released for public 
review during the “late spring/early summer.” The Draft EIR was released for public 
review during the spring, on April 21, 2017, generally within the posted timeframe. 
There is no requirement under CEQA that advance notice of release of a Draft EIR be 
provided and the website information was provided as a courtesy, to provide the 
community with the general timeframe for Draft EIR release. The Draft EIR public 
review period complied with CEQA’s requirements. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 21091, the Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period 
beginning April 21, 2017 and ending June 5, 2017. 

I161-2 The comment states that the request will also be brought to the State Clearinghouse. 
The comment is noted.  
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Response to Comment Letter I162 

Vicky Kortlang 
May 9, 2017 

I162-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I162-2 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.  

I162-3 The comment regards impacts to the canyon land around the project site and the 
presence of gnatcatchers in adjoining canyons. Please see Biological Resources 
Thematic Response. 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. 

I162-4 The comment regards the EIR parking analysis and states that the removal of parking 
will greatly hinder the community. The EIR Transportation/Circulation and Parking 
section, Section 4.14, addressed the project’s potential impacts relative to parking, 
including in the College View Estates area, and determined that there is adequate 
parking available on campus, as well as appropriate features in place, such that 
parking related impacts would be less than significant. As to the comment regarding 
the percentage of students that take cars to campus, as explained in the response to 
comment O6-169, the latest available data shows that 19.9% of SDSU students living 
in dorms purchased an overnight parking permit in 2016. Therefore, the EIR’s use of 
32% represents a reasonable estimate of the number of new resident students that 
would bring a vehicle to campus and actually overstates the parking demand 
associated with the Project relative to the most recent numbers.  

 Regarding the existing condition on Remington Road, the proposed project includes a 
designated area outside of the flow of traffic to accommodate pick-ups/drop-offs. 
Additionally, the proposed project also includes an area to accommodate move-
ins/move-outs that is removed from Remington Road, to be located on the north side 
of the new building. See Final EIR Project Description, Figure 2-11. Therefore, the 
comment that the pick-up/drop-off area will accommodate move-ins/move-outs as 
well, is incorrect – there will be a separate area for move-ins/move-outs in addition to 
the pick-up/drop-off zone. Lastly, in response to public comments received on the 
Draft EIR, the proposed project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III and 
will only include Phase I. Therefore, the comment regarding an additional 2,000 
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students is no longer correct. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information 
regarding the project modifications.  

 Beyond that, the comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive 
analysis in the EIR Section 4.14, Transportation/Circulation and Parking. 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. 

I162-5 The comment asserts that construction “will be going on all day” and asks how 
residents will be affected. The EIR includes a mitigation measure, MM-TRA-5, 
which provides that prior to the commencement of construction activities, SDSU is to 
prepare and implement a Traffic Control Plan, consistent with City of San Diego and 
Caltrans standards, that will provide for the safe and effective movement of vehicles, 
pedestrians, and bicyclists through or around temporary traffic control zones. With 
implementation of the TCP, any impacts related to construction activities would be 
less than significant. 

 The comment also asks about College Gardens and the analysis of traffic through that 
area. The EIR traffic engineer determined, based on a travel demand model prepared 
by SANDAG, that only approximately 2% of Project traffic would travel west on 
Remington Road into the College View Estates and College Gardens neighborhoods, 
with 98% of Project generated traffic driving east on Remington Road or Canyon 
Crest Drive. Therefore, the Project would not generate a sufficient number of vehicle 
trips through the area requiring further analysis. For additional information 
responsive to this comment, please also see the responses to comments O-6-29 
through O-6-32. 

I162-6 The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in 
the EIR. The Project’s impacts relative to emergency services access 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. 

I162-7 The comment addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in 
the EIR. The Project’s impacts relative to the 55th Street/Montezuma intersection and 
traffic along Montezuma 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. 

I162-8  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 
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final decision on the Project. No further response is required because the comment 
does not raise an environmental issue. 

I162-9 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 
EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided. 
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Response to Comment Letter I163 

Laurie Katz 
June 3, 2017 

I163-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I163-2 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 
EIR. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided. 

I163-3 The comment that the EIR is “insufficient” and that there are “feasible alternatives” 
addresses general subject areas, which received extensive analysis in the EIR. 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. 

I163-4 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I163-5 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. 

I163-6 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 
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as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 
decision on the Project. 

I163-7 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. 

I163-8 Information regarding the alternatives is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response. 

I163-9 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. 

I163-10 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 Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, 
Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications. With respect 
to information regarding the alternative of developing 1,400 beds on Lot U (Phase I), 
responsive information is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response. 

I163-11 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. 

I163-12 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 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 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. 

I163-13 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 
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4.5 and Appendix F of the EIR, the energy use expected from project construction 
and operation do not pose a significant increase from historical local use. Also, the 
use 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. 

I163-14 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis is inadequate and must be re-
conducted 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 
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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. 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 49.9 47.6 

R2 49.7 48.1 

R3 65.9 61.2 

R4 50.9 52.2 

R5 61.2 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 
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Department and the SDSU Police; SDSU Police handle all noise complaints from on-
campus 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 Phase II and Phase III. 

I163-15 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. Because the proposed Project no longer includes Phase III, there will be no 
significant and unavoidable traffic impacts. 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. 

I163-16 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. 

I163-17 The comment states that SDSU must analyze the cost impacts of the alternatives. 
Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for information responsive to the 
comment. 

I163-18 As indicated on page 4.6-18, the EIR states that the project site is geotechnically 
suitable for the proposed development; however, substantial remedial grading and/or 
deep foundations would be needed to develop the site to provide long-term 
performance of the new buildings and associated exterior surface improvements. This 
text is based on Appendix A (2013 URS Geotechnical Report) of Appendix G – 
Geotechnical Resources Technical Report, which indicates that “substantial remedial 
grading” would be required in association with the project. However, the URS report 
does not quantify the amount of excavations/grading required. As indicated in the 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1508 New Student Housing EIR 

URS report, the majority of the existing fill is undocumented and therefore may need 
to be removed, depending on which type of foundations are chosen. The fill could 
either be excavated and recompacted, or alternatively, deep pile foundations could be 
placed through the undocumented fill. Section 3.4.1 of the URS geotechnical report 
describes fill underlying the western parking lot up to 15 feet and up to 30 feet 
underlying the eastern parking lot. Such a depth of fill represents a substantial amount 
of fill. In addition, existing steep fill slopes do not meet current site development and 
grading codes. Therefore, these slopes may require additional work, potentially 
involving substantial earth work activities. Combined, these activities may require 
substantial remedial grading.  

 The URS report is not a design-level report. This preliminary geotechnical report 
summarizes the geologic/geotechnical conditions at the site and provides general 
geotechnical conclusions in order that the applicant/contractor can generally 
understand the feasibility and amount of work needed for construction. This level of 
detail is adequate with regard to completion of the Geotechnical Resources section of 
the EIR. Quantification of earthwork would be determined during final design of each 
project phase. For that reason, no further response to this comment is provided. 

 With respect to using the 30-year old Woodward-Clyde report as a basis for project 
requirements, MM-GEO-1 (page 4.6-20 of the EIR), completion of a final 
geotechnical investigation specific to the preliminary design of the proposed 
development, would ensure that geotechnical engineering for the project would be 
completed in accordance with current industry standards. 

I163-19 The bulk, scale, and architectural character of the Project is analyzed in Chapter 4.1, 
Aesthetics, of the EIR. In Section 4.1.8, Level of Significance After Mitigation, the 
EIR determines that impacts to existing visual character and quality associated with 
Phase II and Phase III would be significant and unavoidable due in part to anticipated 
high levels of contrast in scale when viewed against existing residential development 
(see Figures 4.1-13). However, SDSU has eliminated the development of Phases II 
and III and all associated bulk, scale, and architectural character impacts would be 
avoided. Additionally, shading and shadow impacts of the Project are also addressed 
in Chapter 4.1 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.  
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Response to Comment Letter I164 

Michael D Jenkins 
June 4, 2017 

I164-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I164-2  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. 

I164-3 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.  

I164-4 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

I164-5  The bulk, scale, and architectural character of the Project is analyzed in Chapter 4.1, 
Aesthetics, of the EIR. In Section 4.1.8, Level of Significance After Mitigation, the 
EIR determines that impacts to existing visual character and quality associated with 
Phase II and Phase III would be significant and unavoidable due in part to anticipated 
high levels of contrast in scale when viewed against existing residential development 
(see Figures 4.1-13). However, SDSU has eliminated the development of Phases II 
and III and all associated bulk, scale, and architectural character impacts would be 
avoided. Additionally, shading and shadow impacts of the Project are also addressed 
in Chapter 4.1 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.  

I164-6  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. 

I164-7  On March 5, 2014, the San Diego State University’s (SDSU) President singed Second 
Nature’s American College and University Presidents Climate Commitment to ensure 
SDSU’s commitment to sustainability (SDSU 2017). The SDSU Climate Action Plan 
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(CAP) was adopted on May 1, 2017 as part of its commitment to Second Nature’s 
Carbon Commitment pledge to reduce its carbon footprint while educating and 
inspiring tomorrow’s leaders. The CAP provides background on sustainability on the 
campus; then discusses in detail the greenhouse gas (GHG) inventory; sets goals for 
GHG and activity reductions; details activity specific assessment, vision, and actions; 
and provides a draft energy and sustainability policy. The baseline GHG emissions 
outlined in the CAP showed that 48.4% of emissions come from the natural gas 
cogeneration power plant, 30.8% of emissions come from student commuting, and 
10.8% come from SDSU transportation, with the remaining 10.0% from purchased 
electricity, solid waste, water/wastewater, and other. The following goals were 
developed and presented within the CAP: 

 SDSU will reduce its campus-wide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 

 SDSU will reduce its operational emissions to 1990 levels by 2025 

 Operational carbon neutrality by 2040 

 Campus-wide carbon neutrality by 2050 

 Reduce water usage 25 percent below 2013 levels by 2020 

 Reduce water usage 30 percent below 2013 levels by 2025 

 Divert 50 percent of non-Construction and Demolition waste by 2020 

 Divert 60 percent of total waste by 2020 

 Divert 80 percent of total waste by 2025 

These goals were developed to meet or exceed the goals set forth in the California State 
University Sustainability Policy, State of California’s AB 32 and SB 32, Executive Order 
S-3-05, SB 1078, SB 350, AB 341, and the City of San Diego’s CAP.  

SDSU CAP Development and Approval 

As discussed above, the SDSU CAP was developed as part of the University’s Second 
Nature Carbon Commitment. Since the commitment was put in place, a climate action 
planning council was formed to oversee and coordinate the development of the CAP. The 
council includes representatives from SDSU administration, staff, faculty, and students. 
SDSU formed working groups to complete a baseline GHG inventory. As much of the 
data gathered for the inventory process came from utility bills, for transportation, a 
survey was sent out to all campus faculty, staff, administration, and students to determine 
the means and distance with which they commute to campus. This inventory data 
provided SDSU CAP collaborators the baseline needed to strategize GHG reduction 
priorities for the campus. In addition to faculty, staff, students, and administration 
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collaborating on the CAP, outside consultants were also contributors to the document. 
While the principal author of the CAP was Tom Abram, the Assistant Director for 
Campus Sustainability, Facilities Services, and the CAP was ultimately approved and 
signed by the SDSU President, Elliot Hirshman. 

SDSU CAP and CEQA 

Although the SDSU CAP fulfills many of the requirements outlined in the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines § 15183.5, Tiering and Streamlining the 

Analysis of GHG Emissions, it does not comply with subsection (b)(1)(F) which requires 
the plan to be adopted in a public process following environmental review. Because the 
SDSU CAP is not a qualified “Plan for the Reduction of GHG Emissions” as set forth in 
the CEQA Guidelines, it may not be used in a cumulative impacts analysis within a 
CEQA document to determine significance per CEQA Guidelines § 15064.4(b)(3). 
However, the CAP may be included in a CEQA document for information purposes only. 

New Student Housing Project’s Consistency with SDSU CAP 

As discussed above, the SDSU CAP is not a CEQA certified GHG reduction plan; 
however, for informational purposes only, the Student Housing Project’s consistency is 
evaluated against the SDSU CAP’s goals and GHG emission reduction measures in Table 
1 below. Other CAP objectives that do not apply to the project were not included in the 
consistency analysis. 

Table 1  

SDSU CAP Consistency Analysis 

Measure Number Policy Objective or Strategy Consistency Analysis 

Energy 

1.2.1 Implement an EIS that captures the core 
functionality needed, including utility bill 
management, auxiliary recharge, existing 
building-level metering, dashboards and 
fault-detection diagnostics. 

Consistent. The project would include sub-
metering on each building and state-of-the-art 
building information systems to monitor, track, 
and manage the energy systems within the 
project.  

1.2.3 Continue the campus-wide metering effort 
to install building-level meters of all utilities. 
Any major renovations, controls retrofits or 
MBCx projects will install building-level 
metering at a minimum. 

Consistent. The project would include sub-
metering on each building and state-of-the-art 
building information systems to monitor, track, 
and manage the energy systems within the 
project.  

1.3.3 Begin adjusting heating and cooling 
temperatures. Buildings with zone-level 
control should decrease heating and 
increase cooling temperatures until the 
targets of 68-70º F and 74-76º F are 
reached. 

Consistent. The project would include state-of-
the-art building information systems to 
monitor, track, and manage the energy 
systems within the project. The project’s 
HVAC systems would be maintained within the 
SDSU guidelines to reduce energy usage. 
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Table 1  

SDSU CAP Consistency Analysis 

Measure Number Policy Objective or Strategy Consistency Analysis 

1.3.4 Ensure that a preventative maintenance 
schedule is in place for controls systems.  

Consistent. The project would be included in 
the budget for replacing mechanical 
equipment. 

1.5.1 Begin conducting a minimum of three 
MBCx projects each year, increasing to 
five. Complete commissioning of all major 
buildings by 2025. 

Consistent. The project will be commissioned 
as part of the construction process. The 
project will then be re-commissioned on the 
schedule set by SDSU. 

1.7.1 Implement ENERGY STAR and energy-
efficiency purchasing requirements. 
Computers, monitors and other devices that 
qualify for the Electronic Product 
Environment Assessment Tool will be 
certified at a Silver level. 

Consistent. The project would include the 
installation of ENERGY STAR equipment 
where available. 

1.8.1 Support Associated Students in its efforts to 
install additional solar capacity to meet its 
goals. 

Consistent. The project will be using power 
from the campus mix which currently includes 
4% from solar projects. Another 19% of 
electricity comes from the grid, which is 
comprised of 34.5% renewable sources. The 
campus also has a solar power master plan 
which guides the development of solar power 
projects on campus. The solar power master 
plan and campus general plan maintain that 
solar projects will be installed on parking lots 
and vacant land, not on buildings. The project 
is consistent with this policy and measure. 

1.8.4 Include solar in LEED projects to achieve 
net zero energy at the building or from 
panels installed elsewhere on campus. 

Consistent. The project will be using power 
from the campus mix which currently includes 
4% from solar projects. Another 19% of 
electricity comes from the grid, which is 
comprised of 34.5% renewable sources. The 
campus also has a solar power master plan 
which guides the development of solar power 
projects on campus. The solar power master 
plan and campus general plan maintain that 
solar projects will be installed on parking lots 
and vacant land, not on buildings. The project 
is consistent with this policy and measure. 

Transportation 

2.1.1 Enroll the campus community in pretax 
benefits for transit. 

Consistent. The project’s employees will be 
included in the transit program once 
implemented. 

2.1.4 Continue to improve and increase on-
campus housing and amenities. 

Consistent. The project includes housing for 
students and a dining common. The project 
also includes onsite recreation. 
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Table 1  

SDSU CAP Consistency Analysis 

Measure Number Policy Objective or Strategy Consistency Analysis 

2.1.6 Improve bicycle and pedestrian amenities –
install bike-repair stations, access to bike 
lockers and shower facilities, explore bike-
share option and conduct extensive 
marketing. 

Consistent. The project includes on-site bike 
parking for all residents and employees. 

Water 

3.1.3 Convert identified nonprogrammable lawns 
to drought-tolerant landscaping with high-
efficient irrigation. SDSU has retained a 
landscape architect to survey existing turf 
areas in an effort to reduce environmental 
impact and improve aesthetics. 

Consistent. The project will include turf for 
recreational and event purposes only. No 
aesthetic turf is included in the project. All 
other landscaping is drought tolerant. 

3.3.5 Continually test new, more-efficient fixtures. Consistent. The project will include low-flow 
high efficient water fixtures for all dormitories. 

Waste 

4.1.5 Prepare for and participate in post-
consumer food composting when locally 
available. 

Consistent. The projects dining commons will 
participate in the food waste composting 
program when established campus wide. 

4.2.4 Engage in comprehensive recycling 
outreach program within housing and 
during orientation. 

Consistent. The project would include 
recycling and waste diversion outreach during 
new student orientation. 

Preventive Maintenance 

5.1.3 Continue regular irrigation system checks. Consistent. The project would conduct regular 
irrigation system checks in collaboration with 
the grounds maintenance departments. 

New Construction and Renovations 

6.1.1 Adopt LEED Silver certification as the 
campus standard for new construction and 
major renovation. All projects over $10 
million will trigger certification requirements. 
Projects will be analyzed for feasibility to 
achieve a Gold or Platinum rating. 

Consistent. The project was designed and will 
be certified to at least a LEED Silver rating. 
The project will evaluate the feasibility of 
certification at a higher level once the design 
is finalized. 

6.1.4 Require the use of total-cost-of-ownership 
model, with inputs from capital costs, 
energy models and anticipated 
maintenance and replacement costs. 

Consistent. The SDSU evaluated the 
feasibility of this project based on a lifecycle 
model, which evaluated total cost of 
ownership. This resulted in a design that 
increased daylighting, included green roofs, 
and highlighted the use of alternative 
transportation. 

Food 

7.1.1 Analyze total sustainable food purchases 
with both the Real Food Challenge and 
Certified Green Restaurant standards. 
Increase sustainable food purchases to 
meet the CSU sustainability policy goal of 
20% by 2020. 

Consistent. The project’s dining commons will 
implement a sustainable food purchasing 
program in accordance with the campus 
policy. 
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Table 1  

SDSU CAP Consistency Analysis 

Measure Number Policy Objective or Strategy Consistency Analysis 

7.1.2 Ensure all food vendors to be certified as 
Level 2 under the Certified Green 
Restaurant standards. 

Consistent. The project’s dining commons will 
require all food vendors supplying the project 
to be certified to a Level 2 under the Certified 
Green Restaurant standards. 

7.1.4 Provide additional vegan and vegetarian 
options and outreach to reduce meat intake 
and related carbon emissions. 

Consistent. The project’s dining commons will 
include vegan and vegetarian options for 
residents and guests. 

Engagement 

8.1.8 Include sustainability training in new 
employee onboarding. 

Consistent. SDSU will include sustainability 
training to new employees at the project. 

Housing and Residential Life 

8.2.1 Provide and improve sustainability 
guidance at orientation and as residents 
move into the halls. 

Consistent. The project would include 
sustainability guidance during new student 
orientation to support move-in. 

8.2.2 Include sustainability and recycling 
information in the student handbook 
provided to new students during orientation. 

Consistent. The project will include 
sustainability and recycling information in the 
new student handbook during orientation. 

8.2.6 Educate residence hall and apartment staff 
on sustainability during summer training. 

Consistent. The project would participate in 
the summer training for staff, which will include 
sustainability. 

8.2.8 Advertise move-in as a zero-waste event. Consistent. The project will advertise move-in 
as a zero-waste event and will coordinate with 
Campus Housing to maximize solid waste 
diversion during the event. 

Source: SDSU 2017 

As shown in Table 1, the project would be consistent with all applicable policy measures 
in the CAP. The project would support the CAP’s goals and measures and help SDSU 
reduce GHG emissions from one of its largest sources, student commuting, by providing 
on-campus housing with no on-site parking. 

Conclusions 

The SDSU CAP was developed in collaboration with various stakeholders throughout 
campus and has the support of the SDSU President. The CAP outlines how SDSU will 
reduce its GHG emissions to meet its 2040 and 2050 goals. The CAP is not a qualified 
GHG reduction plan under CEQA and thus cannot be used to determine significance 
within a CEQA document. However, as shown in Table 1, the project would still be 
consistent with all applicable policy measures within the CAP. 

I164-8  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 



Responses to Comments – Individuals  

September 2017 I-1519 New Student Housing EIR 

on the Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an 
environmental issue. 

I164-9  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 EIR. For that 
reason, no further response to this comment is provided. 
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Response to Comment Letter I165 

Richard McClintock 
June 4, 2017 

 

I165-1 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.  
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