
Responses to Comments – Local Agencies 

September 2017 L-1 New Student Housing EIR 

 
 



Responses to Comments – Local Agencies 

September 2017 L-2 New Student Housing EIR 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



Responses to Comments – Local Agencies 

September 2017 L-3 New Student Housing EIR 

Response to Comment Letter L1 

San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. 
James W. Royle, Jr. 
Dated May 21, 2017 

L1-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

L1-2 The comment expresses the concurrence of the commenter with the impact analysis 
and mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR and cultural resources appendix. 
The 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. 

L1-3 The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment 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 L2 

City of San Diego 
Councilmember Georgette Gomez 

Dated June 2, 2017 

L2-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

L2-2 The comment is acknowledged and appreciated, and California State University/ 
SDSU agrees the City and SDSU must work together to ensure the growth and 
prosperity of SDSU and the San Diego region. 

L2-3 The comment is acknowledged, and SDSU agrees with the need to continue the 
development of student housing on the SDSU campus and that SDSU will continue to 
consider the effects of such development on the surrounding environment. 

L2-4 The comment is acknowledged, although as a state agency, the Conservation Element 
Plan referenced in the comment is not directly applicable to SDSU. Nonetheless, the 
proposed Project is protective of the nearby urban canyon. As explained in the Final 
EIR, SDSU has agreed to modify the proposed Project to eliminate both Phases II and 
III from the development. This Project modification will substantially reduce the 
Project’s impacts on the nearby canyon. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional 
information regarding the project modifications. SDSU appreciates the comment, 
which will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision 
makers prior to a final decision on the Project 

L2-5 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. 

L2-6 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

L2-7 The comment addresses modifications to project Phases II and III. As noted in response 
to comment L2-4 above, as described in the Final EIR, both Phases II and III have been 
eliminated from the proposed Project. SDSU commits to these modifications. 

L2-8 The comment requests presentation of the modified project to the affected 
community. In response to the request, SDSU presented the interim-modified project 
proposal to the College Area Community Planning Board (CACPB) for community 
feedback on June 14, 2017, well in advance of the September 2017 Board of Trustees 
meeting to consider approval of the project. A Powerpoint prepared to illustrate the 
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modifications is available on the SDSU website at http://newscenter.sdsu.edu/ 
chapultepec-info/. Since that date, SDSU appeared at the July 12, 2017 CACPB 
meeting to announce the elimination of Phase II in its entirety from the proposed 
project so the Board has been informed of the project modifications.  

L2-9 The comment addresses existing conditions on Remington Road attributable to 
vehicles illegally blocking traffic and raises concern due to the additional traffic 
generated by the Project. The New Student Housing project includes curb cut-outs for 
up to six cars on the south side of the proposed project fronting Remington Road so 
that vehicles picking up or dropping off passengers will now have a designated 
location out of the Remington Road travel lanes for that purpose. (See Final EIR 
Project Description, Figure 2-11.) As a result, vehicles picking up or dropping off 
passengers destined for existing Chapultepec Hall or the New Student Housing would 
no longer affect the flow of traffic on Remington Road. In addition, under the Project, 
student move-in and move-out events are provided for on the north side of the 
proposed project, far removed from Remington Road, thereby further eliminating the 
potential for vehicles to block traffic on Remington Road. (See Final EIR Project 
Description, Figure 2-11.)  

 Additionally, under the proposed Project, the red curbs along Remington Road would 
be re-painted and the existing “No Parking” signs would be modified to “No Stopping 
at Any Time” signs. SDSU shares enforcement responsibility of these signs with the 
City of San Diego Police Department and SDSU will provide additional enforcement as 
necessary. Lastly, while the EIR traffic analysis determined that traffic operations along 
Remington Road and 55th Street would operate at an acceptable level of service with 
the addition of Project traffic, the Project proposes to synchronize the five traffic 
signals along 55th Street between Montezuma Road and Remington Road, which would 
further improve the flow of traffic on these roads. SDSU believes that the combination 
of these proposed improvements would substantially improve the flow of traffic on 
Remington Road and satisfactorily address the concerns raised by the comment. 

L2-10 The comment requests that ingress/egress to the New Student Housing for students 
and visitors be provided along 55th Street rather than Remington Road. Under the 
proposed Project, the primary access to the New Student Housing will be provided at 
the corner of 55th Street and Remington Road, thereby connecting the Project with 
the existing campus, as requested by the comment. 

L2-11 The comment requests that SDSU dedicate the canyon land adjacent to the site of the 
proposed Project as public open space in order to preserve the space. With the 
elimination of Phases II and III, there are no direct impacts to the canyon, and all 
potentially significant environmental effects would be fully mitigated. For that 
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reason, with the elimination of Phases II and III from the proposed Project, SDSU 
does not believe it is necessary to dedicate the canyon land as public open space. 

L2-12 The comment is acknowledged 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 because the comment does not raise an environmental issue. 

L2-13 The comment is acknowledged 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 because the comment does not raise an environmental issue. 
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Response to Comment Letter L3 

SANDAG 
Seth Litchney 

Dated June 5, 2017 

L3-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

L3-2 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. 

L3-3 The comment refers to Draft EIR page 4.7-43 and asks that Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) strategies be considered as part of the proposed New Student 
Housing project. The context of the excerpted Draft EIR text is a checklist question 
specific to employment-related projects, i.e., projects that will accommodate over 50 
employees. Because the proposed Project is a residential student housing project that 
will not accommodate over 50 employees, the Draft EIR correctly states that the 
checklist item is not applicable. Notwithstanding, as explained in the following 
responses, the proposed Project, and existing operations at SDSU, include many of 
the TDM strategies suggested by the comments. Also, providing student housing on 
campus as the proposed Project would do is a trip reduction strategy in and of itself in 
that students who otherwise might live in Pacific Beach, for example, would now live 
on campus, thereby reducing vehicle trips by eliminating the school commute, and 
reducing the corresponding vehicle miles travelled. 

L3-4 With regards to bicycle and pedestrian facilities connecting to the MTS Transit 
Center, both bike lanes and pedestrian walkways throughout the campus connect the 
west campus area, where the proposed Project will be built, to the Transit Center and 
other campus destinations. 

L3-5 With respect to secured bike parking, the proposed Project includes a secured, 
covered area for bicycle parking that will be available for use both by students living 
in the proposed housing, as well as SDSU students at large. 

L3-6 With regards to shared mobility services, SDSU presently has in place ZIMRide, which 
is a rideshare app for the exclusive use of SDSU students and staff. (See 
https://www.as.sdsu.edu/zimride/.) Additionally, SDSU provides the on-campus “red and 
black” shuttle, a service that runs Monday through Thursday from 5 PM to 10 PM during 
fall and spring semesters (see http://bfa.sdsu.edu/safety/police/services/SDSU_ 
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Shuttle2017.pdf), and Student Disability Services provides an accessible cart service by 
prior arrangement. (See http://go.sdsu.edu/student_affairs/sds/mobility.aspx.) The 
students on campus also make use of ride share services such as Lyft and Uber, and the 
University continues to work with these services to ensure safe and adequate pick 
up/drop off locations. Relatedly, the proposed Project will provide pull off space for 6 
cars along Remington Road to allow both formal and informal ride-share vehicles to pull 
out of the lane of traffic in order to pick up and drop off passengers. Finally, the 
University also provides two locations on campus for accessing ZipCar (See 
http://www.zipcar.com/ universities/san-diego-state-university). 

L3-7 With respect to smart parking technologies that indicate space availability, SDSU has 
investigated the idea in the past, and will continue to do so in the coming years. 

L3-8 With respect to signage, the proposed Project will include wayfinding signage that 
connects pedestrians and bicyclists to transportation services and other destinations 
throughout the university. 

L3-9 As to interactive transportation kiosks, the proposed Project does not include 
such facilities. 

L3-10 The comment requests that SDSU continue partnering with the SANDAG iCommute 
program. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated, and, like all of the 
SANDAG comments, will be included as part of the record and made available to the 
decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project. 

L3-11 The comment lists additional resources that can be used for additional information 
relating to TDM strategies. The comment is acknowledged. 

L3-12 The comment is a conclusion statement referencing previous comments. No further 
response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter L4 

Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) 
Peter Casellini, AICP 
Dated June 5, 2017 

L4-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

L4-2 The comment provides clarification of MTS trolley and bus routes referenced in Draft 
EIR Section 4.14, Transportation/Circulation and Parking. In response to the 
comment, Final EIR Section 4.14, and corresponding Appendix K, Transportation 
Technical Report, includes the appropriate revisions. 

L4-3 The comment reports that the eastbound stop of Bus Routes 11 and 955 at 
Montezuma Road and 55th Street does not currently meet Americans With Disabilities 
Act guidelines. The referenced location is under the jurisdiction and control of the 
City of San Diego, not SDSU/California State University. Because the comment does 
not raise any specific issue regarding the analysis presented in the EIR, no more 
specific response can be provided. The comment, as well as all of the MTS 
comments, will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision 
makers prior to a final decision on the Project. 

L4-4 The comment raises concern regarding current traffic congestion along College 
Avenue and Montezuma Road and its effect on transit operations and asks that any 
potential street or lane closures required for the Project along any MTS operating 
corridors occur outside peak service hours if possible. In response, construction 
and/or operation of the proposed Project would not require street or lane closures 
along College Avenue or Montezuma Road, the two corridors referenced in the 
comment. In addition, as to any streets or lanes that may be affected by Project 
construction, the proposed Project includes a mitigation measure (MM-TRA-5) that 
requires preparation and implementation of a Traffic Control Plan prior to the 
commencement of construction activities to provide for the safe and effective 
movement of vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists through or around temporary 
traffic control zones. 

L4-5 The comment is a conclusion statement referencing previous comments. No further 
response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter L5 

The City of San Diego Planning Department 
Alyssa Muto, Deputy Director 

Dated June 5, 2017 

L5-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

L5-2 Thank you for this comment regarding the use of “City of San Diego (City) Storm 
Water Division” instead of the “City Stormwater Division” that was used in the Draft 
EIR Chapter 4.9 Hydrology and Water Quality and elsewhere in the Draft EIR. This 
revision will be incorporated into the Final EIR. No further response is required. 

L5-3 Thank you for this comment regarding the references to Appendix I, Draft Hydrology 
and Water Quality Technical Report in Chapter 4.9 Hydrology and Water Quality. These 
revisions will be incorporated into the Final EIR. No further response is required.  

L5-4 Please see response to L5-3.  

L5-5 Thank you for this comment regarding the reference to the outdated City of San 
Diego Storm Water Runoff Control and Drainage Regulations (2012 version) and for 
providing the updated January 2016 version of the City Storm Water Standards. 
These revisions will be incorporated into the Final EIR. These revisions will not 
change the conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. No further response is required.  

L5-6 Thank you for this comment regarding the storm water system permitting requirements. 
These revisions will be incorporated into the Final EIR. These revisions will not change 
the conclusions presented in the Draft EIR. No further response is required.  

L5-7 The comment states the SDSU campus has been expanding over the years and has 
added significantly to San Diego Fire-Rescue Department’s call volumes and 
emergency response and this is a significant impact that requires mitigation to 
maintain adequate levels of service. The comment is accurate in stating that the 
SDSU campus has expanded, remodeled and constructed new educational, food 
service, residential, athletic and support facilities over the last two decades. These 
facility improvements have been made in an effort to better serve the existing student 
body. However, even though these improvements have been made in support of the 
existing 25,000 FTE cap, increasing the availability of housing, dining facilities and 
other residential amenities into an area may have a localized effect on emergency 
medical and fire support services that serve the SDSU area. All facility expansions 
and improvements that have been constructed to date have been fully evaluated in the 
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applicable CEQA documents, which have addressed potential impacts to local fire 
and emergency medical services, as appropriate.  

Specific to mitigation, the court has recently rejected the assertion that the California 
Environmental Quality Act requires California State University to provide mitigation 
to address the need for additional fire protection services. “[T]he obligation to 
provide adequate emergency medical services is the responsibility of the city. (Cal. 
Const., art. XIII, § 35, subd. (a)(2) [“The protection of the public safety is the first 
responsibility of local government and local officials have an obligation to give 
priority to the provision of adequate public safety services.”] The need for additional 
fire protection services is not an environmental impact that CEQA requires a project 
proponent to mitigate.” (City of Hayward v. Board of Trustees of the California State 

University (2015) 242 Cal.App.4th 833,843.) The court went on to further state: 
“Although there is undoubtedly a cost involved in the provision of additional 
emergency services, there is no authority upholding the city’s view that CEQA shifts 
financial responsibility for the provision of adequate fire and emergency response 
services to the project sponsor. The city has a constitutional obligation to provide 
adequate fire protection services. Assuming the city continues to perform its 
obligations, there is no basis to conclude that the project will cause a substantial 
adverse effect on human beings.” (City of Hayward, Id. 242 Cal.App.4th 833, 847.) 

L5-8 The comment indicates a concern with the previously proposed park and related fire 
pits identified in the Draft EIR that would have been constructed adjacent to the 
canyon open space, which, given its existing undeveloped nature, is an area that 
represents a wildfire hazard. However, the proposed project has been modified such 
that the project no longer includes development of a park adjacent to the canyon open 
space. See, Final EIR, Project Description. While the modified project would include 
fire pits located within the interior courtyards of Phase I, the pits would be removed 
from the canyon open space, surrounded by buildings 4 to 5 stories in height, which 
would serve as a substantial barrier between the fire pits and the canyon to the north. 
Further, the northern edge of the project site would be bordered by a masonry wall 
that would provide further separation from the canyon. 

Additionally, the exterior fire pits would be natural gas-powered and would be 
shielded so that material cannot be inserted into the units to burn, thereby eliminating 
the potential for ember generation. The fire pits would also be affixed with governors 
so that they will automatically shut off after 10:00 pm, and would include automatic 
shutoffs controlled by the main residence hall office so that the fire pits could be shut-
off at any time, particularly during periods of high fire danger (i.e., late summer, 
during drought conditions, during Santa Ana Wind conditions, etc.).  
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With the elimination of Phases II and III, canyon slopes would not be affected by 
construction of the proposed project. Based on the design of the fire pits, position on 
the proposed project site, the treatment of canyon revegetation to reduce the 
proximity of fuel load, the proposal to provide fire pits in the outdoor plaza areas 
would not result in a significant impact.  

The introduction of an additional 850 new on-campus residents and the staff that 
supports these on-campus residents would add to the existing demand for fire services 
on campus both during daytime (when employees and staff are present) as well as 
evening hours. Beginning on page 4.13-31, the Draft EIR outlines the proposed 
project’s impact on fire services. The Draft EIR notes that due to the small number of 
calls that would be generated by the proposed project, coupled by the existing fire 
stations which serve the SDSU campus’ ability to maintain service levels, a less than 
significant impact to fire service would occur. Furthermore, in response to the City’s 
comment, SDSU has reviewed campus emergency call procedures in further detail 
and offers the following clarifications on the data used and conclusions made to 
reiterate that the stated impacts to the City’s Fire-Rescue Department would be less 
than significant.  

First, by way of background, the vast majority of calls received by the City of San 
Diego Fire-Rescue Department are related to emergency medical situations as 
opposed to traditional fire hazards. As indicated in the February 22, 2017 San Diego 
Fire-Rescue Department Standards of Response Review, prepared by CityGate 
Associates, Inc., (see Draft EIR page 4.13-51 for full citation), the City of San Diego 
Fire-Rescue Department responded to 91,251 incidents during the 2015/2016 fiscal 
year, 2.39% of which were fire related. The remaining 83.92% were emergency 
medical incidents and 13.69% were “other” incident types (Citygate 2017, p. 44). Fire 
Stations 10, 17 and 31, which are the three closest stations to the SDSU campus, 
responded to 5,339, 6,530 and 2,058 incidents in 2015/2016, respectively. 
Approximately 6% of Fire Station 10’s calls were fire related, 6% of Fire Station 17’s 
were fire related and 8% of Fire Station 31’s calls were fire related.  

There are several reasons why the introduction of 850 new residents to the SDSU 
campus would result in much less of a draw to the City of San Diego Fire -Rescue 
Department when compared to a new 850-occupant apartment complex within the 
surrounding neighborhoods. As indicated on Draft EIR page 4.13-2, when an on-
campus emergency is reported from a residence hall, typically both the University 
Police and the on duty residence hall advisor would be summoned. Residence hall 
advisors must undergo 30+ hours of safety and university policy training per year 
(including procedures for handling incidents with weapons, bomb threats, sexual 
harassment or assault, injury, etc.) and are CPR certified. University Police 
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Department officers are also trained in CPR and undergo ongoing training in 
emergency crisis and medical response training. 

All emergency calls made from campus phones or cellular phones that are located on 
the SDSU campus are directed to the SDSU dispatch call center (Draft EIR page 4.13-
2). A member of the University Police Department is dispatched to the scene of the call 
to verify the situation and determine the type of emergency service needed, if any, from 
the City of San Diego Fire-Rescue Department. Due to the training of on campus 
residence hall personnel coupled with the training and capabilities of the University 
Police Department, unlike a traditional multi-family residential complex in a 
surrounding neighborhood, the majority of on-campus emergency calls can be handled 
and resolved by these entities without the need for City Fire-Rescue Department 
involvement. Once the situation is verified, and if it is determined that assistance from 
the City of San Diego Fire-Rescue Department is needed, the University Police will call 
the City’s Fire–Rescue Department. The campus police officer dispatched to the scene 
establishes an “Incident Command Post” and manages the incident until relieved by 
Fire–Rescue Department personnel. As indicated on page 4.13-2 of the Draft EIR, 
University Police act as first responders in the event of a medical emergency or a fire. 
University police are trained in basic emergency medical response and are the first 
responders to determine if the emergency warrants calling the City’s Fire-Rescue 
Department. This first line of defense helps to minimize and reduce non-emergency and 
emergency calls to the City’s Fire-Rescue Department.  

During preparation of the Draft EIR, SDSU University Police provided historic call 
data associated with existing on-campus residence halls. This data showed that each 
on-campus resident produces approximately 0.01 call per year that warrants Fire-
Rescue Department assistance. Based on this data, the Draft EIR reported that a total 
of 26 additional annual calls would be generated by the proposed 2,566 new on 
campus residents (see Table 4.13-9 of the Draft EIR, page 4.13-32). However, with 
the elimination of Phases II and III (reduction in 1,716 beds), the project would 
actually result in an increase of only 850 on-campus student residents and would 
equate to approximately 9 annual calls to the San Diego Fire-Rescue Department, and 
would not result in a significant impact relative to fire protection services. (See City 

of Hayward v. Board of Trustees of the California State University (2015) 242 
Cal.App.4th 833 (“City of Hayward”).) The table below shows this revised projection 
of emergency calls to the San Diego Fire-Rescue Department.  



Responses to Comments – Local Agencies 

September 2017 L-33 New Student Housing EIR 

Projected Fire–Rescue Department Priority 1 Calls From On-Campus Residences 

Call Origination 

Average annual calls  

per student1 

Project 

Population 

Projected Additional 

Priority 1 Calls 

Student Housing 0.01 850 8.5 

Note: 
1  Source: See Table 4.13-2. To calculate average per student, the arithmetic mean of the 2015 and 2016 Priority 1 

calls received were used. 

In addition to the factors above, which reduce the need for assistance from the San 
Diego Fire-Rescue Department in the first place, should there be a fire at the 
proposed project site, there are numerous building design features that help slow, and 
in many cases eliminate, the spread of fire. Similar to all modern buildings on 
campus, all proposed buildings would be constructed of concrete masonry (as 
opposed to wood construction), affixed with sprinklers in all interior rooms and 
support fire alarms as specified by state and local guidelines. All building plans 
would be reviewed by fire personnel to ensure that all modern fire prevention and 
containment features are included. All of the above design features have been proven 
to be very effective in minimizing damage and injuries associated with fires. 

L5-9 The comment is requesting the proposed project demonstrate adequate emergency 
vehicle access is available factoring in traffic on local roadways. 

The proposed project is an expansion of on-campus student housing and includes 
construction of new buildings that would provide housing for 850 students along with 
associated amenities. From campus, the project site can be accessed via Remington 
Road, 55th Street, and Aztec Circle Drive, as shown on EIR Figure 2-11 in Chapter 2, 
Project Description. As shown on Figure 2-11, vehicular and emergency access 
would be provided along the north side of the project site via a proposed fire 
lane/service road. Vehicular and emergency access to the south side of the project site 
would be provided via Remington Road (Draft EIR p. 2-14). The new vehicular and 
emergency access roadways have been designed consistent with required 
International Fire Code standards and have been reviewed by the City’s Fire-Rescue 
Department to ensure adequate fire and emergency vehicle access and turning radii 
requirements are met. The Draft EIR evaluates emergency response time in Section 
4.14, Transportation/Circulation and Parking. The analysis indicates the roadway 
configuration of 55th Street and Remington Road provides adequate right-of-way 
access for emergency vehicles to maneuver around traffic, even under congested 
conditions (Draft EIR p. 4.14-48). The Draft EIR did not identify any impacts 
associated with emergency vehicle access; therefore, no mitigation is required. 
Additionally, EIR Tables 4.14-7, 4.14-9, and 4.14-11, show that with the addition of 
Project traffic, levels of service meeting City standards are calculated on the two main 
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roadways serving the site, Remington Road and 55th Street. Therefore, there is no 
indication that the Project would result in inadequate emergency vehicle access based 
on the increased traffic volumes generated by the Project. 

L5-10 The comment requests that additional analysis be prepared to prove that additional fire 
facilities and services are not necessary to support the needs of the proposed project as 
a result of current response times present at Fire Stations 10, 17 and 31. The Draft EIR 
summarizes the City’s General Plan stated goals for fire response as deployment and 
arrival of first-in engine company within 7:30 minutes, 90% of the time. As indicated in 
Table 4.13-10 of the Draft EIR (see page 4.13-32), the current response times for each 
fire station that could potentially service the project are as follows: Station 10: 7:49 
minutes, Station 17: 7:29 minutes and Station 31: 8:25 minutes. The Draft EIR notes 
that the City of San Diego General Plan indicates that a 2- to 2.5-mile distance between 
fire stations is typically sufficient to achieve response time goals and all three of the 
nearby fire stations (Station 10, Station 17, and Station 31) are all less than 2 miles 
from the campus (Draft EIR p.4.13-4). Finally, the City’s fire stations are staffed so that 
they can respond to multiple incidents at the same time.  

The City Fire-Rescue Department commissioned an independent evaluation of their 
service provision in 2010. This evaluation was performed by CityGate Associates, 
LLC and is referred to in the Draft EIR as the 2010 CityGate Study. The 2010 Study 
noted that there were service gaps throughout the City that could be filled by the 
construction and funding of up to 10 new fire stations, including a station in the 
College Area.  

In 2017, the City updated the 2010 CityGate Study by preparing the February 22, 
2017 San Diego Fire-Rescue Department Standards of Response Report (referenced 
on page 4.13-32 of the Draft EIR and referred to as the 2017 CityGate Study), which 
outlined existing fire service provisions and provided an update to the 2010 service 
gap analysis. The 2017 CityGate Study generally concludes that the City Fire-Rescue 
Department has not kept pace with the rate of growth in the City of San Diego as 
evident by the fact that they are not meeting their stated response goals uniformly 
throughout the City. The 2017 CityGate Report suggests that service gaps could be 
filled by constructing six new fire stations (Skyline-Paradise Hills, Encanto, 
University City, Pacific Beach, Torrey Hills, Northeastern Rancho Bernardo and 
Southern Sabre Springs). The gap in service identified in the 2010 CityGate study for 
the College Area was no longer identified in the 2017 CityGate study.  

However, as outlined in the Draft EIR (see pages 4.13-32 – 4.13-33) the City’s 2017 
Capital Improvement Program (CIP) includes a new fire station in the College Area. 
This new fire station has been identified as a 10,500-square-foot fire station planned 
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to be located near 55th Street and Hardy Avenue to serve the college area and the 
Mid-City neighborhood (City of San Diego 2014). According to the 2017 CityGate 
Study, this new fire station will no longer be funded even though it is included in the 
City’s Capital Improvement Program. Further, in recent years, many multi-family 
redevelopment projects have been approved by the City and constructed on the 
privately-owned land within the vicinity of 55th Street and Hardy Avenue, giving 
further credence to the 2017 CityGate Study, which indicates that a new fire station in 
the College Area is no longer a priority.  

Accordingly, and pursuant to City of Hayward, supra, 242 Cal.App.4th 833, the Draft 
EIR’s determination in this case that impacts relating to fire protection services would 
be less than significant is supported. Based on City of Hayward, response time is one 
factor, but not the determinative factor in making a significance determination. 
Instead, City of Hayward instructs that the employment of additional firefighters and 
the construction of additional facilities is determinative. Here, the Draft EIR 
demonstrates that no additional facilities or firefighters would be necessary to reduce 
response times or to address the minimal additional calls the proposed Project would 
generate. Please see response to comment L5-8 for additional information responsive 
to this comment.  

Under City of Hayward, a delay in fire service response times is not critical to the 
significance determination; rather, the physical effect of construction of the facilities 
drives the significance determination. As demonstrated above and in the Draft EIR, 
no additional facilities or firefighters are required. For these reasons, the proposed 
project would not result in significant impacts related to fire protection services and, 
as a result, no mitigation is required.  

L5-11 The commenter is requesting the Draft EIR address the project’s cumulative impacts 
and the project’s contribution to any existing cumulative impact relating to adequate 
fire services (fire stations) and response times. The comment goes on to state when 
the February 2017 Standards of Response Coverage Review (Response Report) was 
prepared it did not factor in the additional traffic and associated impacts to circulation 
in the project vicinity. 

Preliminarily, as noted in response L5-7, “[T]he obligation to provide adequate 
emergency medical services is the responsibility of the city. (Cal. Const., art. XIII, § 
35, subd. (a)(2). The need for additional fire protection services is not an 
environmental impact that CEQA requires a project proponent to mitigate.” (City of 

Hayward v. Board of Trustees of the California State University (2015) 242 
Cal.App.4th 833,843.) 
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The cumulative context for fire service would include the service area of Fire Stations 
10, 17, and 31. Based on the list of past, present, and probable projects in the area 
provided in Table 3-1 in Chapter 3, Cumulative Methods and Projects, potential 
development on campus includes additional housing facilities, along with new retail 
and classroom space. In the City of San Diego, there could be development of up to 
approximately 1,000 new residential units. Of this future cumulative development, 
uses on the campus would be served by existing fire stations (10, 17, and 31). Off-
campus development within the City would also be serviced by City of San Diego 
Fire Stations. The City’s College Area Public Facilities Financing Plan, 

Development Impact Fee Schedule, includes a fee schedule that is applicable to new 
development off-campus. This Development Impact Fee is collected on a per 
dwelling unit basis during project planning and contains funds to support 
transportation facilities, park and recreation resources, libraries and fire services. The 
City has or will apply this fee to each of the proposed projects that are included on the 
cumulative projects list which will offset potential cumulative impacts to City of San 
Diego Fire and Rescue Department operations. It should be noted that all proposed 
development/cumulative projects outlined in Chapter 3 of the EIR that are in the City 
of La Mesa would be served by the City of La Mesa Fire Department.  

Specific to the proposed project, because the project would be contributing a 
relatively small increase in call numbers, approximately 9 calls per year, the project’s 
contribution is not cumulatively considerable and, therefore, cumulative impacts 
would be less than significant.  

As to traffic conditions, Final EIR Table 4.14-8, Section 4.14, Transportation/ 
Circulation and Parking, evaluates cumulative traffic conditions. As shown on the 
table, under cumulative conditions, the key intersections for emergency vehicles 
traveling from the north, Canyon Crest/55th Street and Remington Road/55th Street, 
would maintain acceptable levels of service under AM and PM peak hours (worst 
case conditions). For emergency vehicles traveling to the site from the south, the 55th 
Street / Montezuma Road also would continue to operate under acceptable levels of 
service. Therefore, under cumulative conditions it is anticipated the response time for 
emergency vehicles would be maintained.  

L5-12 The comment states that the San Diego Fire Department would prefer to keep area red 
curb with the addition of a “No Stopping at any time” signs. This is consistent with 
the improvements proposed by the Project, which would re-paint the red curbs and 
modify the existing “No Parking” signs to “No Stopping at Any Time” signs. In 
addition to the signs, the proposed Project would address the illegal stopping on 
Remington Road by providing six (6) off-street parking spaces along the north side of 
Remington Road for pick-ups/drop-offs so that such activities would not interfere 
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with the flow of traffic on Remington. (Please see Final EIR, Project Description, 
Figure 2-11.)) 

L5-13 The comment requests an exhibit to show adequate space for emergency vehicle 
ingress and egress on Remington Road. Please see the response to comment L-5-14 
for information responsive to this comment. 

L5-14 The comment requests an exhibit to show that under the scenario in which cars are 
illegally parked and traffic is flowing in both directions, emergency vehicles have 
sufficient space to maneuver. Remington Road is about 36 feet wide along the 
frontage of the proposed Project. This leaves about 30 feet of width if a vehicle is 
parked illegally. If vehicles heed to the emergency vehicle flashing lights and sirens 
and move to the curb as required by law, there is ample room for emergency vehicles 
to pass, as shown on Figure A. 

 In addition, as noted in the response to comment L-5-12, the proposed Project would 
provide six (6) off-street parking spaces along Remington Road that would be 
designated for very short term parking (i.e. 15 minute max) and also would install “no 
stopping any time” signage. These features will significantly reduce the number of 
illegally parked cars along Remington Road and provide additional space for drivers 
to move off of Remington Road when emergency vehicles are present. 
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L5-15 The comment criticizes the portion of the EIR that explains the proposed Project 
would result in a benefit in that the provision of on-campus student housing 
necessarily results in reduced vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled for those 
students as they no longer need to commute to traffic. Importantly, any such benefit 
was not quantified as part of the analysis and, therefore, was not factored into the 
analysis to reduce impacts, including impacts related to emergency response times. 
Please see responses L-5-12 through L-5-14 for responses regarding emergency 
response times. 

L5-16 The comment recommends that the EIR text referenced in the preceding comment be 
removed from the Draft EIR. However, the text is based on the experience and 
professional judgment of the EIR traffic engineer and, as noted in the preceding 
comment, does not substantively affect the impact analysis presented in the Draft EIR. 

L5-17 The comment regards mitigation measure MM-TRA-1. As identified in the Draft 
EIR, mitigation measure MM-TRA-1 would be triggered by the development of 
Phases II and III. (See Draft EIR, p. 4.14-50.) As explained in the Final EIR, the 
proposed project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final 
EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications. With the 
elimination of Phases II and III, the mitigation measure is no longer required to 
mitigate a significant impact. Therefore, the comment is no longer applicable.  

L5-18 The comment states that the segment of Montezuma Road between 55th Street and 
College Avenue should be analyzed as two segments. However, based on the traffic 
engineer’s experience and background, the two segments of Montezuma Road 
outlined in the comment have comparable characteristics and, therefore, should be 
analyzed as one segment. Both segments provide four travel lanes, no bike lanes, 
multiple unsignalized driveways, and neither has a raised median. Any small 
differences between the two segments do not justify preparing two separate analyses.  

 The comment also states that mitigation measure MM-TRA-2 should be revised to 
provide greater specificity regarding the actions that must be taken to implement the 
measure. As identified in the Draft EIR, mitigation measure MM-TRA-2 would be 
triggered by the development of Phases II and III. (See Draft EIR, p. 4.14-50.) As 
explained in the Final EIR, the proposed project has been modified to eliminate 
Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding 
the project modifications. With the elimination of Phases II and III, the mitigation 
measure is no longer required to mitigate a significant impact. Therefore, the 
comment is no longer applicable. 

L5-19 The comment regards mitigation measures MM-TRA-3 and MM-TRA-4, each of 
which would be triggered by implementation of Phase III. As explained in the Final 
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EIR, the proposed project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III. Please 
see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding the project 
modifications. With the elimination of Phase III, the mitigation measures are no 
longer required to mitigate a significant impact. Therefore, the comment is no 
longer applicable.  

L5-20 The comment states that mitigation measure MM-TRA-5, which requires preparation 
of a traffic control plan prior to the commencement of project activities should be 
revised to provide greater specificity. In response to the comment, MM-TRA-5 has 
been revised as follows (new text shown in double-underline): 

MM-TRA-5: Project Vicinity. Prior to the commencement of construction 
activities, SDSU, or its designee, shall prepare and implement a traffic control 
plan (TCP). The primary function of the TCP shall be to provide for the safe and 
effective movement of vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists through or around 
temporary traffic control zones. The TCP shall institute construction traffic 
management controls in accordance with City Engineer standards and the 
Caltrans California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (2014 edition). 
These traffic management controls will include measures determined on the 
basis of site-specific conditions, including the use of construction signs, 
delineators, and lane closures. The TCP will limit the number of peak hour 
construction employee and delivery trips, require workers to park in remote 
parking lots (e.g., Lot 17C), and include graphics illustrating the placement of 
signage, striping, traffic personnel, and road cones, as applicable  such that the 
amount of construction-related trips generated during peak commuter hours 
would not result in significant traffic impacts based on City of San Diego and 
California State University standards. 

L5-21 The comment states that impacts associated with the grading phase of project 
construction need to be addressed. The grading phase of the proposed Project will be 
the most traffic intensive phase of construction. Table A shows that the maximum 
amount of construction traffic that would be generated is 186 average daily trips 
(“ADT”). This amount is approximately 17% of the total project ADT and is well 
below the amount of traffic that would require preparation of a traffic study according 
to City of San Diego guidelines. Therefore, analysis of segments and intersections is 
not required. Nonetheless, even with this low amount of construction trips, as noted 
above in response to comment L-5-20, the proposed Project includes implementation 
of a Traffic Control Plan to provide for the safe and effective movement of vehicles, 
pedestrians, and bicyclists through or around temporary traffic control zones.  
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Table A  

SDSU Student Housing - Construction Analysis 

Total haul truck trips (one-way) 2,200 

trips/ADT 2 

Total haul truck trips (two-way) 4,400 

Grading phase duration 25 

Average daily truck trips 176 

Average daily worker trips 10 

Average daily vendor truck trips 0 

Total ADT 186 

*  Grading phase excluding weekends/holidays 
Source: Linscott Law & Greenspan; Dudek (2017) 

L5-22 The comment recommends that the parking places to be removed with development 
of the proposed project be replaced close to the Project site to not adversely impact 
the adjacent residential neighborhood. However, there is a parking permit program in 
place in the referenced neighborhood, which limits non-resident parking in the area. 
Additionally, the EIR analysis determined that the proposed Project would not result 
in significant impacts to parking, taking into account the elimination of surface 
parking spaces. Therefore, there is no need to provide replacement parking spaces. 

L5-23 The comment requests clarity regarding implementation of the project features 
outlined in the Draft EIR. The project features will be implemented prior to first 
occupancy of the proposed project, and implementation of any features that require 
City approval will be coordinated with the appropriate City staff. 

L5-24 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No response is required. 

L5-25 The comment repeats the prior request that Montezuma Road between 55th Street and 
College Avenue be studied as two separate segments. Please see response to comment 
L-5-18 for information responsive to this comment. As to the comment regarding 
gaps in the depiction of bikeways, information regarding the gaps in existing bike 
facilities has been added to the EIR. 

L5-26 The comment requests a figure in the TIA showing only the cumulative projects’ 
traffic volumes. However, the cumulative volumes can be obtained by subtracting the 
volumes shown on TIA Figure 3.2 from the volumes shown on Figure 7-1. With 
respect to the comment regarding cumulative volumes, LLG reviewed the total 
cumulative project volumes and found them to be reasonable, in part due to the fact 
that many of the cumulative projects are on-campus projects that either (1) do not 
generate new traffic, or (2) are replacement buildings. 
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L5-27 The comment requests that the information in TIA Table 7-1 be updated. However, 
Table 7-1 indicates the current status of each cumulative project. 

L5-28 The comment questions the trip distribution shown on TIA Figure 8-1. While 95% of 
the Project trips were assumed to use parking structure 12, only 23% of the total 
number of trips are assumed to use Canyon Crest towards College Avenue, as shown 
on Figure 8-1. In response to the comment, LLG reviewed each of the percentages, 
which were found to be accurate. 75% of total Project traffic would use 55th Street, 
and the remaining 2% would use Remington Road. As a result, the total distribution 
percentage adds to 100% (23% + 75%+ 2%). The text in TIA Section 8.2 and the 
related EIR text has been revised to provide further clarification. Additionally, TIA 
Figure 8-1 has been revised to clarify the total percentage of Project traffic on 55th 
Street and on Canyon Crest Drive. 

L5-29 The comment questions the numbers contained in TIA Table 10-1 based on previous 
related comments. However, LLG checked the number of trips shown on 55th Street 
and Canyon Crest Drive determined them to be correct. Therefore, no changes to the 
project distribution and assignment are necessary. 

L5-30 The comment requests that the VMT analysis use VMT/capita as a metric. However, 
as discussed in TIA Section 12.4, a quantitative analysis of VMT/capita is neither 
required nor possible based on the information presently available. 

L5-31 The comment notes that the western terminus of the Green Line Trolley is at 12th 
Avenue and Imperial Avenue in downtown San Diego. EIR section 4.14 has been 
revised accordingly. 

L5-32 The comment raises questions regarding the trolley analysis. Preliminarily, the EIR 
text does not definitively state that the decrease in trolley ridership is an aberration. 
For the purpose of the transit analysis, a conservative approach was taken by 
assuming that the past decrease in trolley ridership may be an aberration and, as a 
result, a 2% annual increase, rather than decrease, was assumed for the future. 

L5-33 The comment addresses mitigation measure MM-TRA-4. However, as explained in 
response to comment L-5-19, MM-TRA-4, which would be triggered by 
implementation of Phase III, is no longer applicable. In response to comments 
submitted on the Draft EIR, the proposed Project has been modified to eliminate 
Phase III from development, making both mitigation measures MM-TRA-3 and MM-
TRA-4 no longer applicable. 

L5-34 The comment states it is unclear whether the proposed Project would simply 
accommodate the existing approved enrollment of 25,000 full-time equivalent 
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(“FTE”) students, or increase that number. To be clear, the proposed Project is the 
development of on-campus student housing only; the proposed Project does not 
include a request or component to increase the present approved FTE student 
enrollment cap. The Final EIR Project Description has been revised to clarify this 
point in response to the comment. 

L5-35 Thank you for this comment regarding the SDSU 2010 p. 1.0-8-1.0-10 reference not 
being included in the list of references. This revision will be incorporated into the 
Final EIR. No further response is required.  

L5-36 The comment asks several questions regarding the current SDSU Campus Master Plan. 
As reported in the Draft EIR, the 2007 Campus Master Plan Revision, which included 
an increase in student enrollment from 25,000 FTE to 35,000 FTE, was set aside 
following litigation. The Master Plan approved as part of the 2011 Plaza Linda Verde 
project, now South Campus Plaza, remains effective, except to the extent it includes 
components from the 2007 Campus Master Plan that, subsequent to approval of Plaza 
Linda Verde, were set aside. Prior to the 2007 Master Plan, the operative Master Plan 
relative to student enrollment was the 1963 Master Plan, which established the 25,000 
FTE enrollment presently in place. Accordingly, the current SDSU Master Plan is 
based on several prior Master Plans, and is shown in Draft EIR Figure 2-4. 

L5-37 The comment asks the intention for the beds to be developed as part of Phases II and 
III. As noted above, Phases II and III have been eliminated from the proposed Project 
and, therefore, the comment regarding these two phases is no longer applicable. As to 
the comment regarding FTE, the proposed Project does not include a request or 
component to increase the present approved 25,000 FTE student enrollment cap. 

L5-38 Chapter 4.3 of the Final EIR has been revised as follows: “there is USFWS-
designated critical habitat for three two species located within 5 miles of the project 
area: coastal California gnatcatcher, and least Bell’s vireo.” 

L5-39 Thank you for this comment regarding the incorrect title for Alyssa Muto in Chapter 
4.3 Biological Resources. This revision will be incorporated into the Final EIR. No 
further response is required.  

L5-40 Thank you for this comment regarding the consistency of the Draft EIR Chapter 6 
Alternatives summary paragraph on page 6-2 with the analysis presented in EIR 
Chapter 4, Environmental Analysis. The results of the analyses presented in Chapter 4 
are correct and the Alternatives section will be revised accordingly. The revisions will 
be incorporated into the Final EIR.  
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L5-41 SDSU agrees with the City in their summary of the proposed project, and SDSU’s, 
relationship to the Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) and City of San 
Diego MSCP Subarea Plan. The Land Use Adjacency Guidelines were reviewed and 
incorporated into the proposed project. For example, the guidelines from LUAG 
“Lighting” are included in mitigation measure MM-BIO-5, which states that “The 
lighting shall be designed to minimize light pollution within native habitat areas, 
while enhancing safety, security, and functionality. All artificial outdoor light fixtures 
shall be installed so they are directed away from the undeveloped canyon”; noise 
reduction measures are included in mitigation measure MM-BIO-6, which are 
consistent with LUAG “Noise”; fencing will be installed around the construction 
activities to prevent personnel from accessing the canyon per mitigation measure 
MM-BIO-3, which is similar to LUAG “Barriers”; mitigation measure MM-BIO-4 
prevents the inclusion of invasive plant species included on the most recent version of 
the California Invasive Plant Council (Cal-IPC) from landscaping, which is consistent 
with LUAG “Invasives”. Page 2-11 of the Draft EIR describes the fuel management 
activities to be consistent with the City of San Diego fuel modification and steep 
hillside landscape guidance; the Brush Management Zones are described on pgs. 4.8-
25 and 4.8-26, which are consistent with the LUAG “Brush Management”.  

L5-42 The comment asks why the Project goals and objectives prioritize a west campus identity 
over other sites to support growth that achieves 35,000 FTE. As noted in the response to 
comment L-5-34 and L-5-36, the current approved campus master plan enrollment is 
25,000 FTE. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response included in this Final EIR 
for information regarding the selection of the site of the proposed Project. 

L5-43 The comment asks about an increased density Phase I alternative. The Draft EIR 
included the Reduced Density Alternative due to its ability to reduce the potential 
impacts associated with the project; an increased density alternative would result in 
increased impacts. For additional information regarding the selection of alternatives, 
please see the Alternatives Thematic Response included in this Final EIR. 

L5-44 The comment states that based on the above comments, the proposed Project may 
likely result in greater impacts requiring recirculation of the Draft EIR. However, as 
explained in each of the corresponding responses, the analysis presented in the Draft 
EIR adequately analyzed the potential impacts of the proposed Project and no 
additional significant impacts requiring recirculation have been identified as a result 
of the City’s comments. In addition, as noted above, the project has been modified to 
eliminate Phases II and III and, thereby, further reduce potential impacts.  
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Response to Comment Letter S1 

State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

Scott Morgan 
June 6, 2017 

S1-1 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. 

S1-2 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. 

S1-3 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. 

S1-4 The comment provides factual background information and does not raise an 
environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA. However, it is noted that since 
release of the Draft EIR the proposed project has been modified to reduce impacts. 
Specifically, the proposed project will now provide facilities to house 850 student 
beds, down from 2,566. For additional information regarding the project 
modifications, please see Final EIR, Preface. The 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. 

S1-5 Please see responses to comment letter S4. 

S1-6 Please see responses to comment letter S3.  

S1-7 Please see responses to comment letter S2. 
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Response to Comment Letter S2 

State of California Native American Heritage Commission 
Gayle Totton 
April 28, 2017 

S2-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is 
required. However, it is noted that since release of the Draft EIR the proposed project 
has been modified to reduce impacts. Specifically, the proposed project will now 
provide facilities to house 850 student beds, down from 2,566. For additional 
information regarding the project modifications, please see Final EIR, Preface. 

S2-2 This comment states that there is no Tribal Cultural Resources section or a clearly 
delineated subsection for Traditional Cultural Resources within the Cultural 
Resources section of the Environmental Analysis. It should be noted that Tribal 
Cultural Resources are addressed alongside archaeological and historical resources 
via a clearly delineated discussion on page 4.4-19 of the Draft EIR. Section 4.4.2 of 
the Draft EIR states that SDSU requested a search of the Native American Heritage 
Commission Sacred Land File to determine the presence of Tribal Cultural 
Resources. SDSU sent out formal letters to all tribes included on the Native American 
Heritage Commission’s response letter in an effort to seek information from tribes 
about Tribal Cultural Resources. One tribe, the Jamul Indian Village, responded and 
requested to meet with SDSU to discuss their ancestor’s affiliation with the proposed 
project site. Section 4.4.6 of the Draft EIR describes the meeting between SDSU and 
the Jamul Indian Village representatives; these tribal representatives did not identify 
any Tribal Cultural Resources within the project area. Appendix E of the Draft EIR, 
which consists of the cultural resources technical report, also addressed Tribal 
Cultural Resources in its discussion of the records searches, consultation with the 
Jamul Indian Village, and the Project’s level of significance after mitigation.  

S2-3 This comment states that there are no mitigation measures specifically addressing Tribal 
Cultural Resources separately within the Draft EIR or Appendix E. As explained in 
Section 4.4.6 of the Draft EIR, no Tribal Cultural Resources were identified in the Project 
Area, therefore SDSU, serving as Lead Agency under CEQA, has determined that tribal 
monitoring throughout excavation is not necessary. However, as indicated in Mitigation 
Measure MM-CUL-1, SDSU, serving as the responsible reviewing agency, may choose 
to include a Native American monitor during initial ground disturbance.  

S2-4 Please see responses to Comments S2-2 and S2-3. SDSU agrees that the project is 
subject to the outreach requirements indicated in AB 52. As summarized in Response 
C2-2, SDSU reached out to all Native American groups that were included on the list 
provided by the Native American Heritage Commission in an effort to determine if 
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the site may be constituted as a sacred site or contain tribal cultural resources. SDSU 
met with the Jamul Indian Village to determine whether they viewed the site as 
possessing any tribal cultural resource value.  

 The proposed project does not involve amendments to a General Plan or Specific Plan 
nor does it include the dedication of open space, therefore SB 18 is not applicable.  

S2-5 San Diego State University (SDSU) understands the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) recommends that SDSU consult legal counsel regarding its 
compliance with Assembly Bill (AB) 52 and Senate Bill (SB) 18. As described in 
Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, SDSU complied with its legal 
requirements and satisfied the notification and consultation requirements of AB 52 
and SB 18.  

 Pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC) section 21080.3.1, SDSU requested a 
search of the NAHC Sacred Land File on December 15, 2016 to determine if any 
Tribal Cultural Resources are present within one mile of the proposed Project site. 
Gayle Totton, NAHC Associate Government Program Analyst, facilitated this 
search and returned the results on December 19, 2016. In addition, and as part of 
the consultation process, the NAHC provided a list of tribal governments and 
individuals that SDSU should consult for compliance with AB 52. SDSU and its 
representatives sent letters to the Native American representatives included on the 
NAHC consultation list. At the time the Draft EIR was circulated for public 
review, the Jamul Indian Village, a Kumeyaay Nation and federally recognized 
Tribal Government, responded to the AB 52 consultation request. Representatives 
from the Jamul Indian Village and SDSU met on campus on February 7, 2017 to 
discuss Project details and cultural resources inventory findings. The Jamul Indian 
Village representatives offered their services as tribal monitors should SDSU 
determine that tribal monitoring is necessary for the Project. The Jamul Indian 
Village representatives did not identify any tribal cultural resources within the 
project area nor did they make any specific request for tribal monitoring of the 
current project. The consultation letter and response received are on file with 
SDSU and will be made available for review upon request. 

S2-6 Please see responses to Comments S2-2 through S2-6. No further response is required. 

S2-7 Please see responses to Comments S2-2 through S2-4. No further response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter S3 

Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Johnson Abraham 

May 22, 2017 

S3-1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is an introduction to comments that 
follow and no further response is required. However, it is noted that since release of 
the Draft EIR the proposed project has been modified to reduce impacts. Specifically, 
the proposed project will now provide facilities to house 850 student beds, down from 
2,566. For additional information regarding the project modifications, please see 
Final EIR, Preface.  

S3-2 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. 

S3-3 As discussed in Section 5 of the Draft EIR, the portions of the subject property that 
appeared to be used for agricultural purposes in the 1949 and 1953 aerial photographs 
have been redeveloped. The southwestern corner of the subject property was developed 
as a parking lot sometime between 1964 and 1966, as shown in aerial photographs. The 
area previously present along Remington Road is under the footprint of the current 
roadway. Since these areas have already been capped by either parking lots or roadway, 
and are not areas that will be disturbed as part of the proposed development, there are 
no anticipated impacts due to the former property use. 

S3-4 As noted in Section 3.3.3 of the Draft EIR, the SDSU Environmental Health Services 
division manages transformers located on the SDSU campus. Per the 2007 Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment, SDSU EHS stated that any transformers that have 
PCB-containing oil are labeled. The transformers observed in the former U Lot were 
not labeled as containing PCBs. Additionally, the transformers were installed at the 
same time or after Chapultepec Hall was built (between 1989 and 1994, as based on 
aerial photograph research). The manufacturing of PCB-containing oil used for 
transformers ceased in the United States in 1977, therefore providing further evidence 
that the transformer onsite does not utilize oil that contain PCBs.  

 The above notwithstanding, as indicated on page 4.8-19, Section 4.8.6, the project 
would result in the potential for release of PCB-containing materials if demolition is 
not handled appropriately. Mitigation Measure MM-HAZ-1 on page 4.8-27, provides 
that all PCB-containing materials shall be removed under the direction of a qualified 
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environmental specialist who will direct the appropriate removal of these materials so 
that they are managed in accordance with all applicable federal and state guidelines 
and regulations. This measure further states that demolition plans and contract 
specifications shall incorporate any necessary abatement measures in compliance 
with all applicable federal and state regulations.  

S3-5 As discussed in Chapter 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the proposed project 
site is not located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites. Thus, 
soil contamination is not suspected. Mitigation measures have therefore not been 
included in the Draft EIR. 

 If soil import is utilized to backfill excavated areas, proper evaluation and sampling 
would be conducted per applicable regulations. 

S3-6 As discussed in Chapter 4.8 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project site is not located 
on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites (see Draft EIR page 4.8-
22). Thus, soil and/or groundwater contamination is not suspected. The above 
notwithstanding, soil contamination that might be observed in the project area would 
likely be due to construction impacts incurred during the proposed project’s 
construction activity. As discussed in Chapter 4.8 of the Draft EIR, any impacts from 
hazardous materials during construction would be less than significant as construction 
materials “would be transported, handled, and disposed of in accordance with all 
applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations regulating the management 
and use of hazardous materials.”  
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Response to Comment Letter S4 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife  
Gail Sevrens 
June 2, 2017 

S4-1 Thank you for your comment. The comment is an introduction to comments that 
follow and no further response is required. However, it is noted that since release of 
the Draft EIR the proposed project has been modified to reduce impacts. Specifically, 
the proposed project will now provide facilities to house 850 student beds, down from 
2,566. For additional information regarding the project modifications, please see 
Final EIR, Preface.  

S4-2 The comment provides factual background information regarding the proposed 
project 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. 

S4-3 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. 

S4-4 Comment noted. Mitigation Measure MM-BIO-1 has been revised pursuant to the 
recommendations outlined in this comment to require additional nesting bird surveys 
if grading activities are delayed for more than 48 hours. Also added to MM-BIO-1 is 
the statement that the project biologist will review the schedule for the project 
construction and in accordance with the recommendations outlined in this comment 
will conduct surveys to match the number of vegetation clearing events and will make 
sure that when multiple surveys are required, they are separated by at least 48 hours. 
Generally, a single survey prior to construction is adequate for identifying nesting 
birds, however the biologist will make sure that the area is covered thoroughly for 
nesting activity. The revised mitigation measure will now ensure any areas that have 
not been cleared or have been inactive for more than 48 hours since the last pre-
construction bird survey will be re-surveyed for nesting birds. 

S4-5 Comment noted. After conducting bird surveys at the project site, the project 
biologists are confident that the 25-foot buffers provide adequate protection for 
nesting birds. Nevertheless, per the comment’s recommendation, mitigation measure 
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MM-BIO-1 has been revised to require preparation of an Avian Monitoring Plan and 
outlines specific criteria for establishing nest buffers.  

S4-6 The comment regards mitigation measures MM-BIO-8, MM-BIO-9, and MM-BIO-
10. As identified in the Draft EIR, these measures would be triggered by the 
development of Phases II and III. As explained in the Final EIR, the proposed project 
has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for 
additional information regarding the project modifications, and Biological Resources 
Thematic Response. With the elimination of Phases II and III, the mitigation 
measures are no longer required to mitigate a significant impact. Therefore, the 
comment is no longer applicable. Note also that protocol gnatcatcher surveys of the 
Project site were recently completed and were negative for gnatcatcher presence.  

S4-7 The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. This comment does not pertain to the 
adequacy of the EIR and will therefore not be responded to further.  
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Response to Comment Letter S5 

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
Maurice Eaton 
June 16, 2017 

S5-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No response is required. 

S5-2 The comment requests that revisions to the traffic technical report, Draft EIR 
Appendix K (“TIA”) and/or synchro files be submitted to Caltrans following revision. 
Any necessary revisions to the TIA or the synchro files will be included in the Final 
EIR and made available to Caltrans in advance of the California State University 
Board of Trustees hearing to consider approval of the proposed Project. 

S5-3 The comment states that Section 3.0 of the TIA does not include the eastbound I-8 
exit ramp at Fairmount Avenue South signalized intersection and, therefore, impacts 
at this location were not addressed. However, as modified, the proposed Project 
(formerly Phase I) would add a maximum of 20 peak hour trips to the Fairmont / I-8 
ramp intersection, which is less than the 50 peak hour trip threshold established by 
the San Diego Transportation Engineers Council (SANTEC) for conducting an 
analysis. (See TIA Figure 8-2, 20 PM peak hour eastbound trips at the Montezuma 
Road / Collwood Boulevard intersection.) Therefore, the amount of Project traffic 
that would be generated at this location does not warrant inclusion of this intersection 
in the analysis. (Note: The proposed Project has been modified to eliminate Phases II 
and III from the proposed development. See Final EIR, Preface. Therefore, comments 
regarding Phases II and III are no longer applicable.) 

S5-4 The comment states that the arrival speed at exit ramp entrances needs to be set at 55 
miles per hour to assess impacts to the Interstate-8 (“I-8”) mainline. However, as 
modified, the proposed Project (formerly Phase I) would add a maximum of 15 peak 
hour trips to I-8 in either direction. (See TIA Figure 8-2, maximum of 75% of 20 trips 
at Montezuma Road / Collwood Boulevard intersection come from I-8 = 15 trips). 
The City of San Diego Traffic Impact Study Manual states that an analysis of 
freeways is required at “locations where the project adds 150 or more peak hour trips 
in either direction.” Under Caltrans Traffic Impact Study guidelines (page 2), a traffic 
study is required generally when a project would generate 50 or more peak hour trips. 
Since the proposed Project would add less than these amounts to I-8, a freeway 
mainline analysis is not warranted. (Note: The proposed Project has been modified to 
eliminate Phases II and III from the proposed development. See Final EIR, Preface. 
Therefore, comments regarding Phases II and III are no longer applicable.) 



Responses to Comments – State Agencies 

September 2017 S-42 New Student Housing EIR 

S5-5 The comment states that the intersection of Lindo Paseo and College Avenue should 
be included in the Synchro simulation. However, the proposed Project would add less 
than 50 peak hour trips (the SANTEC and City of San Diego threshold for including 
an intersection in a study area) to the College Avenue / Lindo Paseo intersection. (See 
TIA Figure 8-1, which shows 0% traffic using the intersection.) Therefore, analysis of 
the intersection is not required. 

S5-6 The comment regards the geometry of southbound College Avenue to westbound 
Montezuma Road. The geometry of the Montezuma / College intersection was 
modified following completion of the EIR TIA. In response to the comment, both the 
TIA and the EIR traffic section have been revised to show the current southbound 
lane configuration of two left-turn lanes, one through lane and one shared through / 
right turn lane. No changes to the significant impact conclusion occurred as a result of 
the modifications. 

S5-7 The comment regards the geometry of southbound College Avenue to westbound 
Montezuma Road, specifically the double left-turn lane. The double left-turn lane, 
which was assumed in the analysis, is the correct existing geometry. Please also 
response to comment S5-6. 

S5-8 The comment states the “College Avenue alignment” does not represent actual 
existing conditions. However, the “alignment” of College Avenue is not utilized in 
the analysis. 

S5-9 The comment states the synchro files show the I-8 exit ramp to College Avenue as 
blocking the intersection, potentially leading to erroneous results. However, the 
analysis does not “allow traffic to block the intersection” as the comment assumes. 
Rather, the traffic volumes, geometry, and other roadway factors are coded into the 
Synchro software analysis as they exist in the field. The analysis will often show that, 
due to high volumes and/or insufficient capacity, queues back into adjacent 
intersections, although the analysis inputs do not “allow” any intersection blocking. 

S5-10 The comment states the SimTraffic Intervals peak hour is set to 10 minutes and 
should be 60 minutes. However, SimTraffic is a simulation software that is not used 
to conduct level of service analysis; rather, Synchro software was utilized to conduct 
the analysis. Accordingly, the traffic engineer, Linscott Law & Greenspan, did not 
utilize SimTraffic for the EIR nor “set” the peak hour intervals. 

S5-11 The comment raises questions regarding the existing traffic counts. The traffic counts 
used in the TIA and EIR were conducted in 2016 by Accurate Video Counts 
(“AVC”), a local traffic count firm that has conducted counts at thousands of 
intersections throughout Southern California. The counts were conducted when area 
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schools and SDSU were in session. In response to the comment, the existing traffic 
counts utilized in the TIA were checked and found to match the AVC counts, which 
are included in the TIA appendices. 

S5-12 The comment is similar to comment S5-11. Please see the response to comment S5-
11 for information responsive to this comment. 

S5-13 The comment requests that a queue analysis be conducted. However, neither Caltrans, 
SANTEC, nor the City of San Diego traffic study guidelines require preparation of a 
queue analysis. Additionally, none of these entities have established thresholds of 
significance for queuing. Therefore, any analysis would be for information purposes 
only and is not warranted. 

S5-14 The comment states that Caltrans views all transportation improvements as 
opportunities to improve safety, access and mobility for all travelers and recognizes 
bicycle, pedestrian, and transit modes as integral elements of the transportation 
system. Because the comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR, no response is required or can be provided. However, the comment, as all 
of Caltrans comments, will be included as part of the record and made available to the 
decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project. 

S5-15 The comment asks that the TIA reference the final draft of the I-8 Corridor study 
completed by SANDAG. In preparing the TIA, LLG did review the August 2016 
version of the I-8 corridor report as is discussed in Section 4.1 of the TIA. 

S5-16 The comment states that Caltrans endeavors that significant impacts to the State 
Highway System be eliminated or reduced to less than significant. In this case, the 
TIA determined that the proposed Project would not result in significant impacts to 
Caltrans facilities. Therefore, mitigation measures are not required. 

S5-17 The comment lists possible projects for impacts to state facilities. Please see the 
response to comment S5-16 for information responsive to this comment. 

S5-18 The comment states that Caltrans seeks to reduce new vehicle miles travelled 
(“VMT”) associated with new development and recommends measures to reduce 
VMT. SDSU also seeks to reduce VMT and utilize Transportation Demand 
Management (“TDM”) measures to decrease trip generation and VMT. The SDSU 
New Student Housing project will serve to reduce overall VMT by eliminating the 
commute trip to campus for a portion of SDSU students. In addition, features of the 
proposed Project, as well as existing operations at SDSU, include and implement 
several TDM strategies to reduce VMT. For a description of those measures, please 
see the responses to the comment letter submitted by the San Diego Association of 
Governments, Letter L-3, included in this Final EIR. 
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S5-19 The comment states that any work performed within the Caltrans right-of-way will 
require an encroachment permit. The comment is noted. 

S5-20 The comment is a concluding comment and no response is required. 


