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Response to Comment Letter O1 

Viejas Tribal Government 

Ray Teran 

April 27, 2017 

O1-1 The comment claims that the proposed project site has cultural significance or ties to 
the Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians. This statement does not claim the presence of 
known cultural resources or Tribal Cultural Resources within the project site. It does, 
however, emphasize Viejas’ cultural ties to the setting of the project. These ties lead 
to Viejas’ request in comment O1-2. 

O1-2 This comment request that a Kumeyaay Cultural Monitor be on site for ground 
disturbing activities associated with the project. Section 4.4.6 of the Draft EIR 
states that no archaeological or historical resources or Tribal Cultural Resources 
have been identified through the South Coastal Information Center records search, 
the Native American Heritage Commission Sacred Land File records search, tribal 
correspondence, or through intensive pedestrian survey of the area. Additionally, 
previous disturbances of the project area make the discovery of archaeological or 
Tribal Cultural Resources unlikely. Cultural resources analysis conducted for the 
Draft EIR and Appendix E suggest that cultural or Native American monitoring 
during construction is not necessary. However, as noted in Cultural Resource 
Mitigation Measure MM-CUL-1, despite the low likelihood of cultural resource 
discovery during construction, SDSU, as the reviewing agency, has the option to 
include a Native American monitor should resources be discovered. SDSU has 
noted the Viejas Tribal Government’s offer to provide a Kumeyaay Cultural 
Resource Monitor.  
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Response to Comment Letter O2  

College Area Community Planning Board 

Rhea Kuhlman 

Dated May 18, 2017 

O2-1 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. 

O2 -2 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

O2 -3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

O2 -4 The comment regards the EIR’s analysis of traffic-related impacts and notes a 
discrepancy between the cumulative projects listed in EIR Section 3, Cumulative 
Methods and Projects, Table 3-1, and those listed in the Transportation Technical 
Report, Appendix K, Table 7-1. The list of cumulative projects analyzed as part of the 
traffic impacts analysis is provided in Appendix K, Table 7-1. As shown, Table 7-1 
includes 11 cumulative projects not within the campus boundaries, including projects 
both within the City of San Diego and City of La Mesa. 

O2 -5 The bulk, scale, and architectural character of the Project is analyzed in Chapter 4.1, 
Aesthetics, of the EIR. 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, proposed project impacts from bulk, scale and architectural character would be 
less than significant. 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 and with the elimination of Phases II and III, the proposed Project 
would not cast shadow onto shadow-sensitive areas for a duration in excess of the 
established significance thresholds throughout the year. Therefore, shadows that were 
generated by the project were determined to be less than significant and disclosed as 
such in the Draft EIR. 

O2 -6 See Biological Resources Thematic Response, which states that Phases II and III will 
not be developed, thus eliminating potential shade effects from those buildings. Based 
on the analysis described in the Shading Technical Report to the Draft EIR, the 
development of Phase I would not increase shading in the canyon. The existing 
Chapultepec Hall, as well as the natural topography of the canyon, results in limited 
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shading of portions of the canyon as the sun moves across the sky throughout the day. 
The plants and vegetation communities receive enough sunlight throughout the day to 
grow and thrive in existing conditions.  

O2 -7 The comment does not provide specific recommendations or inadequacies related to 
the mitigation measure regarding coastal sage scrub. The mitigation measures have 
language specific to avoiding impacts to coastal sage scrub. For example, mitigation 
measure MM-BIO-3 requires fencing to “protect from inadvertent disturbance outside 
of the limits of grading as well as to prevent unauthorized access into the canyon”; 
and MM-BIO-5 states that all outdoor light fixtures must be directed away from the 
undeveloped canyon. See Biological Resources Thematic Response, which states that 
Phases II and III will not be developed, thus eliminating direct impacts to coastal sage 
scrub. As required, all of these mitigation measures contain standard language in 
terms of trigger, quantity and timing. 

O2 -8 Impacts to each vegetation community or land cover is specifically analyzed in the 
Draft EIR, including those located in the canyon. Direct impacts are summarized in 
Table 4.3-3 on pgs. 4.3-23 and 4.3-24 of the Draft EIR and described in more detail 
on pgs. 4.3-31 and 4.3-32. Impacts to the canyon related to wildlife movement are 
described on pgs. 4.3-34 and 4.3-35. Additionally, as stated in Biological Resources 
Thematic Response, Phases II and III will not be developed and therefore will 
significantly reduce impacts to the canyon. 

O2 -9 Wildland fire hazards associated with the project were analyzed in the Fire Fuel Load 
Modeling Report (Dudek 2017); the results of this evaluation were summarized in Draft 
EIR Chapter 4.8 and begin on page 4.8-24. Based on the results of that evaluation, fire 
safety measures were developed to protect the proposed structures from wildfire threats, 
enable fire department access, and provide a defensible Project. The Canyon is 
considered to include the potential for wildfire and that potential has been addressed 
through project design features and measures above and beyond code requirements. 
Please also refer to response to comment I-17-30 for additional details on Project 
requirements for constructing in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ). 

O2 -10 The comment regards mitigation measure MM-TRA-4, which would be triggered by 
implementation of Phase III. In response to comments submitted on the Draft EIR, 
the proposed Project has been modified to eliminate Phase III from development. 
Therefore, mitigation measure MM-TRA-4 is no longer applicable. 

O2 -11 The comment contends the traffic analysis trip generation rate is inadequate for 
multiple reasons. With regards to use of Chapman University trip generation rates, the 
relative differences in the areas surrounding Chapman and SDSU was taken into 
account by the traffic engineers, Linscott, Law & Greenspan, (LLG) in considering 
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the appropriate trip generation rate. While Chapman does have a town center two 
blocks from campus, SDSU also has numerous retail, restaurant, and entertainment 
opportunities within walking distance to campus. In addition, unlike Chapman, SDSU 
has an on-campus light rail trolley stop from which students can ride the trolley to 
Old Town San Diego, downtown San Diego, and numerous other destinations 
supportive of most student needs without using a vehicle. Lastly, the student trip 
generation rate for the suburban-located University of California at San Diego 
(UCSD), one of the trip rates considered by LLG, is actually lower than the rate used 
for the SDSU student housing project, and UCSD is not located near a town center, 
nor does it have an on-site trolley stop providing access to student attractions. 

As to the suggestion to use trip rates based on SDSU data, conducting traffic counts 
in order to derive trip generation rates at student housing facilities on the SDSU 
campus was considered by LLG. However, deriving trip rates for students residing at 
Chapultepec Hall (or other SDSU residence halls) requires that the students living at 
Chapultepec park their car in a parking area dedicated exclusively for Chapultepec 
residents so that traffic counts of Chapultepec residents can be determined. However, 
students who reside at Chapultepec Hall do not park exclusively in one designated 
area and, instead, park at various locations on campus. Therefore, LLG, or any traffic 
engineer, is unable to conduct a trip generation study specific to Chapultepec Hall or 
any other SDSU campus student housing residence. 

Contrary to the comment, the trip generation rate is based on the university student 
housing rate on a per bed basis, and does not make assumptions regarding how many 
students would bring vehicles to campus. Any assumptions regarding the number of 
student vehicles applies only with respect to the EIR parking analysis. With respect to 
additional trips by Uber, pizza delivery, and parental visits, these additional trips are 
incorporated within the student housing trip rate that was used in the analysis.  

The student housing trip generation rate used in the analysis does not distinguish 
between freshmen and sophomores and, as noted above, is applied on a per bed basis.  

 For additional information responsive to this comment, please also see response to 
comments O-6-25, O-6-26, O-6-27, and O-6-28. 

O2 -12 The comment states the Draft EIR parking analysis is inadequate because the location 
of the parked vehicles will change from classroom venues to west campus residential 
venues. To the comment’s concern, the Draft EIR parking assessment specifically 
addressed spillover parking in the College View Estates Area and determined that the 
proposed Project would not result in significant impacts for several reasons, including 
the fact that the neighborhood implements a parking permit program that prohibits 
non-resident parking in the areas closest to SDSU on Monday through Friday from 
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8AM to 7PM. Nonetheless, as part of the proposed Project, a permanent sign will be 
installed on Remington Road at the SDSU campus boundary with the College View 
Estates that reads “No SDSU or Event Parking in Residential Neighborhoods – 
Violators May be Fined and/or Towed Away.” (Please see Draft EIR Section 4.14.6.4 
for additional information responsive to this comment.) 

O2 -13 The comment states the analysis of impacts on Remington Road is inadequate 
because the road is improperly sized to handle move-ins/move-outs. However, as part 
of the proposed Project, move-ins/move outs will take place in an area located on the 
north side of the Phase I building, removed from Remington Road. Additionally, the 
proposed Project will include off-street spaces on the north side of Remington in front 
of the Phase I building for up to 6 vehicles for the purpose of accommodating pick-
ups/drop-offs, thereby alleviating the existing problem of cars blocking the flow of 
traffic on Remington when picking up/dropping off persons. Please see Final EIR, 
Project Description, Figure 2-11, for illustration of the move-in/move-out and pick-
up/drop-off areas.  

For additional information responsive to this comment, please also see O-6-33, O-6-
36, O-6-37, O-6-38, O-6-39, and O-6-40. 

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

O2 -14 The comment states the Draft EIR inadequately assesses emergency access via 
Remington Road. The EIR addresses access issues, generally, in Section 4.14.6.5., 
and emergency response related issues in Section 4.14.6.11. As noted above, the 
proposed Project includes off-street parking areas to accommodate pick-ups/drop-
offs, thereby alleviating a source of congestion on Remington Road and freeing up 
right of way for emergency vehicles. In addition, the Project would re-paint the red 
curbs on Remington Road and replace the existing “No Parking” signs with “No 
Standing at Any Time” signs. These project features will facilitate emergency access 
on Remington Road. 

For additional information response to this comment, please also see the responses to 
comments L-5-12, L5-13, and L-5-14. 

O2 -15 The comment states that the EIR does not address impacts on Hewlett Drive. The 
geographic distribution of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project was 
determined using the SANDAG travel demand model. The model is a computerized 
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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 only two percent of Project traffic would access the 
Project site from the west, through the College View Estates area; thus, traffic 
through the College View Estates area was considered as part of the analysis. The 
Project traffic distribution, as derived through 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.) In addition, based 
on the low traffic volumes on Remington Road (current level of service (LOS) A), 
and the low number of vehicles that use the intersection College View Estates 
residents use to reach Montezuma Road (the Montezuma Road / Yerba Santa Drive 
intersection, which also operates at LOS A), even if 20% of the Project traffic utilized 
the roads through College View Estates, there would be no significant impacts. 

For additional information responsive to this comment, please also see the responses 
to comments O-6-29 through O-6-32. 

O2 -16 The comment is related to the prior comment. Please see the response to comment O-
2-15 for information responsive to this comment. 

O2 -17 Please see response to Comment O2-5, above. 

O2 -18 The comment contends the Draft EIR rejected a number of alternatives without giving 
valid reasons. Draft EIR Section 6, Alternatives, presents an extensive analysis of 
project alternatives, both on- and off-campus, and provides the reason for rejecting 
each alternative. For additional information responsive to the comment, please also 
see the Alternatives Thematic Response in this Final EIR. 

O2 -19 Thank you for your comment regarding the 2016 City of San Diego “Residential 
High Occupancy Single Dwelling Unit Ordinance” being the correct name of the 
ordinance. This revision will be incorporated into the Final EIR.  

O2 -20 The comment is critical of the Draft EIR’s Project Goals and Objectives; however, 
the Goals and Objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act. Also, the comment is critical of the analysis, evaluation, 
and elimination of alternatives as contained in the Draft EIR, Chapter 6.0, 
Alternatives. However, Alternatives to the proposed Project location received 
extensive analysis in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR assessed numerous alternatives 
and eliminated them because they were infeasible, failed to meet the proposed Project 
objectives, or failed to avoid or reduce significant impacts. To the extent that the 
comment relates to the siting of alternative locations for Phases II and III, following 
distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the public comment period, the 
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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. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information 
responsive to the comment. 

O2 -21 The comment states the Draft EIR did not consider a prohibition against vehicles for 
residents of the proposed dorms or against cars for freshman. However, the Draft EIR 
analyzed and evaluated a range of reasonable alternatives, and in doing so, complied 
with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act. Please see the 
Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information responsive to the 
comment. Also, the comment addresses, generally, the subject of traffic impacts 
resulting from students residing at the proposed Project. The Draft EIR, Chapter 4.14, 
Transportation/Circulation and Parking, evaluated traffic impacts relative to students 
and student-generated traffic. 

O2 -22 The comment claims the development of only Phase I of the proposed Project could 
achieve the Project’s goals of achieving a distinct west campus housing community 
and alleviating Chapultepec’s isolation. 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.. 

O2 -23 The comment is critical of the proposed Project’s development and selection of 
alternatives. The comment claims the Draft EIR failed to demonstrate why locating 
Phases II and III at alternative on-campus sites, including the 55th Street Peninsula 
and Parking Lots 2A and 17, is infeasible. Please see the Alternatives Thematic 
Response for information responsive to the comment. Also, the proposed Project has 
been modified to eliminate Phases II and III. With respect to the comment regarding 
the Campus Master Plan, please note 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. 

O2 -24 The comment is critical of the proposed Project’s development and selection of 
alternatives. The comment claims the Draft EIR failed to demonstrate why locating 
Phases II and III at alternative on-campus sites, including the 55th Street Peninsula 
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and Parking Lots 2A and 17, is infeasible. To the extent that the comment relates to 
the siting of alternative locations for Phases II and III, following distribution of the 
Draft EIR and the close of the public comment period, the proposed Project was 
modified in response to public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see 
Final EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications. As 
a result, the environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been 
eliminated, and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. Please see the 
Alternatives Thematic Response for information responsive to the comment. 

O2 -25 The comment states that Draft EIR Appendix K incorrectly reports that mitigation is 
proposed that would mitigate all identified impacts to a level below significant. 
However, Appendix K also adds “with the exception of…..”, noting that certain 
impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. However, the statement in any 
event is no longer applicable. With the elimination of Phases II and III from the 
proposed Project, all potentially significant traffic-related impacts will now be 
mitigated to less than significant. 

O2-26 The comment does not oppose the development of Phase I, but disagrees with the 
proposed development of Phases II and III. In response to comments like these 
submitted on the Draft 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. Other portions of the comment address general subject 
areas that 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, as is the case with all of the comments 
submitted by CACPB, will be included as part of the record and made available to the 
decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project. 

O2-27 The comment urges SDSU to incorporate more of the comments submitted by the 
community during the EIR process as part of the Project. As illustrated throughout the 
responses to comments included in this Final EIR, SDSU has modified the Project 
and incorporated Project Design Features into the Project in direct response to the 
community’s comments throughout the process. Other portions of the comment 
express 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. However, no further response is required. 

O2-28 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

O2-29 The comment regards the illegal parking in front of the Chapultepec dorm. As noted in 
the prior responses, as part of the proposed Project, the Project will include off-street 
spaces on the north side of Remington Road in front of the building for short-term 
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parking for up to 6 vehicles for the purpose of accommodating pick-ups/drop-offs, 
thereby alleviating the existing problem of cars blocking the flow of traffic on 
Remington Road when picking up/dropping off persons. Additionally, move-ins/move 
outs will take place in an area located on the north side of the Phase I building, 
removed from Remington Road. Please see Final EIR, Project Description, Figure 2-11 
for illustration of the pick-up/drop-off and move-in/move-out areas. In addition, the 
Project would re-paint the red curbs on Remington Road and replace the existing “No 
Parking” signs with “No Standing at Any Time” signs. Lastly, while enforcement of the 
parking restrictions is within the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego Police 
Department, SDSU Police are available to enforce the restrictions as necessary. 

O2-30 The comment regards student parking in the College View Estates neighborhood. As 
explained in response O-2-12, the Draft EIR parking assessment specifically 
addressed spillover parking in the College View Estates Area and determined that the 
proposed Project would not result in significant impacts for several reasons, including 
the fact that the neighborhood implements a parking permit program in those areas 
closest to SDSU that prohibits non-resident parking Monday through Friday from 
8AM to 7PM. Nonetheless, as part of the proposed Project, a permanent sign will be 
installed on Remington Road at the SDSU campus boundary with the College View 
Estates that reads “No SDSU or Event Parking in Residential Neighborhoods – 
Violators May be Fined and/or Towed Away.” (Please see Draft EIR Section 4.14.6.4 
for additional information responsive to this comment.) 

The comment also includes an introduction to comments that follow from a separate 
commentator. As an introduction, no further response is required. 

O2-31 The comment states that the proposed Chapultepec area is not the “best site” for the 
proposed Project. The comment raises general issues regarding the subject of 
Alternatives, which received extensive analysis in Draft EIR Section 6. To the extent 
that the comment relates to the siting of alternative locations for Phases II and III, 
following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the public comment period, 
the proposed Project was modified in response to public comments to eliminate 
Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding 
the project modifications. As a result, the environmental impacts related to the siting 
of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the comments, while noted, are no 
longer applicable. Additional analysis also is provided in the Alternatives Thematic 
Response, included in this Final EIR. 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. 
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O2-32 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

O2-33 The comment expresses the opinions of the commentator and provides factual 
background information. The comment does not raise an environmental issue within the 
meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the record and made 
available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Proposed Project. No 
further response is required because the comment does not raise an environmental issue. 

O2-34 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. 

O2-35 The comment states the Draft EIR omitted from discussion whether the Project 
would have “substantial adverse effects on human beings.” This comment addresses 
a general subject area 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. 

O2-36 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. 

O2-37 With respect to the comment regarding environmentally preferable siting choices and 
the Proposed Project’s goals and objectives, the comment relates to alternative siting 
locations for Phases II and III. However, following distribution of the Draft EIR and 
the close of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in 
response to public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, 
Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, 
the environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been 
eliminated, and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. With respect to 
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any additional Project siting concerns, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response 
for information responsive to the comment. 

O2-38 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. 

O2-39 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. 

O2-40  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. 

O2-41 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, 
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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. 

O2-42  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. 

O2-43 The comment relates to the 55th Street alternative and suggests providing access via a 
pedestrian bridge. The 55th Street alternative is analyzed in Draft EIR Section 6, 
Alternatives, and the Alternatives Thematic Response included in this Final EIR. The 
comment represents the opinion of the commentator and does not raise any specific 
issue regarding the 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. 

O2-44 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. 

O2-45 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, 
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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 O3 

Sierra Club 

June 2, 2017 

O3-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

O3 -2 The comment regards Draft EIR Phases II and III, noting that development in the area 
is the Sierra Club’s “first and major concern.” 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. See also 
Biological Resources Thematic Response for additional related information. It also 
should be noted that with the elimination of Phases II and III (which would have 
constituted the majority of impacts to sensitive biological resources), impacts 
associated with these phases will no longer occur; Phase I does not impact the 
canyon. Further, the City of San Diego and SDSU have discussed the project’s 
relationship to the MSCP and have agreed that designation of SDSU land in the 
canyon as part of the MHPA and included in the City’s Habitrak database as a “gain” 
is incorrect. In addition, the City confirmed that development of the project would not 
have an impact on the City’s ability to meet the MSCP’s goals for conservation of 
coastal sage scrub. The City has discussed this project with the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service and California Department of Fish and Wildlife and both agencies have 
agreed that the mapping errors should be corrected and in doing so, will not affect the 
City’s efforts to achieve the goals of the MSCP and specifically the goals for 
preservation of coastal sage scrub habitat.  

O3 -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. 

O3 -4 See Biological Resources Thematic Response. The City of San Diego and SDSU 
have discussed the project’s relationship to the MSCP and have agreed that 
designation of SDSU land in the canyon as part of the MHPA and included in the 
City’s Habitrak database as a “gain” is incorrect. Further, the City confirmed that 
development of the project would not have an impact on the City’s ability to meet the 
MSCP’s goals for conservation of coastal sage scrub. The City has discussed this 
project with the US Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and 
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Wildlife and both agencies have agreed that the mapping errors should be corrected 
and in doing so, will not affect the City’s efforts to achieve the goals of the MSCP 
and specifically the goals for preservation of coastal sage scrub habitat.  

 While not required, SDSU performed a consistency analysis with the City of San 
Diego’s MSCP Land Use Adjacency Guidelines. Several design specifications were 
developed during project design (ie, fencing treatment, etc.) that will ensure that 
construction and operation of the proposed project adjacent to sensitive canyon areas 
will not have an indirect impact to the flora and fauna present in the canyon.  

O3 -5 Please see Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to 
this comment.  

O3 -6 The comment expresses the Sierra Club’s objection to SDSU’s decision to build a 
project in what the Sierra Club refers to as a “green canyon.” The comment then 
states that such a project is inconsistent with the intent of CEQA, Executive Order S-
13-08, the California State University Sustainability Policy, the City of San Diego 
General Plan, and current urban building practices. None of these statements, 
however, raises a CEQA issue or identifies any defect in the subject EIR. The 
following information provides additional information relevant to this response. See 
response to comment O3-2. See also Biological Resources Thematic Response, which 
states that Phases II and III will not be developed, thus eliminating potential shade 
effects from those buildings. Additionally, analysis of the impact to the canyon was 
conducted in order to quantify the impacts to the canyon system. The canyon was 
defined by a combination of the MSCP MHPA designation combined with the SDSU 
ownership. The canyon included the area from Remington north to the right-of-way 
for Interstate 8 and also the canyon just west that joins with the subject canyon. 
Please see the accompanying exhibit. The total acreage of this canyon system is 31.7 
acres. The total impact from Phase I is 0.4 acre, not including the existing parking lot. 
This results in the impact to 1% of the canyon system of which all is ornamental 
plantings. See figure below. 
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O3 -7 The comment suggests that to be consistent with principles of Smart Growth and to 
maximize student housing capacity, the Phase I building should be constructed to the 
same height as Chapultepec Hall with correspondingly more bed space. As discussed 
in the Alternatives Thematic Response, construction of Phase I to the height of 
Chapultepec is not desirable from a planning perspective because it would not allow 
for sufficient outdoor program space that is necessary to serve the entire west campus 
residential community. The comment further expresses the opinions of the 
commentator and does not raise any specific issue regarding the analysis presented in 
the Draft EIR and, therefore, 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. 

O3 -8 The comment objects to Project goal number 6 and its description of the local canyon 
(sometimes referred to as “Aztec Canyon”) as “an existing undeveloped area.” 
According to the comment, this characterization devalues the importance of San 
Diego Canyons and is inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines. The comment then states 
that building in an undeveloped area should never be a goal of the project. SDSU 
does not agree that goal 6 mischaracterizes the canyon or diminishes its value as a 
resource. Nor is SDSU aware of any CEQA guideline that might be violated by goal 
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6. Goal 6 simply recognizes that it may be advantageous to build the project in an 
existing undeveloped area rather than to require temporary removal of much-needed 
existing beds from the campus inventory. Note also that goal 6 does not attempt to 
characterize the canyon at all; the purpose of the goal is to avoid the removal of 
existing housing from the campus inventory when providing new, additional housing. 
Moreover, as noted above, the proposed Project has been 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, and the related 
potential impacts to the canyon, have been eliminated. To the extent the comment 
also addresses the opinions of the commentator and does not raise any specific issue 
regarding the analysis presented in the Draft EIR, 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. 

O3 -9 The comment refers to alternative locations on campus, generally, implying that 
the Project should be built on one of these other locations. The subject of 
alternative locations is discussed in detail in the Alternatives Thematic Response. 
Because the comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the EIR analysis, 
no more specific response can be provided. However, the comment will be 
included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a 
final decision on the Project. 

O3 -10 The comment refers to the alternative off-campus location of the Qualcomm Stadium 
site in Mission Valley and contends SDSU has ignored the potential of construction 
on the Qualcomm site. However, the Qualcomm site is one of the off-campus 
locations considered in Draft EIR Section 6, Alternatives. Additional information 
regarding the Qualcomm site is provided in the Alternatives Thematic Response. 
However, because the comment does not raise any specific 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. 

O3 -11 The commentator disagrees with the Draft EIR’s conclusion that the Project will have 
less than significant impacts on scenic vistas, including views of the canyon. While 
the canyon landscape adjacent to and encompassing a portion of the Project site 
displays scenic qualities, views from private residences and on-campus dormitories to 
the canyon are not considered scenic vistas. Private views from residences to the 
canyon are not specifically protected under CEQA and SDSU students residing in on-
campus dormitories are not considered sensitive receptors. For the purposes of the 
EIR, scenic vistas are public vantage points offering broad and particularly long 
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views to valued scenic resources in the area. As stated in the EIR, the presence of 
scenic vistas in the surrounding area is generally limited (due to development and 
vegetation that tends to impede the availability of more distant views) and consists 
primarily of views to and from prominent terrain location in Mission Trails Regional 
Park. Views to and from prominent terrain location in Mission Trails Regional Park 
and the Project are analyzed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, specifically Section 4.1.6, 
Impacts Analysis, of the EIR. The EIR addresses the Project’s visual impacts and 
includes a photo simulation showing the project in relation to the canyon. (See Figure 
4.1-11.) As indicated in the introduction to the Final EIR, SDSU has committed to 
eliminating Phases II and III. These project modifications further support the EIR’s 
less-than-significant impact finding.  

O3 -12 The commentator disagrees with the Draft EIR’s conclusion that the Project’s light 
and glare impacts will be less than significant. According to the comment, the 
Project’s light and glare impacts on the canyon will be significant. SDSU disagrees. 
Project impacts concerning substantial new sources of lighting and nighttime views 
are addressed in Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics and in the Lighting Technical Report 
prepared for the Project and included in Appendix B to the Draft EIR. 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 Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, Project lighting must conform to the requirements 
of CALGreen, which stipulates the light from project building and general site 
lighting must not exceed 0.74-footcandle at the project boundary. Based on the 
analysis presented in Chapter 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. 

 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 Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics and in the Lighting Technical 
Report prepared for the Project. Based on the results of the lighting analysis as 
presented in the technical report, 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 Chapter 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. Based on the analysis 
presented in Chapter 4.1, the EIR determined that Project impacts related to glare 
would be less than significant and would not require mitigation. 
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O3 -13 The comment states that the Project will have significant noise impacts on adjacent 
residential receptors and biological habitat areas. The EIR, however, drew a different 
conclusion based on technical analyses. Project impacts concerning noise at human 
receivers is addressed in Chapter 4.11, Noise. Noise from operation of stationary 
equipment is addressed in Section 4.11.6 (Impacts Analysis). As to noise from 
students, 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 Dispatcher (Phone number: 
619-594-1991), 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. Biological impacts, including potential noise impacts on biological habitat 
during construction, are addressed in Section 4.3, Biological Resources. See, for 
example, MM-BIO-6, on pages 4.3-42 and 4.3-43. Biological impacts regarding the 
operational noise impacts of the Project within biological habitat would be limited by 
the proposed project’s site design. Because the proposed project buildings would be 
oriented in an east-west fashion with only the northern façade of the northern building 
having a direct exposure to the canyon, the number of student rooms with a potential 
to increase existing noise levels within the canyon would be a fraction of the total 
anticipated student room increase. Nonetheless, as a highly conservative estimate, if 
the anticipated increase in the number of New Student Housing Project students 
(approximately 850 students) were idealized as being at one point on the project site 
and added to the existing Chapultepec Hall student population (545 students), the 
increase in student noise levels would be approximately 5.7 dB. This is extremely 
conservative because in reality the additional students would be spread out all over 
the site, so at any one location in the canyon, the influence of larger numbers of 
students would be limited by distance, shielding from the buildings, etc. At the 
measurement receiver nearest to the canyon (R2), the measured noise level was 50 
dBA Leq on January 16, 2017 and 48 dBA Leq on April 27, 2017. Noise levels within 
the canyon would be less than these because of greater distance from adjacent 
roadways and acoustical shielding from intervening terrain. However, if the 
theoretical worst-case noise level increase of 5.7 dB were added to the measured 
ambient noise level at R2, the resultant noise level would be approximately 56 dBA 
Leq or less, and therefore would not exceed the 60 dBA Leq threshold for listed 
biological species habitat. 



Responses to Comments - Organizations 

September 2017 O-37 New Student Housing EIR 

O3 -14 The Biological Resources Chapter of the Draft EIR (Chapter 4.3) specifically 
addresses all special-status species, including the potential for state- and federally 
listed endangered and threatened birds to occur on site. The Draft EIR specifically 
describes the potential for coastal California gnatcatcher, a federally-listed threatened 
species, to occur as well as the results of the focused protocol surveys for this species. 
As described on pg. 4.3-13 of the Draft EIR, the results of the 2014 surveys were 
negative. As indicated in the Draft EIR and summarized in the 2017 Gnatcatcher 
Focused Survey Report the 2017 survey was negative. The complete 2017 California 
gnatcatcher survey report is summarized in the Biological Resources Thematic 
Response and is included as an appendix to the Final EIR. 

 A more detail assessment of each special-status wildlife and plant species potential to 
occur is described in Appendices D1 and D2 of Appendix D to the Draft EIR. 

The Draft EIR analyzes impacts associated with construction in the canyon. Specifically, 
Phases II and III would result in impacts to the canyon. These impacts are described in 
Table 4.3-3 on pgs. 4.3-23 and 24 of the Draft EIR and described in more detail on pgs. 
4.3-31 and 4.3-32. Impacts to the canyon related to wildlife movement are described on 
pgs. 4.3-35 and 4.3-36. Additionally, as stated in Biological Resources Thematic 
Response, Phases II and III will not be developed and therefore will significantly reduce 
impacts to the canyon. Phase I does not impact the canyon. 

The Draft EIR analyzes impacts to special-status species. For species that are not state 
or federally-listed as threatened or endangered, habitat loss is an accepted method of 
analyzing impacts, which is done on pgs. 4.3-24 through 4.3-26 of the Draft EIR. 
Flushing individual species, as specified in mitigation measure MM-BIO-2 is only 
one method to avoid impacts to direct species. Measures such as MM-BIO-1 have 
specific avoidance of active nests and establish nest buffers per the proposed Avian 
Monitoring Plan which will be submitted to and approved by the Wildlife Agencies.  

Additionally, as specified on Table 4.3-1 on pg. 4.3-2 of the Draft EIR, all of the 
biological surveys were conducted in 2014 and again in 2017. The results of the first 
rare plant survey conducted in 2017 were included in the Draft EIR (see pg. 4.3-10) 
and the results of the June 2017 rare plant survey are described in the Biological 
Resources Thematic Response and the Final EIR. No additional special-status plants 
were observed during the June 2017 pass. All biological surveys were conducted by 
qualified biologists. The resumes of the biologists are below.  
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O3 -15 The mitigation ratio referred to in this comment is described in mitigation measures 
MM-BIO-7 and MM-BIO-9, which specifically states that impacts to occupied 
California gnatcatcher habitat “shall be mitigated through conservation of California 

gnatcatcher-occupied Diegan coastal sage scrub. Regardless, mitigation shall be at a 
2:1 ratio by onsite preservation or by purchase of appropriate credits at an approved 
mitigation bank in San Diego County” (emphasis added). However, as stated in the 
Biological Resources Thematic Response, Phases II and III have been removed from 
the proposed project, thus eliminating the need for these mitigation measures. 
Additionally, the Biological Resources Thematic Response provides information on 
the use of the canyon and adjacent canyons by California gnatcatcher. 

O3 -16 The commenter is correct in stating that the Draft EIR, in Chapter 4.3, addresses 
potential impacts to both “riparian or other sensitive natural community” and “the 
movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites”. Specifically, beginning on page 4.3-35, the Draft EIR, outlines 
the potential impacts to wildlife movement corridors and wildlife nursery sites of 
Phase I. As noted on page 4.3-35, Phase I would not include impacts to wildlife 
movement or wildlife nursery sites.  

O3 -17 As indicated on page 4.6-16 of the Draft EIR, the potential erosional impacts would 
be short-term and mitigable to less than significant levels. As indicated in the text, 
long-term erosion would be minimized by establishing new landscaping subsequent 
to grading. In addition, short-term impacts would be minimized by a project-specific 
SWPPP, which includes implementation of BMPs and stormwater monitoring, in 
accordance with the State General Permit and the San Diego RWQCB. Compliance 
with federal- and state-mandated erosional control measures would reduce erosion 
such that any potential impacts would be less than significant. The Draft EIR has 
adequately addressed and analyzed potential impacts related to erosion 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. 

O3 -18 The comment asks that current SDSU renovation and building projects be listed and 
cumulative impacts addressed in the EIR. All current renovation and building projects 
on the SDSU Campus are listed and described in Chapter 3 Cumulative Methods and 
Projects. Specifically, Table 3-1 Cumulative Projects provides a list and details on the 
current and foreseeable future projects on the SDSU Campus and in the surrounding 
area. The analysis of the proposed project’s cumulative impacts is contained within 
the analysis of each separate environmental impacts category presented in Chapter 4. 
SDSU is not aware of any additional building or renovation projects that are ongoing 
on campus, aside from those listed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR.  
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O3 -19 The comment claims that the Draft EIR is insufficient because, among other things, it 
fails to identify all significant noise impacts. Contrary to the stated opinion, potential 
noise impacts from construction and operation of the proposed project was analyzed 
and assessed in Section 4.11 of the proposed project’s Draft EIR pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act. It was determined that with implementation of 
Mitigation Measures MM-NOI 1 through 3, noise impacts would be reduced to a 
level of less than significant. 

O3 -20 The comment refers to the analysis of greenhouse gas emissions presented in Draft 
EIR Section 4.7, and the related technical report presented in Draft EIR Appendix C, 
as a “generalization” and “consisting largely of statistical data.” However, the only 
specific issue raised by the comment regarding the adequacy of the analysis relates to 
the recently approved SDSU Climate Action Plan (CAP) and the fact that it was not 
addressed in the Draft EIR.  

Preliminarily, the SDSU CAP was prepared in the spring of this year and not 
approved until May 1, 2017, following the April 21, 2017 release of the Draft EIR. 
The non-inclusion of the SDSU CAP was an oversight on the part of the EIR 
preparer, and not an intentional omission. Importantly, because the SDSU CAP has 
not been subject to review under the California Environmental Quality Act, its 
application in the context of this EIR, therefore, can only be limited to background 
and informational purposes. (See, CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.4(b)(3) and 
15183.5(b)(2).) As a result, even if addressed in the Draft EIR, the SDSU CAP would 

not have altered or affected in any way the significance determinations reached in the 
Draft EIR.  

Furthermore, the proposed Project is fully consistent with the SDSU CAP, and the 
Final EIR includes an analysis of that consistency. Please refer to Final EIR, 
Chapter 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Appendix N, for the subject 
consistency analysis. 

O3 -21 The comment urges readers and decision-makers to review the SDSU CAP and 
“identify for themselves what SDSU has hidden from the public.” However, non-
inclusion of the SDSU CAP in the Draft EIR was not intentional and, in any event, as 
discussed in the response to comment O-3-20, the proposed Project is fully consistent 
with the CAP. 

O3 -22 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. 
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O3 -23 Please see response to Comment O3-20. 

O3 -24 Please see response to Comment O3-20. Further, the Draft EIR and this Final EIR are 
not the appropriate venues by which to evaluate the merits of the SDSU CAP and 
SDSU’s relationship amongst the region’s larger sources of mobile pollution sources. 
Should SDSU determine that it is appropriate to utilize the SDSU CAP for evaluation 
of future project impacts and emission thresholds, an environmental impact 
evaluation prepared and reviewed pursuant to CEQA standards must be conducted. 
This would be a stand-alone environmental document. 

O3 -25 Please see response to Comment O3-20. This EIR is not the appropriate venue to 
debate the pros and cons of the SDSU co-generation system.  

O3 -26 Please see response to Comment O3-20. It is important to note that the proposed New 
Student Housing Project would not involve a student-body increase such as the 
comment is suggesting. The proposed project is being proposed and sized according 
to the demands placed on the residential housing supply associated with the existing 
student body and the existing 25,000 Full Time Equivalent (FTE) student cap. No 
part of the proposed project would authorize an increase beyond the 25,000 FTE 
enrolment cap.  

O3 -27 As discussed in O3-21, non-inclusion of the SDSU CAP in the Draft EIR was not 
intentional and, in any event, as discussed in the response to comment O-3-20, the 
proposed Project is fully consistent with the CAP. 

O3-28 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 O4 

Alvarado Community Association 

June 1, 2017 

O4-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

O4 -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. 

O4 -3 The comment addresses the trip generation rate used in the Draft EIR traffic 
analysis, Section 4.14, and questions the appropriateness of the research sources. 
The Draft EIR discusses three (3) sources of trip generation rates, each one specific 
to university student housing, and the impact analysis used the highest trip rate of 
the three. The traffic engineer agrees that the UCSD rates “are not quite accurate,” 
and, accordingly, the traffic analysis did not use the UCSD rates. The comment is 
critical of the use of Chapman University rates on the basis that “the trip generation 
equivalencies may not be comparable because many students at SDSU have jobs in 
order to pay for their education…which necessitates driving to and from work.” 
However, the comment provides no evidence for the statement and, in the traffic 
engineer’s professional judgment, there is no basis to believe that SDSU students 
would be more likely to have jobs than students at Chapman University. 
Furthermore, university student jobs are typically part-time and, therefore, work 
travel typically does not require 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM commutes, which are the 
periods that most impact peak hour traffic on the study area roads, including the 
segment of Montezuma Road referenced in the comment. 

O4 -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. 

O4 -5 The comment refers to “opportunities to address traffic flow,” including the addition 
of a second off-ramp lane from Montezuma westbound to Fairmount Avenue 
northbound. The comment is noted and acknowledged. However, because the 
proposed Project would not result in significant impacts at the Montezuma Road / 
Fairmount Avenue grade-separated intersection, there is no mitigation requirement, or 
nexus, on the part of the Project to provide improvements at this location. Because the 
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comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the EIR analysis, no further 
response can be provided. However, the comment, and all comments submitted by the 
commenter, will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision 
maker prior to a final decision on the Project. 

O4 -6 Similar to comment O-4-5, the comment refers to another “traffic flow opportunity,” 
this one an automated signal synchronization system on College Avenue. This 
comment also is noted and acknowledged. However, with the elimination of Phase 
III, the proposed Project would not result in significant impacts along College 
Avenue; therefore, there is no mitigation requirement, or nexus, on the part of the 
Project to provide improvements at this location. 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 Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the 
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable.  

O4 -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 because the comment does not raise an 
environmental issue. 

O4 -8 The comment supports the proposed Project but reiterates the concerns addressed in 
the prior comments regarding the traffic analysis. The comment is acknowledged and 
will be made available to the decision maker prior to a final decision on the Project. 
Please also see the responses to comments O-4-3 through O-4-6 for information 
responsive to this comment. 
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Response to Comment Letter O5 

San Diego Canyonlands 

June 3, 2017 

O5-1 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. 

O5 -2 See Biological Resources Thematic Response. 

O5 -3 See Biological Resources Thematic Response. SDSU was not involved with the 
preparation of the MSCP program in the mid-1990s. SDSU is not a signatory to the 
San Diego MSCP and is therefore not a “permittee” under this HCP. Because of this, 
adherence to the restrictions typically placed on land within the Multi-Habitat 
Planning Area (MHPA) per the City’s Biological Resource Guidelines does not apply 
to SDSU or SDSU-owned land. A portion of the proposed project site was previously 
designated as MHPA and described as conserved lands. Inclusion of this SDSU-
owned land and the proposed project site within the MHPA and reflecting it as a 
“habitat gain” in the Habitrak system of preserve recordation is incorrect. The City is 
in the process of correcting the database to remove the state property from the City’s 
Habitrak system which tracks cumulative conservation lands (Forburger 2017). On 
April 21, 2017 a conference call meeting was conducted between the City of San 
Diego, California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), and United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to discuss the SDSU New Student Housing Project 
and MHPA boundary designation on SDSU property. It was concluded that the 
subject parcel was incorrectly mapped as MHPA and will be corrected to remove it 
from the City’s preserve (Forburger 2017). The City’s 2017 MSCP Annual Report 
will therefore reflect the MHPA Boundary Line Correction change of habitat loss and 
gain under the City’s MSCP (Forburger 2017).  

In addition to the concept that the SDSU property was incorrectly included in the 
MHPA database, the City and USFWS and CDFW discussed the ramifications to the 
City’s regional conservation planning efforts if the SDSU-land was removed from the 
Habitrak “habitat gain” database and no longer considered part of the MHPA, which 
is the area where the regional preserve is envisioned for assembly. The City is very 
close to the target for overall, region-wide coastal sage scrub conservation and so they 
and the USFWS and CDFW have agreed that loss of the SDSU-owned land would 
not have an effect on the City’s ability to achieve the coastal sage scrub-specific 
conservation goals contained in the City’s Subarea Plan.  



Responses to Comments - Organizations 

September 2017 O-76 New Student Housing EIR 

O5 -4 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. 

O5 -5 The comment states general information regarding wetlands in San Diego and does 
not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA.  

O5 -6 See Biological Resources Thematic Response. 

O5 -7 See response to comment O5-6. 

O5 -8 The comment suggests certain project alternatives, which are addressed in the Draft 
EIR, Section 6, Alternatives, or in the Alternatives Thematic Response, included as 
part of the Final EIR. To the extent the comment addresses the topic in general terms, 
no more specific response can be provided. However, the comment will be included 
as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 
decision on the Project. 

O5 -9 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. 

O5 -10 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. 

O5 -11 The comment applauds SDSU’s efforts to provide sustainability classes, but calls a 
“gross contradiction” the Project components that would “destroy the ecological 
resource values” of the related canyon. In response, the proposed Project would not 
“destroy” the canyon as the commentor suggests. As discussed in the Biological 
Thematic Response, 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, including the related impacts to the 
canyon, have been eliminated. With the elimination of Phases II and III, the Project 
would result in impacts to 1% of the canyon system. To the extent the comment also 
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addresses the opinions of the commentator and does not raise any specific issue 
regarding the analysis presented in the Draft EIR, 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.  

O5 -12 The comment proposes to partner with SDSU to conserve the canyon and establish 
“nature classroom” opportunities. The comment is acknowledged and appreciated, 
although does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, 
as with all of the comments submitted by San Diego Canyonlands, the 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 O6 

College View Estates Association  

Submitted by Robert Plice/Josh Chatten-Brown, Chatten-Brown & Carstens LLP 

June 5, 2017 

O6-1 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

O6 -2 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

O6 -3 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

O6 -4 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

O6 -5 The comment refers to preparation and recirculation of a revised EIR. However, as 
explained in the responses to comments that follow, the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) does not require preparation and recirculation of a revised 
SDSU New Student Housing project Draft EIR in this case. 

O6 -6 The comment restates information contained in the Draft EIR regarding the project 
description 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. However, it is 
noted that since release of the Draft EIR, the proposed project has been modified in 
order to reduce impacts. Specifically, Phases II and III have been eliminated from the 
proposed project such that the project, as modified, will now provide facilities to to 
house 850 student beds, down from the originally proposed 2,566. For additional 
information regarding the project modifications, please see Final EIR, Preface.  

O6 -7 The comment includes the May 8, 2017 statement by President Hirshman regarding 
Phases II and III and the elimination of significant and unavoidable impacts and 
contends the Draft EIR “no longer provides a stable, finite project description 
required under CEQA.” However, the comment is legally incorrect. 

In response to the comments received from the community and City of San Diego 
officials on the Draft EIR, President Hirshman issued a directive to SDSU staff to 
modify the Project to eliminate the identified significant and unavoidable impacts. 
Those impacts related to traffic and aesthetics. Specifically, the Draft EIR determined 
that (i) the development of Phase III would result in significant and unavoidable 
impacts to roadways within the City of San Diego (see Draft EIR, Section 4.14.7.2), 
and (ii) the development of Phase II at a height exceeding that of neighboring 
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Chapultepec Hall would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to 
visual character (see Draft EIR Sections 4.1.7 and 4.1.8). 

As directed in President Hirshman’s statement, the SDSU team initially modified the 
proposed Project to eliminate Phase III and to reduce the height of Phase II. 
Following these project modifications, in response to further comments from the 
community and elected officials, SDSU further modified the project to eliminate 
Phase II in its entirety from the proposed project. (Please see the Final EIR, Preface, 
for additional information regarding the project modifications. Please also see the EIR 
Project Description as revised in the Final EIR.)  

Specific to the comment, the Draft EIR accurately described the Project as proposed 
at the time the Draft EIR was circulated for public review as including three separate 
phases, Phases I, II, and III. In addition, the Draft EIR included as an alternative the 
Reduced Density Alternative, which is a Phase I only project. The fact that SDSU has 
now determined to eliminate Phases II and III in order to reduce the Project’s 
significant impacts does not affect the adequacy of the Draft EIR Project Description. 
The comment’s reliance on Mira Monte Homeowners Assn. v. County of Ventura 
(1985) 165 Cal.App.3d 357, 365 is misplaced. In that case, modifications to the 
project occurred after certification of the EIR, and resulted in significant impacts 
more severe than previously disclosed. As explained below in the response to 
comment O-6-10, the Project modifications in this case would result in reduced, not 
increased, impacts.  

 The Draft EIR presents an analysis of the proposed Project’s impacts based on the 
three phase development – for each applicable environmental impact category, the 
Draft EIR separately assesses the Project’s impacts for each successive phase, where 
applicable, and, where significant impacts are identified, mitigation is proposed. 
Thus, as the commentator notes in the following comment, the EIR contains a 
detailed statement of all significant effects on the environment of the proposed 
project. (Pub. Resources Code section 21100.)  

O6 -8 The comment provides legal citations purportedly in support of the comments. Please 
see the response to comment O-6-7 for information responsive to this comment. 

O6 -9 The comment makes several statements, each of which is incorrect. First, as 
explained above, the Draft EIR fully assessed the impacts associated with a three 
phase project, which constituted all reasonably foreseeable future phases. 
Accordingly, the Draft EIR addressed the “whole of the action.” With regards to 
Phases II and III, as explained in response O-6-7, the proposed Project has been 
modified to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional 
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information regarding the project modifications. Further, SDSU has made a 
commitment not to move forward with Phases II and III and these phases, thus, are 
not reasonably foreseeable and no longer comprise a larger student housing project.  

O6 -10 The comment refers to CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5(a), but includes only a 
portion of the relevant text, omitting an essential portion. A lead agency is required to 
recirculate an EIR only when “significant new information” is added following public 
review. Under section 15088.5(a), “significant new information” requiring 
recirculation includes, for example, a disclosure showing that: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from 
a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would 
result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a 
level of insignificance. 

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different 
from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant 
environmental impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents decline to 
adopt it. 

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory 
in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.” 

 In this case, the new information, elimination of Phases II and III, does not show new, 
substantial environmental impacts and, to the contrary, results in reduced impacts. 
Furthermore, where applicable, the Draft EIR separately analyzed the potential 
environmental impacts resulting from each Phase of the proposed Project, and also 
included analysis of the Reduced Density Alternative, which is a Phase I only project. 
As such, the Final 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. 

O6 -11 Please see the response to comment O-6-10 for information responsive to this comment. 

O6 -12 The comment asserts that the Project’s traffic, biological resources, and aesthetics 
impacts “are inadequately analyzed and mitigated in the Draft EIR,” relying on 
subsequent comments submitted as attachments to the main comment letter. Each of 
these comments is addressed separately below in responses O-6-24 through O-6-45 
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(traffic); O-6-46 through O-6-56 (aesthetics); and O-6-113 through O-6-115 
(biological resources). This 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. 

O6 -13 The comment provides the legal standard for the alternatives analysis and is 
intended as an introduction to comments that follow. Please see the Alternatives 
Thematic Response for information regarding the appropriate legal standards 
responsive to the comment. 

O6 -14 The comment states that the commenter, with the aid of an architect, conducted a 
detailed analysis of the alternatives. The comment is an introduction to comments that 
appear in the attachments that follow. Please see responses to comments O-6-46 
through O-6-56 for information responsive to the comments. 

O6 -15 The comment is critical of the Draft EIR’s Project 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. 

O6 -16 The comment provides background information regarding the SDSU 2007 Campus 
Master Plan, which, following litigation, was set aside by the California State 
University Board of Trustees. The comment does not address the environmental 
analysis presented in the New Student Housing project Draft EIR nor does it raise an 
environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA; as such, no further response is 
required or 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. 

O6 -17 The comment provides background information regarding litigation relating to the 
SDSU 2007 Campus Master Plan. The comment does not address the environmental 
analysis presented in the Draft EIR, nor does it raise an environmental issue within 
the meaning of CEQA; as such, no further response is required or 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. 

O6 -18 The comment incorrectly contends that “a substantial portion” of the projects 
identified in the SDSU 2007 Campus Master Plan have been completed or, with this 
Draft EIR, are proposed for approval. While it is correct that the Aztec Center Student 
Union has been renovated, and the project presently proposed is similar to the 2007 U 
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Lot Residence Hall, none of the other projects proposed in the SDSU 2007 Campus 
Master Plan have been constructed. (See, e.g., 2007 Campus Master Plan Revision 
EIR (SCH#2007021020), Table 1.0-4, Proposed Project Components.) Furthermore, 
the components of the 2007 Campus Master Plan are included among the cumulative 
projects analyzed as part of the Draft EIR for the currently proposed student housing 
project. To the extent the comment does not address the analysis presented in the 
New Student Housing Project Draft EIR, nor does it 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. 

O6 -19 The comment contends that the future expansion contemplated in the SDSU 2007 
Campus Master Plan already has been constructed, and that “SDSU should have 
reviewed all phases of the combined project.” Preliminarily, please see response to 
comment O-6-18 regarding the status of the 2007 Campus Master Plan projects. As to 
the 2007 Master Plan EIR, which analyzed the impacts of the purported “phases of 
the combined project,” was found to be adequate by the courts in all respects except 
as to three discrete issues relating to the transportation analysis. With respect to 
piecemealing, SDSU has determined to move forward with Phase I of the New 
Student Housing Project analyzed in the subject Draft EIR; when it determines to 
move forward with the components contained in the 2007 Campus Master Plan, 
appropriate CEQA review will be conducted. Accordingly, the “phases of the 
combined project” have independent utility for the campus and are independently 
justified separate projects. The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding 
the analysis presented in the New Student Housing Draft EIR and, therefore, no 
specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included as 
part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision 
on the Project. 

O6 -20 The comment contends the EIR’s analysis of traffic impacts is inadequate in 
failing to account for regional traffic impacts. The comment is incorrect. While it 
is true that the proposed student housing project would result in a net benefit in 
terms of regional traffic impacts by eliminating the commute trips of these 
students that would now reside on campus, no adjustments to the impacts analysis 
were made for this regional benefit. 

O6 -21 The comment asserts the Draft EIR failed to recognize significant, unmitigated 
impacts, relying on additional comments provided as Attachments to the main 
comment letter. Responses to these additional comments are provided with the 
corresponding comment. The comment addresses general subject areas, which 
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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. 

O6 -22 The comment restates the contention that the Draft EIR must be recirculated. Please 
see response to comment O-6-10 for information responsive to this comment. 

O6 -23 The comment refers to the attachments and exhibits included with the comment letter. 
Responses to each comment are provided below with the corresponding comment. 

O6 -24 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 in order to reduce impacts. Specifically, Phases II and III have 
been eliminated from the proposed project such that the project, as modified, will 
now provide facilities to to house 850 student beds, down from the originally 
proposed 2,566. Traffic generation and related impacts have been correspondingly 
reduced to Phase I-only project levels. For additional information regarding the 
project modifications, please see Final EIR, Preface. 

O6 -25 The comment questions the Draft EIR’s 10 percent downward adjustment of the 
Chapman University trip generation rate based on the availability of transit services, 
contending that Chapman is “very well served by transit.” In response, the EIR traffic 
engineer (Linscott Law & Greenspan (LLG)) conducted a comparative analysis of the 
relative transit opportunities between Chapman and SDSU. Based on the analysis, 
LLG concluded that SDSU opportunities are superior to those of Chapman and, 
therefore, application of a nominal 10% trip reduction was appropriate. Specifically, 
the following bus route service to the SDSU Transit Center by the Metropolitan 
Transit System (MTS) is currently provided: 

 Rapid 215, operating between Santa Fe Depot in Downtown San Diego 
and SDSU  

 Route 11, operating between Skyline Hills and SDSU via Downtown San Diego 

 Route 14, operating between Grantville Trolley and Lake Murray Village in 
La Mesa 

 Route 115, operating between SDSU and the El Cajon Transit Center 

 Route 856, operating between SDSU and Cuyamaca College 

 Route 936, operating between SDSU and Spring Valley Center in Spring Valley 
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 Route 955, operating between SDSU and the 8th Street Transit Center in 
National City 

In addition, the MTS Green Line Trolley stops directly on campus at the SDSU 
station. Chapman has no light rail trolley stop near their campus. The Green Line 
connects Downtown San Diego to Santee. There currently are a total of 27 stops 
along the Green Line, with a dedicated stop at the SDSU Transit Center directly 
serving the campus. Trolley hours of operation are from 3:53 AM until 12:30 AM. 
The trolley headways are typically 15 minutes during the AM and PM peak hours, 
with headways increasing to 30 minutes during the off-peak times. (EIR Appendix K, 
Transportation Technical Report (LLG).) 

O6 -26 The comment states that data collected in 2009 fails to account for Uber and Lyft, 
which have “revolutionized” the transportation options available to students in 
suburban campus residences. However, based on LLG’s experience and professional 
judgment, the amount of Uber/Lyft vehicle trips by students during peak work 
commute periods, the timeframe for the analysis, is very small. In addition, the use of 
these ride-sharing services has the effect of lowering overall trip rates rather than 
increasing them since their availability makes it less likely that students would own a 
car and generate additional vehicle trips. 

O6 -27 The comment states that use of the Chapman rate fails to take into account that there 
is a “vibrant town center just two blocks away from Chapman…whereas nothing 
similar exists near SDSU.” However, the relative differences in the areas surrounding 
Chapman and SDSU was taken into account by LLG in considering the appropriate 
trip generation rate. While Chapman does have a town center two blocks from 
campus, SDSU also has numerous retail, restaurant, and entertainment opportunities 
within walking distance to campus. In addition, unlike Chapman, SDSU has an on-
campus light rail trolley stop from which students can ride the trolley to Old Town 
San Diego, downtown San Diego, and numerous other destinations supportive of 
most student needs without using a vehicle. Lastly, the student trip generation rate for 
the suburban-located University of California at San Diego (UCSD), one of the trip 
rates considered by LLG, is actually lower than the rate used for the SDSU student 
housing project, and UCSD is not located near a town center, nor does it have an on-
site trolley stop providing access to student attractions. 

O6 -28 The comment states that for the considerations presented above, there is doubt that 
the Chapman trip rates reasonably reflect trip rates at SDSU. However, as explained 
in the responses to comments O-6-25 through O-6-27, the referenced considerations 
are unfounded. Furthermore, as to the suggestion to measure the existing trip rate at 
Chapultepec Hall, conducting traffic counts in order to derive trip generation rates at 
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Chapultepec or other student housing facilities on the SDSU campus was considered 
by LLG. However, deriving trip rates for students residing at Chapultepec (or other 
SDSU residence halls) requires that the students living at Chapultepec park their car 
in a parking area dedicated exclusively for Chapultepec residents so that traffic counts 
of Chapultepec residents can be determined. However, students who reside at 
Chapultepec Hall do not park exclusively in one designated area and, instead, park at 
various locations on campus. Therefore, LLG, or any traffic engineer, is unable to 
conduct a trip generation study specific to Chapultepec Hall or any other SDSU 
campus student housing residence. 

O6 -29 The comment is critical of LLG’s use of the SANDAG model to assess the Project’s 
traffic distribution through the College View Estates neighborhood. However, the 
SANDAG model is the best source for determining the percentage of traffic that 
would use College View Estates roadways. LLG disagrees that the model is 
unreliable to estimate trip distribution at the local level. The SANDAG model is a 
computerized travel demand model that utilizes a sophisticated trip distribution 
function to derive the distribution of vehicle trips. The use of the model is the 
standard of practice for estimating trip distribution for traffic studies conducted in the 
San Diego region. In addition, based on the low traffic volumes on Remington Road 
(current level of service (LOS) A), and the low number of vehicles that use the 
intersection College View Estates residents use to reach Montezuma Road (the 
Montezuma Road / Yerba Santa Drive intersection, which also operates at LOS A), 
even if 20% of the Project traffic utilized the roads through College View Estates, 
there would be no significant impacts. 

O6 -30 The comment states that the SANDAG model notwithstanding, drivers accessing or 
exiting the Project site may still choose to use the College View Estates travel route. 
However, the traffic model accounts for the location of signals and stop signs, and 
also accounts for potential congestion along routes as noted in the comment. In 
LLG’s view, there is no evidence that drivers are choosing to avoid 55th Street under 
existing conditions, which are congested at times. In fact, based on the LOS A on 
Remington Road (See EIR Appendix K, Table 9-4) and the LOS A at the Montezuma 
Road / Yerba Santa Drive intersection, only a very small amount of drivers currently 
are using the College View Estates route to access SDSU. It also should be noted that 
the route through College View Estates is 0.25 miles longer than the 55th Street route, 
which is relevant to drivers when deciding which route to use (see Attachment B 
illustrating the mileage for each route). 



Responses to Comments - Organizations 

September 2017 O-367 New Student Housing EIR 

O6 -31 The comment states that GPS and cell phone based routing typically suggest the route 
through the College View Estates neighborhood. However, the roadway connection 
between SDSU and the College View Estates via Remington Road has existed for 
years and traffic counts at the Montezuma Road / Yerba Santa Drive intersection, 
where all SDSU-related traffic using College View Estates roads would intersect 
Montezuma Road, indicates LOS A operations, the best Level of Service. This 
excellent LOS indicates that a large amount of SDSU-related traffic is not choosing to 
utilize College View Estates roadways, despite GPS routing. 

O6 -32 The comment states that given the foregoing, 2 percent of Project traffic routing 
through College View Estates is inaccurate. However, as explained in the responses 
to comments O-6-29, O-6-30, and O-6-31, in LLG’s professional judgment the 2% 
distribution is considered accurate. 

O6 -33 The comment states the Project will intensify operational and safety problems due to 
the lack of adequate off-street space for passenger pick-ups/drop-offs, vehicle 
loading/unloading, service vehicles and move-in/move out operations. However, the 
proposed Project includes an off-street area on the south side of the Phase I building 
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for up to six vehicles for pick-up/drop-off purposes; no such area presently exists. 
(See Final EIR Project Description, Figure 2-11.) These areas will be signed and 
enforced to allow a maximum of 15 minutes of parking, which will promote regular 
turnover of the areas. Additionally, as to student move-in/move out operations, an 
area for such operations will be provided on the north side of the Phase I building, far 
removed from Remington Road. (See Final EIR Project Description, Figure 2-11.) 
Consider also that vehicles that park along a red curb, as the curb on Remington Road 
is designated, which is clearly signed no parking, are doing so illegally. There is no 
evidence that illegally parked vehicles create a “hazardous” condition. While it may 
require a driver to drive around the illegally parked vehicle when safe to do so, this is 
not a “hazardous” condition. Lastly, in response to the comment’s observations, the 
June 1, 2017 comment letter submitted by the President of the Alvarado Community 
Association states: “On a personal note, I drive through the “impacted” area in 
question, every school day while doing kid pick-up and carpool drop-off and, quite 
frankly, have never had any problems, even on those days when students move in or 
move out of Chapultepec.” 

O6 -34 The comment refers to a video monitoring of the area conducted by Dr. Robert Plice, 
a resident of the neighboring College View Estates and project opponent, that 
purportedly shows the sidewalk and/or bike lane and/or traffic lane fronting 
Chapultepec Hall “obstructed” between 35 to 86% of the time. A “Research Report” 
prepared by Dr. Plice, along with another resident of the College View Estates 
neighborhood, and which apparently documents the video monitoring, was submitted 
with these comments; please see Comment O-6-231. After reviewing the Research 
Report, LLG noted that based on the photographs taken, it is not clear whether the 
vehicles are blocking the travel lane or just the sidewalk and bike lane. This is an 
important point to differentiate when reporting the obstruction rate as the primary 
concern of the commentator is the obstruction caused by vehicles on the road. As a 
result, the percentage of obstruction related to vehicle passage as reported in the Plice 
report cannot be determined. 

O6-35 The comment refers to a mathematical model contained in the Plice report referenced 
in comment O-6-34. The mathematical model results in a stopping and loading 
demand of 20 spaces at the 99th percentile level of demand satisfaction. The method 
used was similar to the method used in determining airport pick-up / drop-off areas, 
or hotel porte cochere drop-off areas. 
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In reviewing the report, LLG had the following comments, which go to the report’s 
underlying findings:  

 Section 4 (Results) 

o The “Number of vehicles” reported in the report table does not match up 
with the photo documentation.  

o The photo documentation also included police vehicles, which should not 
count as an illegally parked vehicle.  

o Plugging in the parameters reported in the table into the equation shown in 
Section 2 (Theory) does not result in the same “Predicted obstruction rate” 
values shown in the table.  

o When estimating the average inter-arrival time and service to be used for 
forecasting the Project queues, the report stated that an average was taken 
from the five time periods with the highest observed obstruction rate. 
These numbers could not be replicated. 

 Section 5 (Conclusions) 

o It is not clear how the number of spaces purportedly required to be 
provided in the turnout area was calculated. The equation for this 
calculation should be included in the report.  

Additionally, LLG does not agree that the method of determining the amount of off-
street stopping area that should be provided along Remington Road should be similar 
to the method used in determining airport pick-up / drop-off areas, or hotel porte 
cochere drop-off areas. In LLG’s view, it also is unreasonable to provide off-street 
stopping areas that would be needed 99% of the time. With the provision of red curbs, 
“no stopping any time” signage and the provision of six (6) off-street parking spaces, 
significant improvements are being provided. See response to comment O6-33. 

 In addition, Remington Road carries average daily trips (ADT) of only 3,100, which 
equates to LOS A. Therefore, when a car is illegally stopped on Remington Road 
under existing, pre-improved conditions, a driver need only wait for a gap in traffic 
from the other direction and move around the stopped car (these gaps are plentiful 
given the LOS A conditions). 

O6 -36 The comment refers to an excerpt from the Draft EIR describing the existing 
conditions regarding drivers illegally stopping along Remington Road to either drop 
off/pick-up students, referring to it as “circular, inconsistent and ineffective.” SDSU 
and LLG disagree with this characterization. Preliminarily, the comment describes the 
existing conditions, not the improved conditions under the proposed Project; as 
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previously noted, the proposed Project includes various design features incorporated 
to alleviate the referenced situation. (See response to comment O6-33.) Furthermore, 
the red curb and “no stopping any time signs” provide a mechanism whereby 
violators can be ticketed and/or towed. Enforcement of the red curb and signs is 
within the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego police, with assistance by the SDSU 
Police Department as necessary.  

Additionally, as noted in the prior response, Remington Road carries average daily 
trips (ADT) of only 3,100, which equates to LOS A. Therefore, when a car is illegally 
stopped on Remington Road, under existing, pre-improved conditions a driver need 
only wait for a gap in traffic from the other direction and move around the stopped 
car (these gaps are plentiful given the LOS A conditions). 

O6 -37 The comment asks for additional information regarding the proposed pick-up/drop-
off zone. For information responsive to this comment, please see response to 
comment O6-33. 

O6 -38 The comment regards the Draft EIR figures and the lack of detail regarding the 
proposed pick-up/drop-off areas. Please see response to comment O6-33 for 
information responsive to this comment. 

O6 -39 The comment regards move-in/move-out events. The Draft EIR correctly states the 
process outlined in the current “on campus move-in” guide. However, as part of the 
proposed Project, a move-in/move-out area will be provided on the north side of the 
project, removed from Remington Road, and with access provided from 55th Street. 
Please see response to comment O6-33. This improvement was not shown in the Draft 
EIR. Accordingly, move-in/move-out activity will not occur along Remington Road. 

O6 -40 The comment states the Draft EIR unreasonably dismisses the impacts of move-
in/move out periods. However, the EIR correctly reports that the move-in/move-out 
periods occur for only a few days per year and notice of these periods is provided 
well in advance based on the campus calendar. Similar to the notion that a church is 
not built to accommodate an Easter Sunday congregation, which occurs only once a 
year, improvements to accommodate move-in/move-out traffic beyond the dedicated 
space on the north side of the Phase I building is not warranted. Please also see 
response to comment O6-33 for additional information responsive to this comment.  

O6 -41 The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to disclose and mitigate the significant 
hazardous impact of the Project’s traffic stopping and loading on Remington Road. 
However, the comments are based on the existing conditions and do not take into 
account fully the project design features that will be incorporated as part of the 
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Project to improve the existing conditions and address the community’s concerns. 
Accordingly, the Draft EIR states accurately that the Remington Road loading 
situation is a “potential” hazardous condition. The project features of providing off-
street areas for drivers to park temporarily and enhancing the signage, red curbs and 
enforcement in the area will ensure a hazardous condition does not occur. Please see 
response to comment O6-33 for additional information responsive to this comment. 

O6 -42 The comment contends the Draft EIR is inadequate as a public information document 
under CEQA. For the reasons provided in the above responses to comments, the 
comment is without basis. 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. 

O6 -43 The comment claims the Draft EIR’s analysis of alternatives to the Project is 
inadequate. The comment addresses a general subject area, which received extensive 
analysis in the Draft EIR, Section 6.0, Alternatives. For additional information 
responsive to the comment, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response included 
in the Final EIR. 

O6 -44 The comment is a conclusion to the prior comments. Please see the prior responses to 
these comments. No further response is required. 

O6 -45 This comment is the commentator’s resume, which does not present an environmental 
issue relating to the Draft EIR. A copy of the resume of John Boarman, P.E., the 
supervising LLG traffic engineer for the SDSU New Student Housing Project 
transportation analysis, follows this response. 
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O6 -46 The comment states a general criticism of the alternatives analysis contained in the 
Draft EIR. Specifically, the comment states that in the opinion of Jeff Katz, Architect, 
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the Draft EIR “lack[s] ... credible alternative sites discussion.” 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. To 
the extent that the comment relates to the siting of alternative locations for Phases II 
and III, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the public comment 
period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public comments to 
eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information 
regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental impacts related to 
the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the comments, while noted, 
are no longer applicable. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for 
additional information responsive to the comment. 

O6 -47 The comment proposes that “alternative sites at a minimum, could accommodate the 
space needs for the primary structures, as proposed”. Please see the Alternatives 
Thematic Response for information responsive to the comment. 

O6 -48 The comment proposes alternatives for “proposed Phase 2 and Phase 3 . . . [that] can 
be accomplished by utilizing existing, developed campus lands in lieu of building in 
the undeveloped canyon area to the west and north of Chapultepec.” 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. 

O6 -49 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. However, with respect to the comment 
regarding costs and the Project’s alternatives, please see the Alternatives Thematic 
Response for information responsive to the comment. 

O6 -50 The comment is a conclusion statement referencing previous comments. No further 
response is required. 

O6 -51 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 
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on the Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an 
environmental issue.  

O6 -52 The comment provides an alternative location for Phases II and III of the proposed 
Project. 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. With these modifications, the Project will no 
longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and, with mitigation contained in the 
Draft EIR, all of the Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to 
less than significant. 

O6 -53 The comment provides an alternative location for Phases II and III of the proposed 
Project. 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. With these modifications, the Project will no 
longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and, with mitigation contained in the 
Draft EIR, all of the Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to 
less than significant. 

O6 -54 The comment provides an alternative location for Phases II and III of the proposed 
Project. 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. With these modifications, the Project will no 
longer have significant unavoidable impacts, and, with mitigation contained in the 
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Draft EIR, all of the Project’s significant environmental impacts will be reduced to 
less than significant. 

O6 -55 The comment provides an alternative height for Phases I and II of the proposed 
Project. 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. For information regarding increasing the 
height of Phase I, which is infeasible, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response. 

O6 -56 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. 

O6 -57 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

O6 -58 The comment makes several assertions, including that the Draft EIR fails to disclose 
fully the objectives of the proposed Project. Draft EIR Section 2.4, Project Goals and 
Objectives, lists the Project’s goals and objectives. As to the description of the 2007 
Master Plan litigation presented in EIR Section 2.2.1, the section contains an accurate 
description of the relevant events. The comments express 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 because the comment does not raise a specific issue regarding the adequacy 
of the analysis presented in the EIR. 

O6 -59 The comment asserts that SDSU has failed to provide fair-share funding relative to 
the 2007 Campus Master Plan. Preliminarily, to the extent the comment does not 
address the analysis presented in the Draft EIR for the currently proposed student 
housing project, no further response is required. Moreover, the basis for the comment 
is incorrect. The 2007 Campus Master Plan Revision, which was set aside by the 
California State University Board of Trustees following litigation, authorized an 
increase in the enrollment of full-time equivalent (FTE) students from the currently 
approved 25,000 FTE to 35,000 FTE. This increase in enrollment would have 
generated additional students, additional vehicle trips, and corresponding traffic 
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impacts. In sharp contrast, however, the proposed Project does not include an increase 
in FTE enrollment – approved FTE enrollment would remain at 25,000. Therefore, 
the traffic impacts resulting from an increase in enrollment would not occur and, 
accordingly, neither would the corresponding mitigation obligation. In fact, by 
providing on-campus student housing, the proposed Project would have the effect of 
potentially reducing vehicle trips and related vehicle miles traveled as students who 
previously commuted to campus and resided in locales such as Pacific Beach, for 
example, would now live on campus, thereby eliminating the commute vehicle trip. 
The comments express 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 because the comment does not raise a 
specific issue regarding the adequacy of the analysis presented in the EIR. 

O6 -60 The comment raise several Draft EIR process related issues. The comment represents 
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 regarding the adequacy of the analysis presented in the EIR. 

O6 -61 The comment raises issues regarding the use of Remington Road. The comment 
represents 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 regarding the adequacy of the analysis presented in the EIR. 

O6 -62 The comment contends the Draft EIR “misleadingly” states the Project design was 
created to support the Sophomore Success Program. The comment represents 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 regarding the adequacy of the analysis presented in the EIR. 

O6 -63 Please see the response to comment O-6-58. 

O6 -64 The comment regards the Draft EIR statement that Phases II and III would be future 
phases. In response to comments received on the Draft EIR, the proposed Project has 
been modified to eliminate Phases II and III from the proposed development. Please 
see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications. 
Therefore, the comment regarding Phases II and III is no longer applicable.  
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O6 -65 The comment regards the summary of the 2007 SDSU Campus Master Plan litigation 
presented in Draft EIR Section 2.2.1. The summary is both accurate and adequate for 
the intended purpose. 

O6 -66 Please see the response to comment O-6-65. 

O6 -67 The comment regards SDSU’s construction of the South Campus Plaza project, 
formerly known as Plaza Linda Verde. Preliminarily, to the extent the comment does 
not address the analysis presented in the Draft EIR for the currently proposed student 
housing project, no further response is required. Moreover, SDSU prepared an EIR 
for the Plaza Linda Verde project, which was certified by the California State 
University Board of Trustees in May 2010, several years before the California 
Supreme Court’s decision in the 2007 Campus Master Plan Revision litigation. Please 
see the response to comment O-6-59 in response to the comment regarding fair-share 
traffic payments. No further response is required because the comment does not raise 
an environmental issue regarding the adequacy of the analysis presented in the EIR. 

O6 -68 The comment contends the EIR needs to be modified to include evaluation of 
regional traffic impacts associated with development of Phases II and III. In response 
to comments received on the Draft EIR, the proposed Project has been modified to 
eliminate Phases II and III from the proposed development. Please see Final EIR, 
Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications. Therefore, the 
comment regarding Phases II and III is no longer applicable. Nonetheless, the Draft 
EIR incudes a cumulative analysis of the potential traffic-related impacts of the 
proposed Project, including Phase I, which considers the Project’s impacts inclusive 
of cumulative, i.e., regional traffic. See Draft EIR Section 4.14.6, Impacts Analysis. 

O6 -69 The comments relates to the evolution of the 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 subsequently 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. Accordingly, the 
current SDSU Master Plan is based on several prior Master Plans, and is shown in 
Draft EIR Figure 2-4. 

O6 -70 The comment states that neither Phase II nor Phase III is included on an existing 
Campus Master Plan. As noted above, in response to comments received on the 
Draft EIR, the proposed Project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III 
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from the proposed development. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional 
information regarding the project modifications. Therefore, the comment regarding 
Phases II and III is no longer applicable. Nonetheless, as part of the proposed 
Project approvals, the California State University Board of Trustees will consider 
approval of a new Campus Master Plan that includes the proposed Project.  Please 
see Final EIR, Project Description.  

O6 -71 The comment incorrectly states that SDSU was planning to build dormitories on the 
Phases II and III sites as early as 2010. As noted above, in response to comments 
received on the Draft EIR, the proposed Project has been modified to eliminate 
Phases II and III from the proposed development. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for 
additional information regarding the project modifications. Therefore, the comment 
regarding Phases II and III is no longer applicable. Nonetheless, 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. The 
comment also includes 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 regarding the adequacy of the analysis 
presented in the EIR. 

O6 -72 The comment raises various issues regarding the accuracy of Draft EIR Figure 2-4, 
Existing Campus Master Plan. The figure accurately depicts the current approved 
SDSU Campus Master Plan. The Project Site call-out simply depicts the site of the 
proposed Project. The comment includes 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 regarding the adequacy of 
the analysis presented in the EIR. 

O6 -73 The comment regards the Draft EIR statement that as part of the proposed project, the 
Campus Master Plan would be further revised to accommodate the new housing and 
related facilities. This is not an uncommon practice and, in fact, it is not uncommon 
for a private development plan, for example, to seek a General Plan Amendment as 
part of the approvals sought for the project. The comment includes the opinions of the 
commentator. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available 
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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 regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis presented in the EIR. 

O6 -74 The comment calls a “misrepresentation” the Draft EIR statement regarding SDSU’s 
2013 contract with Carrier Johnson. However, the statement is factually correct. Please 
see the response to comment O-6-71 for information responsive to this comment. 

O6 -75 The comment regards the number of beds necessary to accommodate the Sophomore 
Success Program and Phases II and III. As noted above, in response to comments 
received on the Draft EIR, the proposed Project has been modified to eliminate 
Phases II and III from the proposed development. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for 
additional information regarding the project modifications. Therefore, the comment 
regarding Phases II and III is no longer applicable. Please also see the response to 
comment O-6-64 for additional information responsive to this comment. 

O6 -76 The comment regards a statement in the Draft EIR regarding the overall goal of the 
proposed project. The statement accurately summarizes the Project’s goals and 
objectives set forth in Draft EIR Section 2.4. The comment includes 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 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis presented in the EIR. 

O6 -77 The comment regards the Project’s goals and objectives and refers to latter 
comments. The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. Responses to 
the latter referenced comments are presented at O-6-171 through O-6-229. 

O6 -78 The comment regards existing parking in the immediate area of the proposed Project. 
The comment includes 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 regarding the adequacy of the analysis 
presented in the EIR. 

O6 -79 The comment addresses the Draft EIR parking analysis and contends it is driven by a 
false assumption that all of the new student housing beds will be occupied by students 
currently commuting to campus. The proposed Project will provide new, on-campus 
student housing and will not include an increase in campus enrollment. Therefore, it 
is reasonable for the traffic analysis to assume that the students who will occupy the 
new residences presently live off-campus and, therefore, commute to campus. 
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O6 -80 The comment contends the proposed Project will result in a shortage of parking 
spaces. However, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.14.6.4, Parking Assessment, the 
impacts of the proposed Project relative to parking would be less than significant. 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. 

O6 -81 The comment refers to Remington Road, which fronts the site of the proposed 
project, and incompatible uses. The comment includes 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 regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis presented in the EIR. 

O6 -82 The comment claims, incorrectly, that under the proposed Project, vehicles stopping 
to pick-up/ drop-off passengers will have no alternative but to block either the 
sidewalk, bicycle lane, or travel lane. However, as discussed in the responses to 
comments O-6-33 through 40, the proposed Project includes several features designed 
to alleviate the existing conditions on Remington Road, including the provision of six 
off-street parking spaces on the north side of Remington Road, in front of the 
proposed project, to accommodate pick-up/drop-offs, delivery vehicles, etc. 

O6 -83 The comment regards purported incompatible and illegal use of Remington Road by 
the proposed Project. The comment includes 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 regarding the adequacy of 
the analysis presented in the EIR. 

O6 -84 The comment regards the proposed pick-up/drop-off zone referenced in the Draft 
EIR, contending that at least 20 spaces are needed. For information responsive to this 
comment, please see the responses to comments O-6-34 and O-6-35. 

O6 -85 The comment regards the Project feature to install a sign at the entrance of the 
College View Estates neighborhood to prevent SDSU-related parking. The comment 
is an introduction to comments that follow and no further response is required. 

O6 -86 The comment regards the proposed sign referenced in comment O-6-85. The 
comment includes the opinions of the commentator. The comment will be included as 
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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 regarding the adequacy of the analysis presented in the EIR. 

O6 -87 The comment regards enforcement of parking restrictions, contending it is not a 
credible mitigation. As discussed in the prior responses, the proposed Project includes 
several design features to address the claimed conditions on Remington Road, 
including off-street parking for pick-ups/drop-offs, repainting the red curb and 
changing existing signage from “No Parking” to “No Standing at Any Time,” 
providing a space for move-ins/move-outs on the north side of the proposed project 
far removed from Remington Road, and locating the entry to the new housing at the 
far east, near the corner of 55th Street and Remington Road to reduce pick-up/drop-
offs on Remington. 

O6 -88 The comment regards enforcement of parking restrictions on Remington Road. 
Remington Road is within the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego Police 
Department, with supplemental law enforcement assistance provided by SDSU 
campus police as necessary. 

O6 -89 The comment regards Draft EIR Figure 2-12, which illustrates the Project’s proposed 
phases and informs the reader of the proposed sequential development of the 
proposed Project. As to the comment regarding timeframe of development of Phases 
II and III, as explained in prior responses, in response to comments received on the 
Draft EIR, the proposed Project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III from 
the proposed development. Therefore, the comment regarding Phases II and III is no 
longer applicable.  

O6 -90 The comment regards the Draft EIR statement that as part of the proposed Project, the 
Campus Master Plan will be revised. Please see response to comment O-6-73 for 
information responsive to this comment. 

O6 -91 The proposed project would not necessitate a “take” permit for state or federally-
listed threatened or endangered species from the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife Service, respectively. As indicated in the Biological 
Resources Thematic Response and outlined in Chapter 4.3, Biological Resources of 
the Draft EIR, the project site does not support any state or federally-listed threatened 
or endangered plant or wildlife species, thereby eliminating the need to obtain such a 
permit. The project site does contain a population of San Diego goldenstar 
(Bloomeria clevelandii) which is a “List 1B.1” plant as identified by the California 
Native Plant Society. Identification as “List 1B.1” indicates that this plant is 
considered rare or endangered in California and elsewhere. That said, this plant has 
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not been formally listed “endangered” or “threatened” by the California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife which therefore eliminates the need to obtain a take permit for 
impacts to this plant. Additionally, it is important to note that, as explained above, 
Phases II and III have been eliminated from the proposed project and, therefore, there 
would be no impacts to San Diego goldenstar. 

O6 -92 The comment purports to state Draft EIR text in Section 2.3 regarding the Sophomore 
Success Program. Section 2.3, Project Background, discusses the Sophomore Success 
Program. The comment appears to be an introduction to comments that follow and no 
further response can be provided or is required. 

O6 -93 The comment regards the description of the interaction of the Project with improved 
graduation rates. The comment includes 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 regarding the adequacy of 
the analysis presented in the EIR. 

O6 -94 The comment states that the Project has been planned to maximize amenities and 
visual impact with little regard to cost. The comment includes 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 regarding the 
adequacy of the analysis presented in the EIR. 

O6 -95 The comment refers to the purpose behind the live-on requirement. The comment 
includes 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 regarding the adequacy of the analysis presented in the EIR. 

O6 -96 The comment regards the 2007 Campus Master Plan litigation. The comment includes 
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 regarding the adequacy of the analysis presented in the EIR. 

O6 -97 The comment regards the 2007 Campus Master Plan and contends that a significant 
percentage of campus construction needed to accommodate an increase in FTE 
students will be authorized following approval of this Project without payment of fair 
share traffic mitigation. The comment is inaccurate on several levels. Preliminarily, 
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the development referred to consists of on-campus improvements for already-enrolled 
students, including on-campus housing, a renovated student union, and the renovation 
of existing classroom and research space. Renovated facilities for existing enrolled 
students do not generate new vehicle trips that would result in traffic impacts. 
Additionally, as previously noted, the proposed Project has been modified to 
eliminate Phases II and III from the proposed development and, with this 
modification, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts requiring 
improvements to the roadway network. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional 
information regarding the project modifications.For additional information responsive 
to this comment, please also see the response to comment O-6-59. Additionally, the 
comment includes 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 regarding the adequacy of the analysis presented in the EIR. 

O6 -98 The comment provides a comparison of the study areas for the traffic analysis 
conducted for both the 2007 Campus Master Plan EIR and the presently proposed 
student housing project and refers to the “far wider radius” under the 2007 study. 
However, the project proposed by the 2007 Master Plan was a much larger project in 
scope than the current proposal, including an increase in FTE of 10,000 students, with 
a geographic scope that stretched north to encompass the Adobe Falls neighborhood. 
For these reasons, the scope of the 2007 traffic study was broader. Additionally, the 
comment includes 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 regarding the adequacy of the analysis presented in the EIR. 

O6 -99 The comment excerpts tables from the 2007 Campus Master Plan EIR illustrating that 
project’s fair-share mitigation percentage relative to traffic impacts. The comment is 
an introduction to comments that follow. 

O6 -100 The comment contends incorrectly that SDSU, through the proposed project EIR, has 
taken a piecemeal approach to avoid complete fair-share payments. However, as 
explained in preceding comments, the traffic impact analysis and corresponding 
mitigation identified in the EIR is adequate and fully addresses the potentially 
significant impacts identified by the analysis. As such, SDSU has properly proceeded 
in full compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act. As to the 
piecemealing claim, completion of the proposed project is not the first step in a larger 
development project, and the project can be implemented independently to serve 
independent utility for the campus. Additionally, the comment includes the opinions 
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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 
regarding the adequacy of the analysis presented in the EIR. 

O6 -101 The comment states that the EIR traffic study must encompass a study area equivalent 
to the 2007 traffic study area. However, as explained in Draft EIR Section 4.14.2.1. 
and Appendix K, Transportation Technical Report, the study area for the New 
Student Housing Project EIR traffic analysis was properly determined consistent with 
applicable standards for analysis. 

O6 -102 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

O6 -103 The commentator expresses concerns over the scenic vista analysis as it relates to 
views available from Remington Road along the Project site frontage. Given the 
volume of comments, responses are provided below in bullet format to match the 
organization of comments: 

 The EIR states that the view is available to mobile receptors that includes 
motorists and pedestrians. The EIR does not state that views from Remington 
Road are only available through a car window.  

 The use of mobile receptors is not intended to obscure or confuse the EIR 
analysis. Rather, mobile receptor is used to differentiate between stationary 
receptors and convey characteristics of their experience as they travel through 
the landscape. The view duration, angle and orientation to scenic resources (if 
availability), and general sensitivity to changes in the landscape is different 
between stationary and mobile viewers and the EIR considers these 
differences in the scenic vista impact analysis and consideration of scenic 
vistas. Scenic vistas can be present along roadways however, as explained in 
the EIR, because of the duration of views to the north, the presence of 
vegetation and development that obscure identified scenic resources (i.e., 
terrain around Mission Trails Regional Park) from view, and lack of scenic 
designation on Remington Road, views from Remington Road along the 
Project site frontage were not considered scenic vistas for purposes of the 
environmental document.  

 The EIR does not state that motorists and pedestrians will not look beyond the 
Remington Road corridor. Rather, the EIR states that mobile receptors tend to 
focus on visual elements along the corridor as they drive, bike, and walk along 
the Project site frontage. Again, the duration of the view (in combination with 
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angle and orientation of view, distance, and other factors) are used to 
determine the sensitivity of viewers to changes in the landscape.  

 The duration of the view is one factor used in the EIR to determine whether 
the existing view should be considered a scenic vista in absence of official 
designation as such.  

 Again, the duration of the view is one factor used in the EIR to determine 
whether the existing view from Remington Road should be considered a 
scenic vista in absence of official designation as such. The EIR concludes that 
because of the duration of views, presence of existing vegetation and 
development that obscure identified scenic resources from view, and lack of 
scenic designation by the City or SDSU, views from Remington Road along 
the Project site frontage are not considered scenic vistas.  

 Please refer to response to comment 03-11 regarding consideration of 
residents of on-campus dormitories as sensitive receptors in the environmental 
document. Similar to views from residences, views from dormitories to the 
canyon are private and are not specifically protected under CEQA. Changes to 
the existing visual character and quality of the site and surrounding area are 
considered and analyzed in the EIR. Further, visual simulations were prepared 
from 55th Street, Hewlett Drive, and Remington Road and changes to the 
visual landscape associated with the Project were analyzed. Views from 
residences on 55th Street, Hewlett Drive, and Remington Road of the canyon 
are primarily from private, backyard areas. As these locations are not public 
vantage points, they were not specifically assessed in the EIR. Please clarify 
the comment regarding a scenic vista having value only as a drive-by. The 
EIR considers several factors in determining whether locations along 
Remington Road should be considered a scenic vista for purposes of 
environmental analysis.  

Again, the absence of official designation is one factor used in consideration of 
whether locations along Remington Road should be identified as scenic vistas for 
purposes of the environmental analysis. Also, existing on-campus uses including 
Chapultepec Hall, Cholula Community Center, and trees installed along the perimeter 
of Lot 9 obstruct or partially screen views from Remington Road that occasionally 
extend to mountainous terrain in Mission Trails Regional Park. As existing 
development fronts Remington Road, the characterization of the road as containing 
“no fronting uses” is inaccurate. 

O6 -104 The comment states that Parking lot 10A is not part of the Project. Following 
modifications to the proposed Project to eliminate Phases II and III, the proposed 
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Project site (approximately 3.14 acres) is largely undeveloped and encompasses 
Chapultepec Hall and Parking Lot 9, and a small retail structure, a multi-purpose 
building at the upper level, and a utility plant at the lower level. The comment restates 
information contained in the environmental documentation 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. 

O6 -105 Please refer to response to comment 0-6-103. Also, Section 4.1.2, Methodology, of 
the EIR describes the process associated with identification of scenic vistas 
considered in the impact analysis. A survey of College West was not taken and it is 
not customary to take a survey during the environmental review process to identify 
scenic vistas. Scenic vistas considered in the EIR are public vantage points. The 
commentator states that views available to residents from their properties should be 
considered scenic vistas because their neighborhood has “scenic-vista value.” Please 
refer to response to comment 0-3-11 regarding consideration of public vantage points 
as scenic vistas in the environmental documentation. 

O6 -106 The EIR states that the Project would encroach into the canyon landscape – it does 
not state that the canyon is landscaped. The EIR is describing the system/area into 
which the Project would encroach. Please refer to comments O-6-103 and O-6-105 
above, regarding consideration of public vantage points along Remington Road and 
private view locations from residences lining the canyon along Hewlett Drive and 
55th Street as scenic vistas. 

O6 -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 because the comment 
does not raise an environmental issue. 

O6 -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 because the comment 
does not raise an environmental issue. 

O6 -109 Contrast ratings are made through a review of development on site and in the 
surrounding area. The surrounding area contains development in excess of 1-story 
buildings and these, along with single-story structures, are considered in the analysis 
and identification of moderate form contrasts.  
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Project impacts are not identified as “significant” until appropriate mitigation 
measures are identified and implementation is consideration. If after implementation 
(or if mitigation is not available) impacts would not be substantially reduced to a less 
than significant level, impacts are identified as significant and unavoidable. Please 
see Section 4.1.8, Level of Significant After Mitigation, of the Chapter 4.1 of the EIR.  

The EIR analyzed impacts resulting from construction and operation of the Project 
and concludes that Phase II and Phase III development would result in significant and 
unmitigable impacts to existing visual character and quality of the site and 
surrounding area. The EIR discloses that at public vantage points in the surrounding 
area, the Phase II development and Chapultepec Hall would dominate views.  

The document concludes that Phase II and Phase III development would result in 
significant and unmitigable impacts to existing visual character and quality of the site 
and surrounding area. The commentator expresses concern over the format of the EIR 
and impacts that are stated and disclosed in the EIR. Also, the commentator expresses 
opinion and concern regarding the effect of reducing the height of Phase II 
development to mimic the height of Chapultepec Hall in terms of reducing impacts. 
The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the 
decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project. 

O6 -110 The text excerpt provided by the commentator concerns a description of existing 
conditions as viewed from Key View 3. Even with planned removal and underground 
of utility lines, impacts at Key View 3 would remain potentially significant. As 
removal of utilities would not change the impact determination and the presence of 
existing lines is not relied upon to substantiate similarities in form and line between 
existing and proposed conditions, the visual simulations have not been revised. 

O6 -111 The EIR references depictions of the Project in visual simulations to make 
determinations on structure contrasts. As viewed from Key View 2, the Project is 
more distant that as viewed from Key View 3 and at Key View 2, Chapultepec Hall is 
visible and establishes tall forms and horizontal and vertical lines (similar to those 
displayed by the Project) in the landscape. An assessment of the Project is made from 
each key view location and the presence of existing development in the landscape is 
consideration in the evaluation of contrast. Despite the commentators concerns over 
the use moderate contrast at Key View 2 and high contrast at Key View 3, the 
contained in the Draft EIR determined that at both locations the introduction of the 
Project would result in potential significant impacts to existing visual character and 
quality of the site and surrounding area.  
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As viewed from Key View 3, the canyon between Hewlett Drive residences and the 
Chapultepec Hall is obscured. From Key View 3, views to the canyon are screened 
by residences lining Hewlett Drive and the Project’s advance into the canyon is 
visual obstructed in the figure. The statement regarding buffering will be removed 
from the EIR.  

Please refer to response to comment O-6-109 regarding the format of the EIR and 
identified of potentially significant impacts. Please also refer to O-6-109 regarding 
consideration of construction impacts, impacts identified in the Draft EIR, and 
reduction of impacts by reducing the height of Phase II to mimic the height of 
Chapultepec Hall (this comment is duplicative of O-6-109). 

O6 -112 Please refer to response to comment O-6-103 and O-6-105, regarding consideration of 
scenic vistas in the EIR. 

O6 -113 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

O6 -114 This comment refers to SDSU’s obligation to adhere to (and potentially reap the 
benefits of) the San Diego MSCP program and City of San Diego’s MSCP Subarea 
Plan. SDSU was not involved with the preparation of the MSCP program in the mid-
1990s. SDSU is not a signatory to the San Diego MSCP and is therefore not a 
“permittee” under this HCP. Because of this, adherence to the restrictions typically 
placed on land within the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) per the City’s 
Biological Resource Guidelines does not apply to SDSU or SDSU-owned land. A 
portion of the proposed project site was previously designated as MHPA and 
described as conserved lands. Inclusion of this project site within the MHPA and 
reflecting it as a “habitat gain” in the Habitrak system of preserve recordation is 
incorrect and the City is in the process of correcting the database to remove the state 
property from the City’s Habitrak system which tracks cumulative conservation lands 
(Forburger 2017). On April 21, 2017 a conference call meeting was conducted 
between the City of San Diego, California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), 
and United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to discuss the SDSU New 
Student Housing Project and MHPA boundary designation on SDSU property. It was 
concluded by the USFWS and CDFW, the two state and federal agencies tasked with 
implementation oversight over the MSCP, that the subject parcel was incorrectly 
mapped as MHPA and will be corrected to remove it from the City’s preserve 
(Forburger 2017). The City’s 2017 MSCP Annual Report will therefore reflect the 
MHPA Boundary Line Correction change of habitat loss and gain under the City’s 
MSCP (Forburger 2017).  

O6 -115 Please see response to comment O6-114.  
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O6 -116 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

O6 -117 The comment states that Phases II and III of the proposed Project are incompatible 
with the 2011 Campus Master Plan; however, the comment is incorrect. First, 
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. Second, the 2011 campus master plan is not the current approved 
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. The campus master plan is 
shown on Figure 2-4 of the Draft EIR. Third, 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. Please note, 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.  

O6 -118 The comment states that the Draft EIR must detail the reasons for deviating from the 
approved Campus Master Plan. For information responsive to this comment, please 
see the response to comment O-6-117 and the Alternatives Thematic Response. 
However, the comment does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of 
CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the record and made available to the 
decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project. No further response is 
required because the comment does not raise an environmental issue. 

O6 -119 Please see response to comment O6-114. Further, a full evaluation of the project’s 
relationship to the City of San Diego’s Environmentally Sensitive Land 
Ordinance, which is referenced throughout this comment, is contained in the Draft 
EIR. The project’s relationship, including design modifications (ie, fencing 
treatment, etc.), to these adjacency guidelines, is summarized in the Draft EIR (see 
pages 4.3-37 through 4.3-39). 
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O6 -120 The comment contends Remington Road is designated as having no fronting uses. 
Assuming, arguendo, the comment is correct, as a state entity, California State 
University/SDSU is not subject to local planning, including local zoning 
regulations. With respect to enforcement of parking regulations, please see Draft 
EIR Sections 4.14.6.4 and 4.14.6.5, and the preceding responses relating to 
Remington Road access. 

O6 -121 Contrary to the stated opinion, potential noise impacts from construction and 
operation of the proposed project was analyzed and assessed in Section 4.11 of the 
proposed project’s Draft EIR. It was determined that with implementation of 
Mitigation Measures MM-NOI 1 through 3, noise impacts would be reduced to a 
level of less than significant. 

 In addition, pursuant to the SDSU Code of Conduct that is provided to all students 
who sign housing contracts, existing dormitory residents must 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 
Dispatcher who will contact the on-duty residence hall coordinator to address the 
issue. The University Police will respond and evaluate the situation if necessary. The 
University Police uses the common criteria of "unreasonableness" to determine if 
action is needed. If the noise complaint involves a residence hall, the University 
Police will contact the residence hall coordinator to assist with the evaluation and 
determination if action should be taken. The University Police uses the Penal Code 
and the San Diego City code as their enforcement authority. 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. 

O6 -122 It is important to note that the proposed New Student Housing Project would not 
involve a student-body increase such as the comment is suggesting. The proposed 
project is being proposed and sized according to the demands placed on the 
residential housing supply associated with the EXISTING 25,000 Full Time 
Equivalent (FTE) student body that attends SDSU. No part of the proposed project 
would allow or is intended to infer an increase beyond the CSU-allowed 25,000 FTE 
enrolment cap.  

 Cumulative impacts such that may occur as a result of the other ongoing or future 
planned projects on campus are evaluated throughout the Draft EIR.  



Responses to Comments - Organizations 

September 2017 O-391 New Student Housing EIR 

O6 -123 The comment claims that the Draft EIR is insufficient because, among other things, it 
fails to identify all significant noise impacts. Contrary to the stated opinion, potential 
noise impacts from construction and operation of the proposed project was analyzed 
and assessed in Section 4.11 of the proposed project’s Draft EIR. It was determined 
that with implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-NOI 1 through 3, noise 
impacts would be reduced to a level of less than significant. Further, biological 
resource mitigation measures are included in the Draft EIR that would reduce 
potential indirect impacts to sensitive biological resources located in the canyon from 
construction and/or operational-related noise sources.  

O6 -124 The comment claims that the Noise section of the Draft EIR is inadequate because it 
fails to recognize construction and operational noise as it relates to the MSCP/MHPA 
areas (i.e., biological habitat). This is an incorrect claim because Section 4.11 
addresses project impacts as they relate to human receivers, not biological habitat. 
Biological impacts, including potential noise impacts sensitive resources, are 
addressed in Section 4.3, Biological Resources. See, for example, MM-BIO-6, on 
pages 4.3-42 and 4.3-43. 

O6 -125 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 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 project residence halls, again providing substantial visual and acoustical 
shielding to the nearby existing residences.  

O6 -126 The comment states that noise levels from the students at the existing dorm are already 
loud, and the proposed project will worsen this situation, among other issues. Pursuant to 
the SDSU Code of Conduct that is provided to all students who sign housing contracts, 
all on campus residence hall occupants must 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 Dispatcher, who will contact the 
on-duty residence hall coordinator to address the issue. The University Police will 
respond and evaluate. They use the common criteria of "unreasonableness" to determine 
if action is needed. If the noise complaint involves a residence hall, they will contact the 
residence hall coordinator to assist with the evaluation and determination if action should 
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be taken. The University Police uses the Penal Code and the San Diego City code as their 
enforcement authority.  

 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. 

O6 -127 The comment claims that the Draft EIR is insufficient because, among other things, it 
fails to identify all significant noise impacts related to the activity that would occur on 
the proposed new residence hall site and/or emanating from the resident hall rooms.  

Contrary to the stated opinion, potential noise impacts from construction and 
operation of the proposed project was analyzed and assessed in Section 4.11 of the 
proposed project’s Draft EIR. It was determined that with implementation of 
Mitigation Measures MM-NOI 1 through 3, noise impacts would be reduced to a 
level of less than significant. 

O6 -128 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

O6 -129 Please see response to comment L5-10. 

O6 -130 Evacuation from the Project would typically include relocating students from the area 
by foot, except for special needs students who would be provided appropriate 
transportation. Wildfire in Aztec canyon would not have fuel adjacent to the interior 
of the Project or to the south into campus, so pedestrian evacuation would be 
appropriate, unless SDFD determined that keeping students in the ignition resistant, 
defensible structures is preferred.  

Larger events that included a longer term evacuation of the area would likely include 
initially 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 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 ignition resistant standards and are well protected and defensible. If an evacuation 
was ordered, students would walk out of the buildings and into campus areas where 
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designated buildings would be opened as temporary refuge shelters. This would not 
be expected to include lengthy timelines as the vegetation fires would burn rapidly 
and be over and students would be allowed back in the housing 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. 

The evacuation plan for Chappy Hall is to direct students down to the right of way on 
Remington. If the incident requires that they leave campus, they would then make 
their way on foot to cars parked either in Structure 12, or Lots X or A to leave 
campus. In most cases, they will be directed to minimize the number of cars by 
sharing rides. Those that do not have a means to evacuate will be accommodated at 
emergency shelters in Peterson Gym or the Ballroom of the Student Union where 
buses will be arranged if the entire campus must be evacuated. There is likely to be 
less vehicle traffic on 55th and Remington since parking lot 9 is being removed. 

O6 -131 The comment regards the proposed project’s potential impacts on fire protection 
services. The Draft EIR analyzed current levels of service and the need for additional 
facilities in Chapter 4.13, Public Services and Utilities, and determined that the 
project’s potential impacts would be less than significant; this is even more true now 
that the proposed project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III from the 
project. For additional information regarding this subject that is responsive to the 
comment, please see the responses to comments submitted by the City of San Diego, 
comments L5-7 through L5-14. Additionally, receipt of a letter from the San Diego 
Fire Department Fire Chief is not a requirement of the CEQA process. 

O6 -132 The comment regards the statement in the EIR that the SDSU Police Department 
is the designated first responder for all incidents on campus. As to those incidents 
beyond the campus, the SDSU PD (referred to as the UPD) is the first responder 
for those incidents within the College Area Community that are within a one-mile 
radius of the campus boundary; that is, by state law, the UPD and City of San 
Diego PD have concurrent jurisdiction within a one-mile radius of the campus 
boundary. Section 4.13 Public Services and Utilities, page 4.13-5 of the Final EIR, 
has been revised to clarify this point. Thus, in response to the comment, residents 
of the College Area community living beyond the one-mile radius would, in fact, 
be told by the UPD to report the incident to the City of San Diego PD as it is 
beyond the jurisdiction of the UPD. With respect to parking on Remington Road, 
while the City of San Diego PD has primary jurisdiction, the UPD is available to 
assist when necessary. The jurisdictional arrangement between the UPD and the 
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City of San Diego PD is based on an administrative agreement entered into 
between the two entities.  

Regarding enforcement, the analyses presented in the EIR may appropriately rely on 
law enforcement entities executing their authority and responsibilities as provided by 
law. The UPD officers are “POST” (Peace Officer Standards and Training) certified, 
which means that they have the authority to enforce all laws that are enforceable in 
the State of California (pers. comm., Richeson 2017). The UPD, therefore, has the 
authority to enforce all City of San Diego traffic and parking laws on all streets that 
are located throughout and nearby campus.  

Source: Richeson, Debbie. Director, Parking and Auxiliary Services, SDSU 
Department of Public Safety. Personal Communication. August 3, 2017. 

O6 -133 The comment is the title of the comments section and is an introduction to comments 
that follow. 

O6 -134 The comment provides background information and does not raise an environmental 
issue within the meaning of CEQA. The comment will be included as part of the 
record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the 
Project. No further response is required because the comment does not raise an 
environmental issue. 

O6 -135 The comment refers to the three phase project analyzed in the Draft EIR. However, as 
noted in prior responses to comments, the proposed Project has been 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, 
comments regarding Phases II and III are no longer applicable. The comment 
contends the proposed Project would be constructed with no infrastructure upgrades. 
This is incorrect as the proposed Project includes several upgrades to improve access 
on Remington Road as previously described.  

O6 -136 The comment addresses access on Remington Road. Please see the prior responses to 
comments regarding this topic, including O-6-33 through O-6-41. 

O6 -137 The comment addresses access on Remington Road relative to the three phase 
project. As previously noted, the proposed project has been modified to eliminate 
Phases II and III and, therefore, comments regarding Phases II and III are no 
longer applicable. As to the other issues raised by the comment, please see the 
prior responses to comments regarding Remington Road access, including O-6-33 
through O-6-41. 
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O6 -138 The comment addresses existing traffic conditions relative to Chapultepec Hall and 
contends the EIR did not address these conditions. However, Draft EIR Section 4.14, 
and the corresponding technical report, Appendix K, fully reviewed existing 
conditions as part of the analysis. 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. 

O6 -139 The comment contends work on the traffic study began in February 2014.  The 
comment is incorrect. Work on the traffic technical report prepared by the traffic 
engineer, Linscott, Law & Greenspan, began in the Fall of 2016. The comment 
does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore, no more 
specific response can be provided or is required. The comment will be included as 
part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior to a final 
decision on the Project. 

O6 -140 The comment contends “shortcuts were taken” as part of the traffic analysis relative 
to Chapultepec Hall. Please see the response to comment O-6-138 for information 
responsive to the comment. 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. 

O6 -141 The comment regards multiple issues relating to the methodology used to conduct the 
traffic impact analysis. With respect to the trip generation rates, please see the 
response to comments O-6-25 to O-6-28. With regard to the trip endpoints, the basis 
for the trip distribution and assignments is addressed in Draft EIR subsection 
4.14.2.7. Any assumptions made were based on the experience and professional 
judgment of the traffic engineer, Linscott, Law and Greenspan (LLG), which has 
extensive experience preparing traffic studies on the SDSU campus. Regarding 
consideration of car-sharing services, please see the responses to comments O-6-25 to 
O-6-28 regarding trip generation. With regards to Project distribution through the 
College View Estates area, please see the responses to comments O-6-29 to O-6-32. 
With regards to trip-generation associated with the food service component of the 
proposed Project, the trip generation rate utilized in the study includes all trips 
associated with student housing, including trips generated by employees and 
deliveries. Additionally, the food service operation that would be included as part of 
the proposed Project would employ a relatively small staff and, therefore, would 



Responses to Comments - Organizations 

September 2017 O-396 New Student Housing EIR 

generate relatively few vehicle trips. As to customers, the food service operation 
would serve the on-campus community and, as a result, would not generate trips from 
outside the campus and, in fact, will make it less likely that students would choose to 
drive off campus to eat. Therefore, the provision of an on-site food service operation 
is a net traffic benefit, although the EIR traffic engineer made no adjustments (i.e., 
reductions) to the trip generation calculations to account for this.  

O6 -142 The comment states the three-phase proposed Project would result in significant, 
unmitigated impacts on Remington Road. As previously noted, the proposed project 
has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III and, therefore, comments regarding 
these two phases are no longer applicable. Please see the prior responses regarding 
Remington Road. 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.  

O6 -143 The comment restates an excerpt from Draft EIR Appendix K and is an introduction 
to comments that follow. 

O6 -144 The comment regards parking restrictions and access on Remington Road, with a 
focus on Phase II of the originally proposed project. As previously noted, the 
proposed project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III and, therefore, 
comments regarding these two phases are no longer applicable. Parking and access 
issues were analyzed in Draft EIR Section 4.14, the corresponding technical report in 
Appendix K, and in the preceding responses to comments. Please see, for example, 
the responses to comments O-6-33 to O-6-41. As discussed, the proposed Project 
includes appropriate design features to address these concerns.  

O6 -145 The comment regards pick-up/drop-off, move-in/move-out, and delivery vehicle 
related access issues on Remington Road. These topics were analyzed in Draft EIR 
Section 4.14, the corresponding technical report in Appendix K, and in the preceding 
responses to comments. Please see, for example, the responses to comments O-6-33 
to O-6-41. As discussed, the proposed Project includes appropriate design features to 
address these concerns, including a pick-up/drop-off area removed from the 
Remington Road flow of traffic, and a move-in/move-out and building services area 
for service and deliveries north of the proposed building that would be accessed from 
55th Street, also removed from Remington Road. Please see Final EIR, Project 
Description, Figure 2-11.  
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O6 -146 The comment regards the CSU Transportation Study Impact Manual guidance and 
purported transportation hazards. The criteria, and the specific comments raised, are 
addressed in Draft EIR Section 4.14, the corresponding technical report in Appendix 
K, and in these responses to comments. The information provides support for the 
conclusion that the proposed project: would not directly or indirectly cause or expose 
users to a substantial transportation hazard; is not inconsistent with Campus Master 
Plan circulation or parking plans; fails to provide adequate accessibility for service 
and delivery trucks on-site; and fails to provide adequate accessibility for pedestrians 
and bicyclists.  

O6 -147 The comment restates the issues raised by comment O6-146. Please see the response 
to comment O6-146. 

O6 -148 The comment refers to the Project design features that would be built as part of the 
proposed Project relating to Remington Road. The comment incorrectly refers to the 
features as mitigation measures. The comment is an introduction to comments that 
follow, no further response is required. 

O6 -149 The comment regards the provision of pick-up/drop-off areas. As addressed in the 
preceding responses to comments, the proposed Project would include off-street 
parking areas on the north side of Remington Road fronting the Phase I building for 
six vehicles. (Please see Final EIR, Project Description, Figure 2-11.) Based on the 
traffic engineer’s observations of the site, his experience and professional judgment, 
an area that would accommodate six vehicles is adequate. 

O6 -150 The comment states the synchronization of traffic signals on 55th Street is irrelevant 
to the Remington Road access issue. However, improving traffic flow on 55th Street, 
which intersects with Remington Road in the immediate vicinity of the subject 
portion of Remington, would beneficially affect traffic flow conditions on Remington 
Road as well. 

O6 -151 The comment states that re-painting the red curbs on Remington Road is nothing new. 
However, assuring they are freshly painted red will facilitate the no parking/no 
stopping restrictions. 

O6 -152 The comment states that changing the “no parking” signs to “no stopping at any 
time,” placing tow away warnings, and temporary signage during special events is 
“trivial.” However, the EIR traffic engineer has determined that any potential impacts 
relating to Remington Road access would be less than significant with 
implementation of these project design features. The comment expresses the opinions 
of the commentator. The comment will be included as part of the record and made 
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available to the decision makers prior to a final decision on the Project. No further 
response is required. 

O6 -153 The comment states that the placement of parking guards at the entrance to the 
College View Estates neighborhood is nothing new. This design feature is proposed 
in response to resident concerns regarding student parking in the residential 
neighborhood and informs the community that the practice would continue. 

O6 -154 The comment regards the Project feature to provide additional lighting on Remington Road 
and the purpose of the lighting. 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. 

O6 -155 The comment regards the project design features discussed above, incorrectly 
referring to them as “mitigation measures.” The comment further proposes an 
unnecessary and unreasonable mitigation measure. The EIR traffic analysis 
determined that the proposed Project would not result in significant impacts on 
Remington Road, which carries a relatively small number of average daily trips 
(“ADT”) of 3,100, equating to a level of service of LOS A, the highest rating. The 
EIR further determined that with implementation of the proposed Project design 
features, all other Remington Road access-related impacts would be less than 
significant. In fact, implementation of the proposed Project would improve operations 
on Remington Road over present, existing conditions. 

O6 -156 The comment regards the EIR determination that the proposed Project would not 
result in significant traffic impacts in the College View Estates neighborhood and 
questions the results of the San Diego Association of Governments (“SANDAG”) 
traffic model. Please see the responses to comments O-6-29 to O-6-32 for information 
responsive to this comment. 

O6 -157 The comment regards the SANDAG traffic model determination of trip distribution 
through the College View Estates neighborhood, generally, and the use of cell phone 
apps, specifically. Please see the response to comments O-6-29 to O-6-32, including 
O-6-31, for information responsive to this comment. 

O6 -158 The comment regards the trip generation rate utilized by the EIR traffic engineer 
in conducting the analysis. It is incorrect and inaccurate to use observations along 
Remington Road to extrapolate trip generation data. Trip rates are calculated 
based on data obtained from road tubes placed for multiple days across project 
driveways and not based on general observations. The conclusion that 500 peak 
hour trips would be generated by students living on campus is erroneous as 
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evidenced by the fact that a 500-home suburban subdivision would only generate 
500 peak hour trips. Please also see the response to comments O-6-25 to O-6-28 
for information responsive to this comment. 

O6 -159 The comment regards the EIR statement, made in the context of the parking analysis, 
that the proposed Project would not result in an increase in student enrollment and 
claims it is a false statement. The comment, however, is based on incorrect 
assumptions. Preliminarily, as previously noted, the proposed Project has been 
modified to eliminate Phases II and III in order to reduce environmental impacts. 
Accordingly, the comment’s statements relating to Phase III are no longer applicable. 
The comment also is based on assumptions relating to the 2007 Campus Master Plan, 
a different project developed over ten years ago under conditions existing at the time. 
Finally, as previously explained, the presently approved SDSU Campus Master Plan 
authorizes an enrollment of 25,000 FTE, and the proposed Project does not seek to 
increase that level. (Please see response to comment O-6-59.) 

O6 -160 The comment relates to comment O-6-159. Please see the response to comment O-6-
159 for information responsive to this comment. 

O6 -161 The comment regards the Area B parking permit program in the College View Estates 
neighborhood. While the comment is correct that the CVE parking permit program does 
not cover the entire neighborhood, the portion that is covered includes the streets closest 
to campus – Remington Road, Hewlett Drive, Redding Road, Saxon, and Walsh. To the 
extent some students may in fact park in the neighborhood is not evidence of a significant 
impact under CEQA. Absent showing of a specific environmental impact, CEQA no 
longer requires that an EIR analyze parking impacts. 

O6 -162 The comment regards the College View Estates parking spillover analysis presented in 
the EIR. The traffic engineer’s determination that it is unlikely that students living on 
campus would park in the CVE neighborhood at night (after 7PM when there are no 
restrictions) only to have to move their vehicle and park on-campus once the Area B 
enforcement begins is based on the engineer’s experience and professional judgment.  

O6 -163 The comment regards the potential desire of CVE residents to change the existing 
City Area B parking permit program as beyond the scope of the proposed Project 
and the EIR analysis is an accurate statement. 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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O6 -164 The comment regards the EIR’s statements regarding the student move-in/move out 
process. The statement describes the current condition; however, as part of the 
proposed Project, move-ins/move-outs will now be accommodated on the north side 
of the proposed project building, removed from Remington Road. The EIR text will 
be revised to clarify this point. 

O6 -165 The comment regards “obstruction” on Remington Road and refers to the 
enforcement of parking restrictions on Remington Road. Enforcement of these 
restrictions is provided by the City of San Diego Police Department, with assistance 
by SDSU officers as necessary. For additional information responsive to these 
comments, please see the response to comment O6-132 and the prior responses to 
comments regarding the Project design features to be implemented in response to the 
community’s concerns. 

O6 -166 The comment regards the date of the traffic counts at the intersection of 55th and 
Remington Road identified in the EIR traffic technical report, Appendix K. The 
referenced traffic counts were taken prior to the beginning of final exams when 
regular semester classes were still in session and, therefore, represent accurate 
conditions. While the comment contends “normal campus events are curtailed during 
this period” and “students do not undertake their usual daily activities,” the fact that 
classes are still in session is contrary to such statements as final exams have not yet 
begun. Moreover, as final exams are approaching, student class attendance may be 
heightened rather than diminished. To this point, traffic counts conducted by LLG on 
April 19, 2016 showed a total peak hour intersection volume at the 55th Street / 
Remington Road intersection of 1,506 vehicles, which is lower than December 13, 
2016 volume of 1,612 vehicles.  

O6 -167 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No response is required. 

O6 -168 The comment regards the EIR statement that based on parking permit sales, 32% of 
on-campus resident students bring a vehicle to campus. The number is based on data 
compiled by SDSU staff and is included in the EIR traffic technical report parking 
assessment. The comment assumes that if the proposed student housing were to house 
more upper classmen than freshmen, the 32% number would increase. However, as 
previously noted, the proposed project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and 
III and, therefore, the modified project is now comprised of only Phase I, which 
would provide housing exclusively for freshman. Therefore, the comment is no 
longer applicable.  

O6 -169 The comment regards a June 2013 parking study that found resident student demand 
ratios to be 52%. The referenced data was collected during the 2012 timeframe, while 
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the parking permit data relied on in the EIR traffic impact analysis is based on more 
recent 2015 data. Furthermore, the latest available data in terms of total students 
living in dorms and total overnight permits sold to those students is summarized in 
the table below. Table 1 below 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 these most recent numbers. 

Table 1 

SDSU Fall 2016 Overnight Parking Permit Data 

Total overnight permits sold 1,521 

Total overnight permits sold to students living in dorms 927 

Total students living in dorms 4,664 

% of students living in dorms buying overnight permits 19.9% 
* Source SDSU’s Planning, Design and Construction Department (June 2017) 

O6 -170 The comment contends that construction of the three-phase Project would require an 
increase in on-campus parking inventory of 1,396 parking spaces. Preliminarily, as 
noted above, the proposed project has been modified to eliminate Phases II and III 
from development and, therefore, the calculation is no longer applicable. 
Furthermore, the number is calculated based on the 2012 data referenced in the 
response to comment O-6-169. As explained in response O-6-169, based on more 
recent data, the data used in the EIR represents a reasonable estimate and, as a 
result, the EIR’s conclusion that no additional on-campus parking spaces are 
necessary to accommodate the proposed new student housing is supported by the 
available evidence. 

O6 -171 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

O6 -172 The comment is critical of the Draft EIR’s Project Goals and Objectives; however, 
the Goals and Objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act. Also, the comment is critical, generally, of the analysis 
and evaluation contained in the Draft EIR, Chapter 6.0, Alternatives. Alternatives to 
the proposed Project location received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR. The Draft 
EIR assessed numerous alternatives and eliminated them because they were 
infeasible, failed to meet the proposed Project objectives, or failed to avoid or reduce 
significant impacts. To the extent that the comment relates to the siting of alternative 
locations for Phases II and III, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of 
the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public 
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comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional 
information regarding the project modifications. 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. Please see the Alternatives 
Thematic Response for additional information responsive to the comment. 

O6 -173 The comment is critical of the Draft EIR’s Project Goals and Objectives; however, 
the Goals and Objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act. In particular, the comment is critical of the use of the 
word “vitality” in the Draft EIR. However, the word “vitality” must be read in context 
with the stated Project Objectives to develop a Project that: “(1) Create[s] a distinct 
housing neighborhood, specifically on west campus, similar to the student residential 
neighborhood on the east side of campus, that is inviting and safe, that has a distinct 
identify, and that provides both students in the new housing and students in existing, 
adjacent housing with supportive amenities such as a tutoring center, a dining facility, 
community spaces, and study areas[.]” (Draft EIR, Chapter 6.0, Alternatives, p. 6-1.) 
The creation of an identified west campus housing neighborhood that is inviting, safe, 
and provides activities and amenities to students would add vitality to the proposed 
Project site. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information 
responsive to the comment. 

O6 -174 The comment disagrees with the rejection of the reduced density alternative as it 
relates to the Project’s goals and objectives. Specifically, the comment states the 
Draft EIR rejected the reduced density alternative because “it will not allow SDSU to 
meet ‘future local housing demands’”, which was not a Project objective. However, 
the reduced density alternative, as it relates to the Project’s goals and objectives, was 
analyzed and evaluated in the Draft EIR, Chapter 6.0, Alternatives and it was 
determined that the reduce density alternative failed to meet some of the proposed 
Project objectives. Nonetheless, 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 proposed 
Project is the same as the reduced density alternative, despite its failure to meet all of 
the Project’s goals and objectives. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for 
additional information responsive to the comment. 

O6 -175 The comment is critical of the assertion that “existing inconsistencies with . . . 
planning documents . . . would remain” and claims the true intention of the proposed 
Project is to provide capacity for future campus growth. As stated in the Draft EIR, 



Responses to Comments - Organizations 

September 2017 O-403 New Student Housing EIR 

Chapter 6.0, Alternatives, the College Area Community Plan, City of San Diego 
General Plan, and other relevant planning documents have designated the proposed 
Project site as a prime area for a high density student residential project. The No 
Project Alternative would be inconsistent with this designation. In addition, the 
proposed Project does not proposed an increase in full-time equivalent students. 
Rather, the proposed Project seeks to free-up housing better suited for sophomore 
students currently enrolled at SDSU. 

O6 -176 The comment states the Draft EIR, Chapter 6.0, Alternatives, operates as a 
“backfilling” mechanism to meet a predetermined outcome and, as a result, the 
comment is critical of the Draft EIR’s Project 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 the comment. 

O6 -177 The comment is critical of the proposed Project’s development and selection of 
alternatives. To the extent that the comment relates to the siting of alternative 
locations for Phases II and III, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of 
the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public 
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional 
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental 
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the 
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. Please see the Alternatives 
Thematic Response for information responsive to the comment. 

O6 -178 The comment incorrectly claims that SDSU has 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 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. 

O6 -179 The comment is critical of the elimination of Recreation Field 103 as a Project 
alternative. However, Recreation Field 103 is infeasible as an alternative Project 
location for various reasons, as further detailed in the Alternatives Thematic Response. 

O6 -180 The comment claims the drafting of the Draft EIR started before the alternatives 
analysis was completed. The alternatives analysis began before the Draft EIR was 
drafted with the development of criteria that served as the basis for an analysis and 
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evaluation of numerous potential on campus student housing locations. Please see the 
Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information responsive to the comment. 

O6 -181 The comment claims that the “alternatives analysis . . . was still a work in progress in 
early 2017”. The Draft EIR was circulated for public review on April 21, 2017 and, 
therefore, the alternatives were analyzed as part of the process of preparing the Draft 
EIR, which occurred prior to April 2017. 

O6 -182 The comment is critical of the elimination of Recreation Field 103 as a Project 
alternative. However, Recreation Field 103 is infeasible as an alternative Project 
location for various reasons, as further detailed in the Alternatives Thematic Response. 

O6 -183 The comment claims the Alternatives chapter of the Draft EIR was designed to reject 
any and all alternatives other than the proposed Project. The alternatives to the 
proposed Project received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR, Chapter 6.0. The Draft 
EIR assessed numerous alternatives and eliminated them because they were 
infeasible, failed to meet the proposed Project objectives, or failed to avoid or reduce 
significant impacts. 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 of the elimination of 
Phases II and III, the Project as proposed is the same as the reduced density 
alternative analyzed in the Draft EIR. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response 
for additional information responsive to the comment. 

O6 -184 The comment is critical of the Draft EIR’s Project 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. 

O6 -185 The comment claims the Draft EIR impermissibly used cost as a reason to eliminate 
alternatives. However, the alternatives to the proposed Project received extensive 
analysis in the Draft EIR, Chapter 6.0. The Draft EIR assessed numerous alternatives 
and eliminated them because they were infeasible, failed to meet the proposed Project 
objectives, or failed to avoid or reduce significant impacts. To the extent that the 
comment relates to the siting of alternative locations for Phases II and III, following 
distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the public comment period, the 
proposed Project was modified in response to public comments to eliminate Phases II 
and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding the project 
modifications. As a result, the environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II 
and III have been eliminated, and the comments, while noted, are no longer 
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applicable. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information 
responsive to the comment. 

O6 -186 The comment claims the Draft EIR impermissibly used cost as a reason to eliminate 
alternatives. However, the alternatives to the proposed Project received extensive 
analysis in the Draft EIR, Chapter 6.0. The Draft EIR assessed numerous alternatives 
and eliminated them because they were infeasible, failed to meet the proposed Project 
objectives, or failed to avoid or reduce significant impacts. To the extent that the 
comment relates to the siting of alternative locations for Phases II and III, following 
distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the public comment period, the 
proposed Project was modified in response to public comments to eliminate Phases II 
and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding the project 
modifications. As a result, the environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II 
and III have been eliminated, and the comments, while noted, are no longer 
applicable. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information 
responsive to the comment. 

O6 -187 The comment is critical of the elimination of the 55th Street Peninsula as a Project 
alternative. However, this alternative received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR, 
Chapter 6.0. The Draft EIR assessed the 55th Street Peninsula alternative and 
eliminated it because it was infeasible, failed to meet the proposed Project objectives, 
or failed to avoid or reduce significant impacts. Please see the Alternatives Thematic 
Response for additional information responsive to the comment. 

O6 -188 The comment is critical of the elimination of Recreation Field 103 as a Project 
alternative. However, Recreation Field 103 is infeasible as an alternative Project 
location for various reasons, as further detailed in the Alternatives Thematic Response. 

O6 -189 The comment is critical of alternatives analysis contained in the Draft EIR, and 
claims the elimination of alternatives was inconsistent. However, the alternatives to 
the proposed Project received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR, Chapter 6.0. The 
Draft EIR assessed numerous alternatives and eliminated them because they were 
infeasible, failed to meet the proposed Project objectives, or failed to avoid or reduce 
significant impacts. To the extent that the comment relates to the siting of alternative 
locations for Phases II and III, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of 
the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public 
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional 
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental 
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the 
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. Please see the Alternatives 
Thematic Response for additional information responsive to the comment. 
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O6 -190 The comment is critical of alternatives analysis contained in the Draft EIR. 
However, the alternatives to the proposed Project received extensive analysis in 
the Draft EIR, Chapter 6.0. The Draft EIR assessed numerous alternatives and 
eliminated them because they were infeasible, failed to meet the proposed Project 
objectives, or failed to avoid or reduce significant impacts.  To the extent that the 
comment relates to the siting of alternative locations for Phases II and III, 
following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the public comment 
period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public comments to 
eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional 
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental 
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the 
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. Please see the Alternatives 
Thematic Response for additional information responsive to the comment. 

O6 -191 The comment is critical of alternatives analysis contained in the Draft EIR, and 
claims the Draft EIR was edited to respond to NOP comments. Pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15002, the Draft EIR must involve the public and be responsive to 
the comments it receives. In complying with this statutory mandate, the Draft EIR 
was responsive to NOP comments. 

O6 -192 The comment is critical of alternatives analysis contained in the Draft EIR, and 
claims the alternatives section must be rewritten to eliminate the criterion that 
alternative locations must be unencumbered by existing uses or buildings. However, 
the alternatives to the proposed Project received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR, 
Chapter 6.0 and one criterion did not serve as the sole basis for elimination of the 
alternatives. Instead, the Draft EIR assessed numerous alternatives and eliminated 
them for various reasons because they were infeasible, failed to meet the proposed 
Project objectives, or failed to avoid or reduce significant impacts. To the extent that 
the comment relates to the siting of alternative locations for Phases II and III, 
following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the public comment period, 
the proposed Project was modified in response to public comments to eliminate 
Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding 
the project modifications. As a result, the environmental impacts related to the siting 
of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the comments, while noted, are no 
longer applicable. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional 
information responsive to the comment. 

O6 -193 The comment is critical of alternatives analysis contained in the Draft EIR, and 
claims the elimination of alternatives cannot be based on location. The alternatives 
were not eliminated solely because of location; instead, the alternative locations were 
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found to be infeasible for various reasons. For example, pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6, subdivision (f)(1), site suitability is one of the factors 
that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives. Many 
of the alternative sites were determined to be unsuitable to support the proposed 
Project. As such, the feasibility of the alternatives, as well as the ability of the 
alternatives to meet the basic Project objectives or avoid or reduce significant 
impacts, received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR, Chapter 6.0. To the extent that 
the comment relates to the siting of alternative locations for Phases II and III, 
following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the public comment period, 
the proposed Project was modified in response to public comments to eliminate 
Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding 
the project modifications. As a result, the environmental impacts related to the siting 
of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the comments, while noted, are no 
longer applicable. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional 
information responsive to the comment. 

O6 -194 The comment is critical of alternatives analysis contained in the Draft EIR, and 
claims the elimination of alternatives cannot be based on location. The alternatives 
were not eliminated solely because of location; instead, the alternative locations were 
found to be infeasible for various reasons. For example, pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6, subdivision (f)(1), site suitability is one of the factors 
that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives. Many 
of the alternative sites were determined to be unsuitable to support the proposed 
Project. As such, the feasibility of the alternatives, as well as the ability of the 
alternatives to meet the basic Project objectives or avoid or reduce significant 
impacts, received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR, Chapter 6.0. To the extent that 
the comment relates to the siting of alternative locations for Phases II and III, 
following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the public comment period, 
the proposed Project was modified in response to public comments to eliminate 
Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding 
the project modifications. As a result, the environmental impacts related to the siting 
of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the comments, while noted, are no 
longer applicable. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional 
information responsive to the comment. 

O6 -195 The comment is critical of the Draft EIR’s Project Goals and Objectives, and claims 
that the objective to alleviate the isolation of Chapultepec Hall and respond to the 
deficit in student amenities is not allowed; however, the Project’s Goals and 
Objectives fully comply with the requirements of the California Environmental 
Quality Act. Also, the comment offers several alternatives that would be infeasible, 
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would not meet the Project objectives, and would cause, rather than avoid or reduce, 
significant impacts. To the extent that the comment relates to the siting of alternative 
locations for Phases II and III, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of 
the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public 
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional 
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental 
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the 
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. Please see the Alternatives 
Thematic Response for additional information responsive to the comment. 

O6 -196 The comment is critical, generally, of alternatives analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. However, the alternatives to the proposed Project received extensive analysis 
in the Draft EIR, Chapter 6.0. The Draft EIR assessed numerous alternatives and 
eliminated them because they were infeasible, failed to meet the proposed Project 
objectives, or failed to avoid or reduce significant impacts. To the extent that the 
comment relates to the siting of alternative locations for Phases II and III, following 
distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the public comment period, the 
proposed Project was modified in response to public comments to eliminate Phases 
II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding the 
project modifications. As a result, the environmental impacts related to the siting of 
Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the comments, while noted, are no 
longer applicable. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional 
information responsive to the comment. 

O6 -197 The comment is critical of the Draft EIR’s Project Goals and Objectives, and claims 
that the objective to take advantage of an existing undeveloped area on campus is 
impermissible. However, the Project’s 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. 

O6 -198 The comment is critical of the Draft EIR’s Project 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. 

O6 -199 The comment is critical of the Draft EIR’s Project Goals and Objectives, and claims 
that the Goals and Objectives do not discuss the basic education and research mission 
of SDSU; however, the Goals and Objectives fully comply with the requirements of 
the California Environmental Quality Act. Pursuant to Education Code Section 42000 
et seq., student housing is a fundamental part of CSU’s mission, and therefore, the 
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proposed Project is in furtherance of that mission. Please see the Alternatives 
Thematic Response for additional information responsive to the comment. 

O6 -200 The comment is critical of the alternatives analysis for failing to consider 
“neighborhood character.” 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. As such, 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. 

O6 -201 Please see the Biological Resources Thematic Response for information responsive to 
this comment. 

O6 -202 The comment is critical, generally, of alternatives analysis contained in the Draft 
EIR. However, the alternatives to the proposed Project received extensive analysis 
in the Draft EIR, Chapter 6.0. The Draft EIR assessed numerous alternatives and 
eliminated them because they were infeasible, failed to meet the proposed Project 
objectives, or failed to avoid or reduce significant impacts. To the extent that the 
comment relates to the siting of alternative locations for Phases II and III, following 
distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of the public comment period, the 
proposed Project was modified in response to public comments to eliminate Phases 
II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding the 
project modifications. As a result, the environmental impacts related to the siting of 
Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the comments, while noted, are no 
longer applicable. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional 
information responsive to the comment. 

O6 -203 The comment is critical, generally, of alternatives analysis contained in the Draft EIR. 
However, the alternatives to the proposed Project received extensive analysis in the Draft 
EIR, Chapter 6.0. The Draft EIR assessed numerous alternatives and eliminated them 
because they were infeasible, failed to meet the proposed Project objectives, or failed to 
avoid or reduce significant impacts. To the extent that the comment relates to the siting of 
alternative locations for Phases II and III, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the 
close of the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to 
public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for 
additional information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental 
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the comments, 
while noted, are no longer applicable. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for 
additional information responsive to the comment. 
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O6 -204 The comment is critical of the Draft EIR’s Project 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. 

O6 -205 Please see the response to comment O-6-195 for information responsive to this comment. 

O6 -206 Please see the response to comment O-6-194 for information responsive to this comment. 

O6 -207 Please see the response to comment O-6-197 for information responsive to this comment. 

O6 -208 The comment is critical of the Draft EIR’s Project 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. 

O6 -209 Please see the response to comment O-6-197 for information responsive to this comment. 

O6 -210 The comment is critical of the Draft EIR’s Project 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. 

O6 -211 The comment claims that revisions to the Draft EIR’s Project Goals and Objectives 
would lead to an unbiased alternative analysis and would eliminate Phases II and III 
from consideration. As a preliminary matter, the proposed Project has been modified 
to eliminate Phases II and III. With respect the Draft EIR’s Project Goals and 
Objectives, the Goals and Objectives fully comply with the requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act. For additional information responsive to the 
comment, please see the Alternatives Thematic Response. 

O6 -212 The comment is critical, generally, of alternatives analysis contained in the Draft EIR, 
and offers four alternate alternatives. However, there is no required to analyze 
alternate versions of the alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR where the alternatives 
to the proposed Project received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR, Chapter 6.0. The 
Draft EIR assessed numerous alternatives and eliminated them because they were 
infeasible, failed to meet the proposed Project objectives, or failed to avoid or reduce 
significant impacts. To the extent that the comment relates to the siting of alternative 
locations for Phases II and III, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of 
the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public 
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional 
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental 
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impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the 
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. Please see the Alternatives 
Thematic Response for additional information responsive to the comment. 

O6 -213 The comment is critical, generally, of alternatives analysis contained in the Draft EIR, 
and offers four alternate alternatives. However, there is no required to analyze 
alternate versions of the alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR where the alternatives 
to the proposed Project received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR, Chapter 6.0. The 
Draft EIR assessed numerous alternatives and eliminated them because they were 
infeasible, failed to meet the proposed Project objectives, or failed to avoid or reduce 
significant impacts. To the extent that the comment relates to the siting of alternative 
locations for Phases II and III, following distribution of the Draft EIR and the close of 
the public comment period, the proposed Project was modified in response to public 
comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see Final EIR, Preface, for additional 
information regarding the project modifications. As a result, the environmental 
impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been eliminated, and the 
comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. Please see the Alternatives 
Thematic Response for additional information responsive to the comment. 

O6 -214 The comment is critical of the elimination of the reduced density alternative, the 55th 
Street Peninsula alternative, and the alternatives locations at the International Student 
Center and Recreation Field 103 sites, as Project alternatives. These alternatives 
received extensive analysis in the Draft EIR, Chapter 6.0. With respect to the 55th 
Street Peninsula alternative and the alternatives locations at the International Student 
Center and Recreation Field 103 sites as Project alternatives, the Draft EIR assessed 
these alternatives and eliminated them because they were infeasible, failed to meet 
the proposed Project objectives, or failed to avoid or reduce significant impacts. 
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 proposed Project is the same as 
the reduced density alternative, despite its failure to meet all of the Project’s goals 
and objectives. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional 
information responsive to the comment. 

O6 -215  Please see the response to comment O-6-214 for information responsive to this comment. 

O6 -216 The comment is critical of the Draft EIR’s Project 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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O6 -217 Please see the response to comment O-6-214 for information responsive to this comment.  

O6 -218 The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required. 

O6 -219 The comment is critical of statements in the Draft EIR, Chapter 6.0, Alternatives, 
relating to demolition and replacement of existing beds from the student housing 
inventory. Specifically, the comment claims that a phased construction approach 
would alleviate any loss of student beds. Please see the Alternatives Thematic 
Response for information responsive to the comment. 

O6 -220 The comment is critical of statements in the Draft EIR, Chapter 6.0, Alternatives, 
relating to “site preparation and other costs, . . . , technical challenges, alignment with 
current Master Plan, benefit of adjacent uses, impact on surrounding community, and 
capacity for future expansion.” Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, 
subdivision (f)(1), these statements are “among the factors that may be taken into 
account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives[.]” Feasibility, along with the 
ability to meet the proposed Project objectives, and the ability to avoid or reduce 
significant impacts, were considered in the Draft EIR when it analyzed and evaluated 
alternatives. Please see the Alternatives Thematic Response for additional 
information responsive to the comment. 

O6 -221 The comment is critical of the elimination of Recreation Field 103 as a Project 
alternative, asserting Recreation Field 103 is closer to the Phase I site than Phase II. 
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 assertion set forth by the commenter is no 
longer applicable. However, Recreation Field 103 continues to be infeasible as an 
alternative Project location for various reasons, as further detailed in the Alternatives 
Thematic Response. 

O6 -222 Please see the response to comment O-6-221 for information responsive to this comment. 

O6 -223 Please see the response to comment O-6-221 for information responsive to this comment. 

O6 -224 Please see the response to comment O-6-221 for information responsive to this comment. 

O6 -225 Please see the response to comment O-6-221 for information responsive to this comment. 

O6 -226 The comment claims the Draft EIR’s traffic analysis contradicts the assertion in the 
Draft EIR’s Traffic section that the Project is a net positive for traffic as compared to 
the no project alternative. As noted in the Draft EIR, Chapter 6.0, Alternatives, p. 6-
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10, the transportation-related Project features would function to improve traffic 
conditions along Remington Road and the mitigation proposed as part of the Project 
would mitigated all identified impacts to a level below significant. 

O6 -227 The comment is critical, generally, of alternatives analysis contained in the Draft EIR. 
However, the alternatives to the proposed Project received extensive analysis in the 
Draft EIR, Chapter 6.0. The Draft EIR assessed numerous alternatives and eliminated 
them because they were infeasible, failed to meet the proposed Project objectives, or 
failed to avoid or reduce significant impacts. To the extent that the comment relates to 
the siting of alternative locations for Phases II and III, following distribution of the 
Draft EIR and the close of the public comment period, the proposed Project was 
modified in response to public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see 
Final EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications. As a 
result, the environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been 
eliminated, and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. Please see the 
Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information responsive to the comment. 

O6 -228 The comment is critical, generally, of alternatives analysis contained in the Draft EIR. 
However, the alternatives to the proposed Project received extensive analysis in the 
Draft EIR, Chapter 6.0. The Draft EIR assessed numerous alternatives and eliminated 
them because they were infeasible, failed to meet the proposed Project objectives, or 
failed to avoid or reduce significant impacts. To the extent that the comment relates to 
the siting of alternative locations for Phases II and III, following distribution of the 
Draft EIR and the close of the public comment period, the proposed Project was 
modified in response to public comments to eliminate Phases II and III. Please see 
Final EIR, Preface, for additional information regarding the project modifications. As a 
result, the environmental impacts related to the siting of Phases II and III have been 
eliminated, and the comments, while noted, are no longer applicable. Please see the 
Alternatives Thematic Response for additional information responsive to the comment. 

O6 -229 The comment is a conclusion to comments that preceded it.  No further response 
is required. 

O6 -230 The comment addresses Exhibits 1 through 22, which involve background 
information regarding the development of on campus housing options, development 
of the Sophomore Success Program, Campus Master Plan, and existing conditions 
around the proposed Project area. Because 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. For additional information responsive 
to this comment, please see the responses to comments O-6-63, O-3-69, O-6-71, O-6-
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74, O-6-103, O-6-105, O-6-108, O-6-110, O-6-117, O-6-134, O-6-136, O-6-137, O-6-
141, O-6-152, O-6-157, O-6-178, O-6-181, O-6-213, O-6-214, and O-6-220. 

O6 -231 The comment addresses Attachment 3, Research Report, submitted in support of the 
comment letter. For information responsive to this comment, please see the responses 
to comments O-6-34 and O-6-35. 

O6 -232 The comment addresses Exhibit A, which involves background information and 
provides a copy of the Fourth District, Division 1, Court of Appeal decision in City of 
San Diego v. Board of Trustees of California State University (2011) 201 Cal.App.4th 
1134. Because 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. For additional information responsive to this comment, 
please see the responses to comment O-6-17. 

O6 -233 The comment addresses Exhibit A, which involves background information and 
provides a copy of Chapter 1.0, Project Description from the Draft EIR for the SDSU 
2007 Campus Master Plan Revision. Because 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. For additional 
information responsive to this comment, please see the responses to comments O-6-
18 and O-6-19. 

O6 -234 The comment addresses Exhibit C, which involves background information and 
provides a copy of the SDSU NewsCenter website from December 3, 2013. Because 
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. For additional information responsive to this comment, please see the 
responses to comment O-6-18. 

O6 -235 The comment addresses Exhibit D, which involves background information and 
provides a copy a web posting entitled “San Diego State University’s Storm and 
Nasatir Halls complete”, dated March 21, 2014. Because 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. For additional 
information responsive to this comment, please see the responses to comment O-6-18.  


