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CHAPTER 9   
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE 2013 DRAFT EIR 

The Response to Comments chapter of the EIR includes comment letters for the Cal Poly 
Student Housing South 2013 Draft EIR. These comment letters were received from entities 
including federal and state agencies, non-agency organizations, and the general public. In 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines §15132(d), this Final EIR presents the University’s response 
to comments submitted during the 2013 Draft EIR review and consultation process.  

The letters of comment are in chronological order with the responses following the individual 
letters. Letters of comment are reproduced in total, and numerical annotation has been added 
as appropriate to delineate and reference the responses to those comments.  

9.1 AGENCY COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 
The following agencies have submitted comments on the 2013 Draft EIR.  

Respondent Code Contact Information Page 

State of California 
Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
Posted: November 25, 2013 

SCH 
1400 10th Street 
Sacramento, CA 95812 
www.ceqanet.ca.gov  

9.1-2 

Central Coast  
Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Letter dated: December 20, 2013 

RWQCB 

895 Aerovista Place, Suite 101 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 
Contact: Tamara Presser,  Water 

Resources Control 
Engineer; Phil Hammer, 
Storm Water Program 
Manager 

9.1-4 

State of California  
Department of Toxic Substances 
Control 
Letter dated: January 8, 2014 

DTSC 

8800 Cal Center Drive 
Sacramento, California 95826-3200 
Contact: Harold (Bud) Duke, PG, 

Senior Engineering 
Geologist for Northern 
California Schools 

9.1-7 

San Luis Obispo County  
Air Pollution Control District 
Letter dated: January 21, 2014 

APCD 

3433 Roberto Court 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 
Contact: Melissa Guise, Air Quality 

Specialist 

9.1-12 

City of San Luis Obispo 
Letter dated: January 24, 2014 

SLO 

919 Palm Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 
Contact: Derek Johnson, 

Community Development 
Director 

9.1-18 

San Luis Obispo Council of 
Governments 
Letter dated: January 24, 2014 

SLOCOG 

1114 Marsh Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 
Contact: Ronald L. De Carli, 

Executive Director 

9.1-36 



Chapter 9 

9.1-2 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
 

  

SCH-1 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.1-3 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.1.1 Response to State Clearinghouse Online Notice 

Comment 
No. Response 

SCH-1 Standard notice of agency distribution from State Clearinghouse. No changes to the EIR 
are necessary. 
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9.1.2 Response to Letter from Central Coast Regional Water Quality 
Control Board 

Comment 
No. Response 

RWQCB-1 

The project incorporates several Low Impact Development technologies, noted in 
Sections 4.3, Geology and Soils, and 4.8, Issues with Less than Significant Impacts, of 
the EIR. References will be clarified as follows: 

“LID measures were designed to meet the new Central Coast RWQCB Post-
Construction Storm Water Requirements (Resolution R3-2013-0032). This was 
discussed in the Civil schematic design specifications and formed the basis of design. 
The RWQCB webpage with links to Resolution R3-2013-0032 and supporting 
documentation and resources is located here:  

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/centralcoast/water_issues/programs/stormwater/docs/lid/
lid_hydromod_charette_index.shtml  

The post construction requirements and calculation methods are included in  Resolution 
Attachment 1.” 

Cal Poly will be required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) Stormwater Permit for the project, and develop and implement a Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan, including permanent post-construction stormwater controls. 
The University will work with the RWQCB to refine post-construction stormwater controls 
for the site as part of the permitting process.  
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9.1.3 Response to Letter from State of California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control 

Comment 
No. Response 

DTSC-1 

The project is not subject to the referenced codes and regulations. Site planning and 
development is being pursued under applicable codes and regulations. Comments and 
concerns are being included in the record and will be considered by the Trustees and 
other project decision-makers.  

DTSC-2 

The University reviewed existing aerials and maps, as well as Phase I ESAs completed 
for other campus projects (including, but not limited to, a Phase I ESA completed for 
property just east of the site across Grand Avenue in 2009), and determined that given 
existing and historical use of the site for parking, no further analysis was needed. The 
Final EIR will be amended to clarify such references.  

DTSC-3 There is no evidence of prior development of the site with structures, based on aerials 
and maps housed at Cal Poly.  

DTSC-4 
There is no evidence the site was used previously for agricultural use, such as crop 
production, based on aerials and maps housed at Cal Poly. Pesticide and fertilizer 
contamination on site is therefore not considered a risk.  

DTSC-5 
Comment noted. The import of fill and evaluation of existing fill will be performed under 
applicable codes and regulations. Comments regarding regulations are being included in 
the record and will be considered by the Trustees and other project decision-makers.  

DTSC-6 
Comment noted. No evidence of a response action has been identified at this time. 
Comments and concerns are being included in the record and will be considered by the 
Trustees and other project decision-makers. 

DTSC-7 Comment noted. Comments are being included in the record and will be considered by 
the Trustees and other project decision-makers. 
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9.1.4 Response to Letter from San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution 
Control District 

Comment 
No. Response 

APCD-1 Suggested text amendments have been incorporated into the document.  

APCD-2 Suggested text amendments have been incorporated into the document.  

APCD-3 Suggested text amendments have been incorporated into the document.  

APCD-4 Suggested text amendments have been incorporated into the document.  

APCD-5 The suggested text amendment has been incorporated into the document.  

APCD-6 

In the text preceding the discussion of mitigation on page 4.2-12 of the EIR, it is noted 
that the extension of application periods or constrictions on daily application hours is 
considered infeasible. Mitigation is included to direct construction managers to extend 
application hours as feasible, and residual impacts are considered significant and 
unavoidable. The commenter is referred to responses to the subsequent APCD letter 
received on the RDEIR.  

APCD-7 

Significant and unavoidable operational impacts are predominantly due to the 
application of architectural coatings. Mitigation incorporated into the project requires use 
of the lowest-VOC level materials generally available in California. Other mitigation 
suggested by the APCD would not address the VOC component, and would not result in 
measurable reductions in operational emissions levels. The University’s primary means 
of reducing operational emissions generated by University uses is through housing 
students on campus, reducing total parking supplies, and provision of transit and bicycle 
parking facilities. The modeling performed for the EIR was conservative – the larger 
parking garage was assumed, and standard application and re-application periods were 
incorporated. The APCD does not provide specific off-site mitigation recommendations. 
The commenter is referred to responses to the subsequent APCD letter received on the 
RDEIR. 

APCD-8 The suggested mitigation has been incorporated into the document.  

APCD-9 The suggested text amendments have been incorporated into the document.  

APCD-10 

Suggested amendments have been incorporated into the document where needed and 
feasible to implement. Project mitigation AQ/mm-1 and AQ/mm-2 specify Tier 3 engines 
(ARB-verified Level 3 exhaust retrofits has been added to AQ/mm-1[a]), addressed truck 
routing, and staging and scheduling issues.  

APCD-11 The findings regarding GHG have been amended as suggested.  

APCD-12 Comments regarding APCD Operational Equipment Permits are being included in the 
record and will be considered by the Trustees and other project decision-makers. 
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9.1.5 Response to Letter from City of San Luis Obispo 

Comment 
No. Response 

SLO-1 The commenter outlines several areas of concern for the City which are addressed in 
detail in the remainder of the letter and in these responses.  

SLO-2 

The RDEIR includes the following specific language in both the Executive Summary and 
the Project Description to address disposition of existing sites: 

“Under the current proposal, the bed count identified in the Master Plan for housing sites 
H-4 through H-7 would be consolidated at the current site and the complexes at sites H-4 
through H-7 would not be pursued under the current Master Plan. The project is intended 
to meet existing and projected demand for housing. The project does not increase 
enrollment over current levels. The Poly Canyon Village project, developed in 2008, 
included an amendment to the total Master Plan bed count, and an EIR was certified for 
the project. The proposed housing does not increase bed count over projections in the 
Master Plan, as amended.” 

The above language specifically commits the University to forego development of 
previously identified housing sites under the current Master Plan. 

SLO-3 

The commenter references the Marina case, and states that the University should 
partner with the City in mitigating off-campus impacts. As identified and outlined in the 
EIR, where the University has the ability to mitigate impacts to another jurisdiction, such 
as in the provision of water and wastewater services, mitigation is identified where 
needed. The Final EIR will also include additional mitigation in the form of in-lieu fees to 
address off-site impacts related to traffic (please refer to responses to the subsequent 
City comment letter). The EIR identifies the University’s jurisdictional limitations, 
particularly related to uncertainties regarding funding and timing of intersection and 
roadway improvements within the City’s jurisdiction. There is a degree of uncertainty 
regarding the timing of funding, and even if requested funding is appropriated, the City 
and/or other agencies may not obtain the remaining funds to implement the 
improvements; therefore, the identified mitigation cannot be relied upon to reduce impact 
findings to a less than significant level. 

SLO-4 

The University is operating under the existing Master Plan, and has no approved or 
pending adjustments to enrollment of the magnitude identified (refer to Master Response 
1). The City’s most recent models were used to evaluate impacts such as traffic; the 
City’s Land Use and Circulation Element alternatives have not been adopted and 
specific information regarding the Land Use and Circulation Elements are not available.  

SLO-5 

AES Impact 1 notes that the “heights and locations of the proposed housing structures 
would block existing quality views of Bishop Peak, Cerro San Luis, and the Santa Lucia 
foothills…”.  The proposed mitigation, consisting of off-site preservation of other scenic 
views in the region, would not offset loss of visual access to the specific views identified 
as affected in the EIR.  

SLO-6 
Findings regarding GHG have been amended as suggested by the APCD (Melissa 
Guise 2014), and the resulting effect would be less than significant. Therefore, mitigation 
is not required (refer to AQ Impact 5).  

SLO-7 The EIR addresses parking displacement in Section 4-6; bicycle and pedestrian impacts 
in Section 4-6; and land use planning in Chapter 3.  
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Comment 
No. Response 

SLO-8 The Noise section has been amended to address nighttime noise events (refer to EIR 
Section 4.4.5.4 Nuisance Noise).  

SLO-9 The project does not increase enrollment at the University, and therefore will not 
increase the student population using regional park facilities.  

SLO-10 

The project includes a concurrent removal of other housing sites identified in the Master 
Plan (refer to SLO-2). Regarding population and housing, the referenced thresholds 
include whether the project would displace populations or housing, or result in 
substantial need for new housing. The EIR states that the project would not have 
significant impacts in these areas because the project site will serve an existing student 
population and would not result in the extension of infrastructure to new locations. The 
environmental impacts of the proposed project are addressed throughout the EIR.  

SLO-11 

The commenter raises a social and planning issue which does not constitute an 
environmental impact. The potential criminality or nuisance caused by the relocation of 
students to campus does not cause predictable environmental impacts. The EIR 
recognizes on page 4.5-5 that shifts in patrols may occur as residency patterns shift; 
however, this is concluded to be speculative to predict. Regardless, no physical facility 
impacts have been identified. The Section further references (page 4.5-6) ongoing 
coordination between the City and University regarding public safety. 

SLO-12 
The EIR finds that the existing pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the vicinity, as 
mitigated, are sufficient to serve the project population. The mitigation program includes 
lighting and other measures to address nighttime conditions. 

SLO-13 
The EIR finds that the existing pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the vicinity, as 
mitigated, are sufficient to serve the project population. The mitigation program includes 
lighting and other measures to address nighttime conditions. 

SLO-14 

The EIR has been amended to address use of the school site by the Teach program, 
and mitigation measure TC/mm-1 in the Recirculated Draft EIR has been amended to 
include consideration of the school site in bicycle and pedestrian planning. As noted in 
the EIR, the proposed project would have a “net effect of reducing vehicle traffic in the 
vicinity of Grande Avenue and Slack Street” (EIR page 4.6.-24). As stated in the EIR, 
further expansion of the Teach School on site would be achieved through further 
displacement of existing school functions on the campus; net effects on cumulative traffic 
patterns would therefore be minimal.  

SLO-15 

Text on page 4.5-1 will be amended as follows: 

“Existing fire-related calls to the fire department are low, as noted in the most recent Fire 
Services Agreement (2013) and the Annual Fire Safety Report for 2012. Approximately 
seven fire events occurred in 2012, and approximately ten fire or fire system events 
occurred in 2013, mainly associated with cooking in student residences. The City Fire 
Department also provides medical emergency response on campus. Medical 
emergencies on campus currently account for approximately 24% of all incidents 
managed by the nearest fire station. ” 

Text on pages 4.5-4 and 4.5-5 will be amended as follows: 

“The University regularly negotiates a service contract with the City Fire Department to 
cover service and associated costs. No specific additional improvements to facilities 
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No. Response 

which could have an environmental impact have been identified. The proposed housing 
is a consolidation of bedcount approved under the existing Master Plan; the project does 
not increase bedcount, enrollment, or estimates of built space beyond Master Plan 
projections; therefore, assuming fire department planning accounts for development 
under the Master Plan, no additional impacts to facilities are anticipated. Ongoing 
contract negotiation and revision will be sufficient to address the University’s contribution 
to wear and tear on existing facilities.  The City and the University entered into renewed 
an agreement for the provision of fire and emergency medical services in July 2013.  The 
agreement extends through 2018. No amendments or modifications to the agreement 
are contemplated at this time.” 

The EIR was amended to include additional information about physical impacts to 
facilities.  

SLO-16 Please refer to EIR pages 4.5-4 and 4.5-5, and response to comment SLO-15 above. 

SLO-17 

The proposed project would be constructed and operated consistent with Fire and 
Building Code Regulations.  The EIR notes on page 4.5.5 that the City Fire Department 
has approval authority over access on site, which will ensure that access requirements 
are met in the final design.   

SLO-18 The commenter is addressing the topic of backfill, which is addressed and determined to 
be speculative in the Executive Summary.  

SLO-19 

The Public Services section has been amended to provide updated information 
regarding Fire Station 2. In addition, text on pages 4.5-4 and 4.5-5 will be amended as 
follows: 

“The University regularly negotiates a service contract with the City Fire Department to 
cover service and associated costs. No specific additional improvements to facilities 
which could have an environmental impact have been identified. The proposed housing 
is a consolidation of bedcount approved under the existing Master Plan; the project does 
not increase bedcount, enrollment, or estimates of built space beyond Master Plan 
projections; therefore, assuming fire department planning accounts for development 
under the Master Plan, no additional impacts to facilities are anticipated. Ongoing 
contract negotiation and revision will be sufficient to address the University’s contribution 
to wear and tear on existing facilities.  The City and the University entered into renewed 
an agreement for the provision of fire and emergency medical services in July 2013.  The 
agreement extends through 2018. No amendments or modifications to the agreement 
are contemplated at this time.” 

SLO-20 Please refer to EIR pages 4.5-4 and 4.5-5, and response to comment SLO-19 above.   

SLO-21 Please refer to EIR pages 4.5-4 and 4.5-5, and response to comment SLO-19 above. 

SLO-22 The University must comply with existing State codes; the project description will be 
amended to substantially comply with Option 2 outlined in the comment letter.  

SLO-23 
Trip generation for the transportation study for the Student Housing South EIR was 
calculated using three methodologies:  

 Trip generation based on April 2013 general parking lot occupancy counts and 
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May 2013 roadway segment counts along Grand Avenue south of McCollum 
Street (general parking redistributed trips)  

 Trip generation based on April 2013 freshmen parking lot occupancy counts, 
2012-2013 school year freshmen parking permit purchase rates, and October 
2013 freshmen parking lot in/out rates (freshmen redistributed trips) 

 Trip generation based on freshmen trip rates and freshmen commute reductions 
from the 2000/2001 Master Plan EIR (commute reduction) 

Trip generation for general parking redistributed trips was calculated by estimating the 
proportion of morning and afternoon peak parking demand that travels during the peak 
hour of travel. This process uses data more recent than the Master Plan EIR. April 2013 
parking lot occupancy counts were used to determine the morning and afternoon peak 
parking demand that would be required to shift to other lots because of the reduction of 
parking capacity at the project site. The May 2013 Grand Avenue counts were used to 
determine the proportion of morning and afternoon peak parking demand that travels 
during the peak hour of travel. Multiplying the morning and afternoon peak period shifted 
demand by the morning and afternoon peak hour travel proportions yielded the number 
of general parking redistributed trips. 

Trip generation for residential parking redistributed trips was conducted using the same 
general methodology as the general parking redistributed trips. For residential parking 
redistributed trips, the determination of how many freshmen vehicles would be shifted 
comprised of two parts:  

 April 2013 freshmen parking lot occupancy counts were used to determine the 
demand shift of existing vehicles  

 Freshmen parking permit purchase rates for the 2012-2013 school year were 
used to determine how many new on-campus freshmen would bring a car to 
campus 

Based on the above data, the projected number of shifted residential vehicles was 
determined. The October 2013 counts at freshmen on-campus parking lot R-1 were used 
to determine what proportion of freshmen parked cars travel during the morning and 
afternoon peak hour. Multiplying the morning and afternoon peak period shifted demand 
by the morning and afternoon peak hour travel proportions yielded the number of 
residential parking redistributed trips. 

Data provided by the City for the three gateway intersections into campus (Santa Rosa 
Street/Highland Drive, California Boulevard/Foothill Boulevard and Grand Avenue/Slack 
Street) indicates that the overall trip generation for the University is higher than what the 
2000/2001 Master Plan EIR predicted. The following table details the estimated number 
of peak hour trips per the Master Plan EIR and the actual trip data as collected by the 
City in May 2013: 

Data Source 
Trips Counted 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
In Out In Out 

2000/2001 Master Plan EIR (Existing 
with Project Volumes) 

1691 187 963 1752 

May 2013 Counts 2648 595 1515 2698 
 

This data suggests that the trip generation rates assumed in the Master Plan EIR may be 
too low. Increases in the number of trips could be the result of increased faculty/staff, 
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visitor or student commute trips; increases in trips due to faculty or other non-on campus 
freshmen are not relevant to this project because the Student Housing South project will 
house freshmen.  project would not redistribute staff trips because staff-only parking is 
not affected; any staff parking in the general lots would be counted as part of the general 
parking redistribution. The trip generation calculations for the general parking 
redistribution trips and freshmen parking redistribution trips are not subject to potential 
errors in the Master Plan EIR rates – the trip generation for general and residential 
redistribution is based on travel data collected in and around the time of the City’s May 
2013 counts. Freshmen trip rates per bed from the Master Plan EIR are used in the 
study to calculate the freshman commute reduction. 

The freshmen vehicle trip rates from the 2000/2001 Cal Poly Master Plan update were 
based on field collected data at Cal Poly and other California colleges around 2000. The 
on-campus field collected data consisted of counts at a resident-only parking lot on the 
Cal Poly campus. These rates may have fluctuated slightly over time, but these same 
rates have been used for the Cal Poly Master Plan Update EIR (2000/2001) and the Cal 
Poly Student Housing North EIR (2003). To confirm that Master Plan EIR rates were 
appropriate for use in this study, an additional comparison between the 2000/2001 
Master Plan EIR freshmen trip rates and more recent count data was performed. As part 
of the transportation study for the Student Housing South EIR, midweek roadway tube 
counts were also conducted at entries and exits to the R-1 residential parking lot in 
October 2013. The R-1 lot serves the South Mountain (“Red Brick”), North Mountain and 
Cerro Vista student housing complexes. Yosemite and Sierra Madre Halls are served by 
the R-2 lot on the proposed project site. At the time of the counts in October 2013, these 
complexes were almost exclusively populated with freshmen. Freshmen in these 
complexes are required to purchase a dining plan, which limits their need for off-campus 
shopping trips.  

At the community open forum on December 2, 2013, the University presented that the 
pre-2001 Master Plan update capacity of on-campus housing with 2,783 beds. These 
2,783 beds included all beds at the North Mountain, Red Brick, Sierra Madre and 
Yosemite residence halls (this value does not include beds at the newer Cerro Vista or 
Poly Canyon Village complexes). Many of these residence halls have been changed to 
triple-bed configurations between 2000 and 2013 (they were double-bed previously), so 
the actual total number of beds in these older residence halls is likely greater than in the 
University’s December 2013 presentation. The Cerro Vista Apartments house 796 beds 
as per the University’s December 2013 presentation. Using a conservative assumption of 
2,500 occupied beds for the R-1 parking lot service area (250 beds for each of the 6 Red 
Brick dorms plus 796 beds at Cerro Vista and 250 beds total in the North Mountain 
halls), the following table details the trip generation rates calculated from the data. 

Data 
Source 

Freshmen 
Beds 

Trips Counted Calculated Trip Rate 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

In Out In Out In Out In Out 
Counts 2,500 13 18 52 62 0.005 0.007 0.021 0.025 
2011 Master 
Plan EIR -- -- -- -- -- 0.038 0.013 0.046 0.086 

 

The R-1 parking lot data suggests that the actual pre-commute reduction freshmen trip 
rate is about 65%-75% lower than the 2000/2001 Campus Master Plan rate used in the 
traffic analysis. The commute reduction assumed in the Master Plan EIR assumed that 
certain Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies would be put in place as 
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part of the implementation of the Master Plan. Since the pre-commute reduction trip rate 
assumed in the Master Plan EIR is based on counted rates from 1999-2000, it appears 
that some of the TDM measures implemented between 2000 and 2013 have been 
effective in reducing freshman trips. If it is assumed that the TDM measures assumed for 
the commute reduction in the Master Plan EIR are actually 65% effective for freshmen 
(consistent with the count data presented above), then the trip generation rate 
calculation with the commute reduction is as follows: 

 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Total In Out Total In Out 
Counted Trip Rate 0.013 0.005 0.007 0.046 0.021 0.025 
65% * Commute Reduction from 
Master Plan EIR -0.076 -0.057 -0.019 -0.108 -0.038 -0.070 

Adjusted Counted Trip Generation 
Rate (with 65% TDM reduction) -0.064 -0.052 -0.012 -0.056 -0.014 -0.042 

Rate Used in Transportation 
Impact Analysis (from 2000/2001 
Campus Master Plan) 

-0.065 -0.049 -0.016 -0.034 -0.012 -0.022 

Difference in Trips at 1475 
Beds (2013 Rate – 2000 Rate) +2 -4 +6 -32 -3 -29 

 

As a result, the trip rates used in the analysis for freshmen commute reduction are 
generally equivalent to, or more conservative than, the rates calculated from the recent 
counts, regardless of whether TDM measures are assumed or not. Chapter 3 Of 
Appendix F has been updated to include this information. 

The Student Housing South project as proposed will not increase the enrollment of the 
University. Moving freshmen on campus will eliminate commute (to/from campus) trips 
for these students, and the net peak hour trip generation rate for moving these students 
on campus should be negative because these freshmen will not be replaced off-campus. 
For consistency with previous campus planning efforts the freshmen trip rates and 
freshmen commute reductions as described in the Cal Poly Master Plan Update EIR 
(2001) and the Student Housing North EIR (2003) were used. 

These field collected rates are more suitable for use as they directly represent a college 
campus environment versus the Apartment trip generation rate presented in the Institute 
of Transportation Engineers’ Trip Generation. Trip Generation is a compendium of trip 
generation studies from across the United States. Volume 1 of Trip Generation indicates 
that the data are “primarily collected at suburban location having little or no transit 
service, nearby pedestrian amenities or travel demand management (TDM) programs.” 
The rates in Trip Generation would therefore not accurately reflect the trip generation 
characteristics of an on-campus housing facility with good pedestrian and bicycle 
connectivity to on-campus dining and recreation facilities along with substantial transit 
service provided. 

SLO-24 

The trip distribution for this project is used to estimate the paths of vehicles being 
redistributed to parking lots on the north side of campus. These vehicles will typically use 
the quickest path to reach new parking destinations. While Grand Avenue carries 30%-
40% of the Cal Poly gateway volumes today, the Grand Avenue-Perimeter Road route 
from the south side of campus to the northern parking lots is much slower compared to 
the Highland Drive or California Boulevard routes into campus due to numerous stop 
signs and pedestrian crossings along Grand Avenue and Perimeter Road. Therefore, 
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more of the redistributed trips to the north side of campus to/from US 101 and the 
residential areas south and west of campus will use Highland Drive or California 
Boulevard than existing conditions data suggests. Some redistributed traffic will remain 
on Grand Avenue, but these traffic volumes largely consist of vehicles that currently 
travel on Grand Avenue today; Grand Avenue is projected to experience a net decrease 
in peak hour vehicle volumes because of the project. The project traffic engineers 
reviewed material submitted by the City in subsequent comment letters.   

SLO-25 

The Cumulative scenarios use more recent traffic volume forecasts from the City of San 
Luis Obispo Citywide Travel Model (2010) and the City’s 2010 State Route 1 Major 
Investment Study (MIS). Forecasts for the MIS were developed using the City’s Citywide 
Travel Model. For intersections along Santa Rosa Street (Intersections 1-4 in the traffic 
study), Year 2035 volumes were taken directly from the MIS to be consistent with 
previously published information for the corridor. For Intersections 5-7 (California 
Boulevard corridor), data from the latest version Citywide Travel Model (provided to Fehr 
& Peers on October 28, 2013) was used to develop the Year 2035 forecasts using the 
“difference” method.  

The Citywide Model had been updated, calibrated and validated to reflect actual 
changes in travel patterns and growth in the region in the time period between the 
Master Plan Update EIR and the Student Housing South EIR.  Therefore, because it is 
the latest version of the model available, it was used for the Student Housing South EIR. 

SLO-26 

As part of the February recirculation, the intersection of Taft Street/California Boulevard 
(Intersection 6) has been marked as a significant impact under the City of San Luis 
Obispo impact criteria for Existing with Project PM conditions and Cumulative with 
Project PM conditions. This was done as a more conservative interpretation of the City of 
San Luis Obispo impact criteria for unsignalized intersections as requested in Comment 
#26. Under this updated interpretation, the intersection of US 101 Northbound 
Ramps/California Boulevard has been marked as a significant impact under the City of 
San Luis Obispo impact criteria for Existing with Project PM conditions and Cumulative 
with Project PM conditions.  

Project specific contributions to an existing deficient condition are small (generally less 
than 10% of the normal daily variation in traffic); however, this impact has been identified 
as significant and unavoidable, and is captured in TC Impact 1. 

SLO-27 

Chapter 6 of the transportation study (EIR Appendix F) details the mitigation measures 
considered to alleviate the potentially significant transportation impacts of the project. 
Physical improvements at the impacted intersections are infeasible due to right-of-way 
constraints. Secondary impacts to bicycles and pedestrians, such as lengthening of 
crossing times due to widening of roadways may occur with the implementation of 
roadway infrastructure improvements. The following amendments are proposed to the 
traffic section regarding mitigation: 

The mitigation section for off-site traffic impacts will be amended as follows: 

“Impacts to intersections are a result of redistribution of parking trips. The TIA discusses 
various potential mitigation options, including the provision of additional general and 
residential parking on-site to reduce the number of trips redistributed, a Transportation 
Demand Management (TDM) Program (with monitoring) to reduce the number of trips, 
and other standard traffic mitigation options to reduce trips or accommodate additional 
capacity. However, the likely success and feasibility of these measures is difficult to 
establish at this time due to the nature of the proposed project, as discussed below. The 
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following is an evaluation of the feasibility of TIA recommendations.  

On-Site Parking Replacement 

Providing Aadditional parking replacement at the project site would facilitate encourage 
trips to campus to be made using existing travel patterns, thus reducing the redistribution 
of vehicle trips to California Boulevard and Santa Rosa Street and reducing impacts on 
intersections along those streets. In this regard, Cal Poly staff has indicated that a the 
proposed Parking area Structure may include of up to 500 spaces at the project site may 
be possible, as referenced in the Project Description. At this time, however, the ultimate 
financial feasibility of a 500-space parking area has not yet been determined.  

However, Ddevelopment of a 500-space parking area alone would not be sufficient to 
mitigate project-related impacts at nearby intersections to a less than significant level, as 
detailed in the TIA (refer to Appendix F). Incorporating a 500-space garage as part of the 
project would reduce parking redistribution and lessen the severity of the intersection 
impacts, but because the project would continue to produce a net addition of trips to 
impacted study intersections, it would not fully mitigate the intersection impacts to a less 
than significant level under City and Caltrans thresholds. In order to reduce potential 
impacts to less than significant, the project-related trips at affected study intersections 
currently operating at deficient levels would need to be reduced to zero. The financial 
feasibility of a 500-space parking structure has yet to be determined; therefore, 
development of such a structure cannot be counted towards mitigation for the project’s 
impacts.  

Transportation Demand Management and Monitoring Program 

Cal Poly already implements TDM measures that could be enhanced and improved upon 
by expanding the current program. The University could also implement additional TDM 
measures. Available Examples of TDM measures include: modifications to the number or 
price of residential parking permits; an expansion of existing carsharing or ridesharing 
programs; development of bicycle and pedestrian improvements to areas of high trip 
attraction; and development of increased amenities on campus to reduce the need for 
off-campus travel by students and faculty.  

However, as noted above, Ppursuant to the City and Caltrans thresholds identified 
above, the addition of even one trip to an intersection that currently operates at an 
unacceptable LOS would be considered a potentially significant impact. Therefore, 
implementation of any recommended TDM program would need to result in a zero net 
trip increase at the impacted study intersections in order to reduce the impacts to less 
than significant. be monitored to ensure compliance with the strict zero net trip increase 
threshold at the impacted study intersections. 

A combination of on-site parking replacement and a monitored TDM program could 
produce reduce intersection impacts that are less than significant with mitigation. 
However, because the project site plan has not been finalized and the level of parking 
replacement on-site is still to be determined, development of a TDM and monitoring plan 
of appropriate detail and scope is not possible at this time. There are additional limits on 
the feasibility of TDM as mitigation for the effects of this project. These include the 
following: (1) funding cannot be guaranteed, most TDM programs on campus are grant-
funded, (2) the effectiveness of TDM as it relates to the particular impacts of this project 
cannot be quantified and (3) participation and funding of TDM cannot be guaranteed 
long-term. Upon finalization of the project site plan and determination of the feasible 
number of parking spaces that can be provided on site, it may be conclusively 
established that appropriate mitigation is available to reduce significant impacts to 
intersections. However, b Because the effects of the TDM measures cannot be fully 
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developed and quantified at this time For these reasons, significant impacts to 
intersections in the project vicinity would remain significant and unavoidable (Class I).the 
implementation of TDM does not constitute feasible mitigation for the project.     

Other standard mitigation measures were also considered to reduce impacts to 
intersections, including reducing the project size, physical improvements to roadways, 
and payment of in lieu fees. These measures are typically considered as an integral 
component of traffic studies for other development projects; however, their 
implementation may not be feasible or appropriate due to the unique nature of this 
project.  

Reduced Housing Alternative 

Reduced projects are typically addressed as alternatives (refer to Chapter 5, Alternatives 
Analysis). In this case, a reduced project would lessen the beneficial commute trip 
reduction associated with moving students onto campus, potentially exacerbating 
intersection impacts. For this reason, implementation of a reduced size project as 
mitigation would not be feasible since it would preclude meeting project objectives. 

Roadway Improvements  

Impacts to area intersections could alternately be addressed by improvements in 
physical capacity or performance. The City has identified several improvements to 
impacted intersections in several planning documents. These include: 

 Foothill & Santa Rosa: Intersection widening (identified in the Highway 1 Major 
Investment Study.) 

 California & Taft: Signalization or roundabout control upgrade. 

 US 101 & California: Modification of painted median / TWLTL to accommodate a 
two-stage left turn. Cumulative signalization or roundabout control upgrade. 

No physical improvements have been identified by the City for the Walnut and Santa 
Rosa Street intersection or the Highland Drive and Santa Rosa Street intersection.  

Intersection improvements, including widening Santa Rosa Street to three lanes in each 
direction, would improve affected intersection operations, but would not reduce the 
number of project-related trips traveling through the intersections. Physical 
improvements may also have secondary impacts associated with the improvement, such 
as increasing pedestrian crossing distances, and environmental impacts associated with 
construction, including additional air quality, erosion, and noise impacts. Increasing the 
crossing distances would necessitate signal timing adjustments along the corridor which 
may lead to degradation in intersection operations. Widening could also be physically 
infeasible in constrained areas. 

Physical improvements could be funded identified above are ultimately the jurisdiction of 
the City and/or Caltrans, and may involve the County of San Luis Obispo or SLOCOG. 
The impact of project-related trips could be offset by participation in funding through CSU 
fair-share percentage contribution to the costs to construct identified improvements. 
However, since an established City capital program for addressing such improvements is 
not in place, the potential impacts to intersections are identified as significant and 
unavoidable (Class I).  

Mitigation options are discussed above in an attempt to reduce project impacts. 
However, because the mitigation will ultimately be formulated by what is determined to 
be feasible by project design, cost, campus goals, and guidelines in the Master Plan, 
there is insufficient evidence to assume the mitigation options will reduce potential 
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impacts to intersections. Therefore, potential impacts to intersections are identified as 
significant and unavoidable (Class I). 

The following mitigation is proposed to address impacts to off-campus intersections: 

TC/mm-1 CSU/Cal Poly shall pay to the City of San Luis Obispo its fair-share of 
the identified infrastructure improvement costs to construct the following improvements 
located within the City's jurisdiction, provided that: (a) the state Legislature appropriates 
the funds for the improvements as requested by CSU in the state budget process, (b) a 
capital improvement plan or similar plan has been adopted to ensure implementation of 
the improvements, and (c) the City's (or other agency's) share of the mitigation 
improvement cost has been allocated and is available for expenditure, thereby triggering 
CSU’s fair-share contribution payment: 

• Foothill & Santa Rosa: Intersection widening as identified in the Highway 1 Major 
Investment Study (Fair Share Percentage: Existing + project (1.9%) and 
cumulative (1.6%)). 

• California & Taft: Signalization or roundabout control upgrade (Fair Share 
Percentage: Existing + project (2.6%) and cumulative (2.0%)).  

• US 101 & California: Modification of painted median / two-way left turn lane to 
accommodate a two stage left turn. (Fair Share Percentage: Existing + project 
(2.5%)); and signalization or roundabout control upgrade (Fair Share 
Percentage: Cumulative 1.8%). 

• Walnut Street and Santa Rosa Street. The university estimates its fair share for 
the improvements of this intersection to be 2.4 percent cost of the improvements 
using the existing plus project condition. Physical improvements for this 
intersection have not been identified to the university at this time. 

• Highland Drive and Santa Rosa Street. The university estimates its fair share for 
the improvements of this intersection to be 2.3 percent cost of the improvements 
using the existing plus project condition. Physical improvements for this 
intersection have not been identified to the university at this time. 

As to those improvements identified above that are located within the jurisdiction of 
Caltrans, CSU will support Caltrans in its efforts to obtain the appropriate funding 
through the state budget process, and will look to the City of San Luis Obispo to join in 
that support. 

With the addition of new TC/mm-1, existing TC/mm-1 et seq. will be renumbered 
sequentially. 

The CSU has negotiated in good faith with the City of San Luis Obispo regarding its fair-
share of the costs to construct improvements in the city’s jurisdiction related to this 
project. While agreement with the city was not reached, the campus is seeking trustee 
approval to request a total of $534,000 in capital funding from the governor and 
legislature for the identified off-site mitigation measures below. Payment is contingent 
upon (a) the state Legislature appropriating the funds for said improvements as 
requested by the CSU in the state budget process; and (b) the city allocating its share of 
the mitigation improvement costs and ensuring said amount is available for expenditure, 
thereby triggering the CSUʹs fair share contribution payment. The improvements which 
have been identified by the city and included as mitigation measures in the EIR are as 
follows: 

• Foothill Boulevard and Santa Rosa Street: The existing conditions are already at 
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a Level of Service D and will be at Level of Service F under cumulative 
conditions (due to planned city and other projects). Therefore, due to cumulative 
conditions and the addition of the project, the intersection needs widening as 
identified in the City of San Luis Obispo’s State Route 1 Major Investment Study. 
The university estimates its fair share for the improvements of this intersection to 
be $342,166 based on the project contributing a 1.9 percent increase to the 
number of existing intersection trips. 

• California Boulevard & Taft Street: The existing conditions are already at a Level 
of Service F and will be at Level of Service F under cumulative conditions. 
Therefore, due to cumulative traffic and the addition of the project, the 
intersection needs signalization or a roundabout control upgrade. The university 
estimates its fair share for the improvements of this intersection to be $97,547 
based on a 2.6 percent net trip increase in existing conditions. 

• US Highway 101 & California Boulevard: The existing conditions are already at a 
Level of Service F and will be at Level of Service F under cumulative conditions. 
Therefore, due to the project traffic, the intersection needs modification to 
provide a painted median and two-way left turn lane to accommodate a two-
stage left turn, while due to cumulative traffic the intersection needs improved 
signalization, or roundabout control upgrade. The University estimates its fair 
share for the improvements of this intersection to be $93,795 based on a 2.5 
percent net trip increase to existing conditions. 

In addition, the project will have a significant impact on the following intersections: 

• Walnut Street and Santa Rosa Street. The existing conditions are already at a 
Level of Service E in the a.m. peak and Level of Service D in the p.m. peak. The 
university estimates its fair share for the improvements of this intersection to be 
2.4 percent based on the net trips added to existing conditions. Physical 
improvement plans for this intersection have not been identified to the university 
at this time. 

• Highland Drive and Santa Rosa Street. The university estimates its fair share for 
the improvements of this intersection to be 2.3 percent cost of the improvements 
using the existing plus project condition. Physical improvement plans for this 
intersection have not been identified to the university at this time. 

The net trips added by the project to the above intersections range from -5 (meaning 
trips were reduced) during the morning peak period and up to 79 trips added at 
intersections during the afternoon peak period. 

If all of the improvements identified in mitigation measure TC/mm-1 were constructed, 
including as yet identified improvements to the intersections of Walnut Street and Santa 
Rosa Street and Highland Drive and Santa Rosa Street, the project’s impacts would be 
reduced to less than significant since overall system performance would improve to 
acceptable levels. However, because the Legislature may not provide funding to CSU in 
the amount requested, or because funding may be delayed, or because even if the 
requested funding is appropriated, the City and/or applicable transportation agencies 
may not obtain the remaining funds necessary to implement the improvements, the 
above mitigation cannot be relied upon to reduce impact findings to a less than 
significant level. There are no other feasible mitigation measures that would reduce the 
identified impacts to less than significant applying the City and Caltrans thresholds. 
Therefore, there are no feasible mitigation measures that will reduce the identified 
significant impacts to a level below significant and these impacts are considered 
significant and unavoidable even after implementation of all feasible 
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transportation/circulation mitigation measures.  

Likewise, there are limits on the feasibility of Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) as mitigation for the effects of this project. These include the following: (1) funding 
cannot be guaranteed, most TDM programs on campus are grant-funded, (2) the 
effectiveness of TDM as it relates to the particular impacts of this project cannot be 
quantified and (3) participation and funding of TDM cannot be guaranteed long-term, and 
are not sufficient to reduce the impact severity to a less than significant level. Therefore, 
there are no feasible mitigation measures that will reduce the identified significant 
impacts to a level below significant and these impacts are considered significant and 
unavoidable even after implementation of all feasible transportation/circulation mitigation 
measures. 

Therefore, impacts to intersections are identified as significant and unavoidable (Class 
I).” 

SLO-28 

The residential parking on campus is generally used for long-term vehicle storage. Since 
effective capacity factors generally relate to the amount of turnover in a parking lot, and 
the turnover in residential parking on campus is very low, a factor for effective capacity 
was not applied in the analysis (i.e. 100% occupancy was assumed to be possible). 
Parking factors of 80%-90% are typically used for areas with higher levels of parking 
turnover, such as retail and restaurant uses.  

For general parking on site, existing parking data in Table 7 of Appendix F shows that 
the Grand Avenue garage and the H-12 lot do approach full capacity in times of peak 
demand. If the new 300 space garage and current Grand Avenue structure do not fill to 
100% of capacity after construction of the project, it is likely that these areas of parking 
supply would very nearly fill up (95% of supply or greater) due to the proximity of these 
structures to the campus core.  

As a result, even if a 95% parking factor were used instead of a 100%, vehicles that 
approach the garages and cannot find parking would typically continue along Grand 
Avenue and Perimeter Road to the parking lots on the north side of campus. These trips 
currently take Grand Avenue to the lots on the south side of campus. These trips would 
remain on their current travel patterns outside of the campus. Therefore, even if a 95% 
parking factor is assumed, these potential additional diverted trips would not result in 
additional off-campus trips, and consequently would not cause or intensify off-site 
impacts. 

SLO-29 

The report indicates that the residential parking supply on campus is adequate to handle 
the closure of the R-2 lot. The R-1, R-3 and R-4 lots (spare capacity of 784 spaces in the 
AM and 822 spaces in the PM) can handle the shift of 425 vehicles in the AM and 445 
vehicles in the PM. The lots would not be able to accommodate the combination of 
shifted current demand plus the estimated new freshmen parking demand associated 
with the addition of the 1,475 freshmen on site. As described in the report, existing 
residential parking capacity would accommodate freshmen parkers. 

From the far southeastern edge of the Student Housing South site (the proposed 
residential building farthest away from the R-1 lot), it is approximately 0.4 miles to the 
nearest non-residential parking permit areas south of the project site (Longview 
Lane/Bond Street and McCollum Street/Buena Vista Avenue). Freshmen parking on 
campus overwhelmingly park their cars overnight and through the morning hours; the 
parking permit restrictions would prevent use of on-street parking in these areas by 
students living on campus. It is approximately 0.5 miles to the R-1 lot from the southern 
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edge of the Student Housing South site. Traveling to the areas south of campus would 
require drivers to walk along streets with no sidewalks versus the comparatively flat route 
with full sidewalks to the R-1 lot. If students are intending to travel after classes end and 
are coming from the campus core, the R-1 lot is closer than the residential 
neighborhoods. The increased travel distances to/from one’s personal automobile would 
discourage automobile travel by students. The displacement of parking to a greater 
distance is not expected to put excessive parking demand on the surrounding 
neighborhoods, with the exception of the non-parking permit area along Slack Street on 
the project frontage. Existing capacity along Slack Street limits additional use of this area 
for parking.  

SLO-30 
Transit use associated with the project would increase during off-peak periods, as 
students travel off-campus for shopping and recreation. The project would alleviate 
ridership during peak commute periods when transit capacities are most impacted.  

SLO-31 The suggested edits were incorporated into the Utilities section as part of the RDEIR.  

SLO-32 The suggested edits were incorporated into the Utilities section as part of the RDEIR. 

SLO-33 The suggested edits were incorporated into the Utilities section as part of the RDEIR. 

SLO-34 Text has been added to page 4.7-5 to clarify the issue of storage.  

SLO-35 Noted. Wastewater will be directed via internal infrastructure to the campus main.  

SLO-36 The Alternatives section was substantially amended in the Recirculated EIR.  

SLO-37 Comments and concerns regarding impacts and mitigation measures are being included 
in the record and will be considered by the Trustees and other project decision-makers.  
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SLOCOG-1 The comment outlines general comments which are detailed in the letter subsequently 
and in the responses below.  

SLOCOG-2 Comments are being included in the record and will be considered by the Trustees and 
other project decision-makers. 

SLOCOG-3 

The EIR includes an alternative which eliminates the parking garage.  

The University implements several TDM measures campus-wide, and will continue to 
seek funding for and encourage participation in, TDM programs. There are additional 
limits on the feasibility of TDM as mitigation for the effects of this project. These 
include the following: (1) funding cannot be guaranteed, most TDM programs on 
campus are grant-funded, (2) the effectiveness of TDM as it relates to the particular 
impacts of this project cannot be quantified and (3) participation and funding of TDM 
cannot be guaranteed long-term.   

SLOCOG-4 Reference to the Transportation Choices Program has been deleted on page 3-10.  
Reference is made to the Back n Forth Club.  

SLOCOG-5 

The statement in the EIR is specific to peak hour ridership. Students living off-campus, 
a percentage of which are assumed to use transit to access the campus during peak 
student commuting hours, will be captured by the proposed project, similar to vehicle 
trips, reducing peak hour ridership. Reverse-direction trips, such as to downtown for 
shopping and recreation, are unlikely to occur during peak hour, and would not occur 
along impacted sections. 

SLOCOG-6 

The trip distribution for freshmen is intended to estimate the distribution of vehicle trips 
to and from the surrounding area. Transit trips will generally be focused along corridors 
with transit service within the City of San Luis Obispo. Generally, the peak periods of 
bus ridership are shared with the peak periods of traffic.  

The project does have the potential to shift students farther away from downtown 
activity centers, however amenities on campus (campus dining, recreation options, 
other on-campus events, etc.) will partially supplant downtown as an activity center for 
these students.  

Cal Poly has previously collaborated with the City and SLO Transit to provide effective 
transit access on campus, and will continue to do so in the future. Examples of this 
include consolidating transit stops on campus and the recent construction of the new 
transit center at the Robert E. Kennedy library on campus. Consolidating the stops 
allows for more frequent bus trips, which aids in reducing waiting times for students at 
the Performing Arts Center stop. The University and transit providers routinely 
renegotiate agreements for transit services, and periodically evaluate service and 
capacities, including stop locations, on campus.  

SLOCOG-7 The Final EIR will be amended to correct the information.  

SLOCOG-8 The Final EIR will be amended to correct the information. 

SLOCOG-9 The Final EIR will be amended to correct the information.  
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SLOCOG-10 The heading of Figure 4.6-3 will be revised to “Existing Transit Facilities Routes.”  

SLOCOG-11 The EIR includes an alternative which evaluates removal of the parking garage, for 
consideration by the Trustees and decision makers.  

SLOCOG-12 

The project replaces a portion of the current capacity on site, effectively reducing the 
total parking capacity on site. Comments regarding bicycle parking spaces are noted. 
Comments are being included in the record and will be considered by the Trustees and 
other project decision-makers. 

SLOCOG-13 

The project substantially reduces parking, and student commute trips. As noted in 
Section 4-6 and Chapter 5, elimination of all parking on site would exacerbate impacts 
at area intersections. The EIR includes an alternative which evaluates removal of the 
parking garage. 

SLOCOG-14 Comments regarding the parking structure are being included in the record and will be 
considered by the Trustees and other project decision-makers.  

SLOCOG-15 

The EIR includes an alternative which evaluates removal of the parking garage. As 
noted above, TDM measures are implemented throughout the campus as part of 
separately funded and implemented programs, including vanpooling, carsharing, and 
transit subsidy, and Cal Poly has previously collaborated with the City and SLO Transit 
to provide effective transit access on campus, and will continue to do so in the future. 

SLOCOG-16 Many of the programs outlined by SLOCOG are components of the current Master 
Plan.  

SLOCOG-17 

The data submitted by the commenter was reviewed. The University has identified the 
need for continued parking in the vicinity to serve events and campus visitors. The 
project parking assumptions include redistribution of existing vehicles and resident 
vehicles to other existing parking areas. Comments are being included in the record 
and will be considered by the Trustees and other project decision-makers.  
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9.2 NON-AGENCY ORGANIZATIONS COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 
The following non-agency organizations have submitted comments on the 2013 Draft EIR.  

Respondent Code Contact Information Page 

San Luis Obispo County  
Housing Trust Fund 
Letter dated: January 22, 2014, 2013 

HTF 

71 Zaca Lane, Suite 130 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 
Contact: Gerald L. Rioux, Executive 

Director 

9.2-2 

 

 

  



Chapter 9 

9.2-2 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

HTF-1 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.2-3 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.2.1 Response to Letter from San Luis Obispo County Housing Trust 
Fund 

Comment 
No. Response 

HTF-1 Comments are being included in the record and will be considered by the Trustees and 
other project decision-makers.  
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9.3 GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 
9.3.1 Master Responses 
Certain comments submitted by members of the public related to substantially similar issues. 
The following responses are master responses intended to address all of the comments 
submitted in relation to these issue areas. All individual responses set out in Section 9.3.2, 
Public Comments, below, related to comments regarding one of these issue areas are referred 
back to the appropriate master response to avoid unnecessary length and duplication in this 
document. 

Response No. Master Response 

MR-1 GRAND AVENUE TRAFFIC 

 

Net trip reductions along Grand Avenue between US 101 and Slack Street are 
comprised of two components: redistributed general parking lot trips (created when 
parking is reduced on the project site) and trips removed from the system as a whole 
as a byproduct of moving freshmen on campus (internalization). General parking is 
chiefly comprised of student commute trips, campus visitors and staff.  

As noted in the EIR, the trips related to general parking redistribution are largely 
moved off of Grand Avenue in favor of California Boulevard and Highland Drive. 
Based on the gateway volume distribution assumed in Table 12 of Appendix F, 90% 
of the general parking redistributed trips are moved off of Grand Avenue. 
Additionally, moving freshmen on-campus internalizes these freshmen commute 
trips; these trips are removed from Grand Avenue in full. Accordingly, the following 
table shows that the net project trips would be negative along Grand Avenue.  

Item 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Southbound Northbound Southbound Northbound 

Redistributed 
Residential Trips on 
Grand Avenue 

4 3 13 11 

90% * Redistributed 
General Trips -12 -35 -4 -2 

Freshmen Commute 
Reduction -24 -72 -32 -17 

Total Net Trips on 
Grand Avenue Gateway -32 -104 -23 -8 

Net Trips at Grand 
Avenue/Slack Street -136 -31 

Net Trips at Grand 
Avenue/Loomis Street-
US 101 Southbound 

-136 -31 

Net Trips at Grand 
Avenue/US 101 
Northbound-Abbott 
Street 

-121 -27 

 

Chapter 3 of Appendix F has been updated to include this information. Since the 
number of net project trips on Grand Avenue is negative, the intersections of Grand 
Avenue/Slack Street and Grand Avenue/US 101 Northbound off-ramp-Abbott Street 
were not studied as part of the analysis. Reductions in traffic volumes typically 



Chapter 9 

9.3-2 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

Response No. Master Response 

decrease intersection delay; per the transportation impact criteria presented in the 
EIR, intersections operating at unacceptable levels of service are only impacted 
when a project contributes a net increase in the number of trips at the intersection. 
Because the number of net project trips through the intersection is negative, Grand 
Avenue intersections would not be significantly impacted by the project. 

City staff has also suggested that the increased level of pedestrian and bicycle traffic 
in the vicinity of the project site may degrade traffic operations at Grand 
Avenue/Slack Street. A sensitivity test was performed for the intersection of Grand 
Avenue/Slack Street near the project site, which is all-way stop-controlled. A 
sensitivity test was performed in Synchro for estimated Cumulative without Projects 
conditions. In order to estimate Cumulative without Project conditions, turning 
movement count data provided by the City of San Luis Obispo from May 2013 was 
factored up consistent with forecasts for other study intersections to represent 
cumulative year traffic volumes. Additionally, to account for changes due to the 
project future year traffic, pedestrian and bicycle volumes were included based on 
expected activity and traffic levels around the intersection. Based on this analysis, 
the average traffic delay at Grand Avenue/Slack Street is slightly lower under 
estimated Cumulative with Project conditions than estimated Cumulative without 
Project conditions, even when accounting for higher levels of pedestrian and bicycle 
activity. Therefore, because traffic volumes would decrease, and because pedestrian 
and bicycle activity would not result in significant changes in traffic delay, this 
intersection would not be impacted due to the project. 

MR-2 NUISANCES ASSOCIATED WITH STUDENTS 

 

Comments raised regarding student nuisances are related mainly to noise, 
pedestrian activity, and public safety concerns related to student-age parties and 
other gatherings in or near the residential neighborhood to the south. Commenters 
continue to assert that these concerns constitute environmental effects which 
warrant analysis and mitigation in the EIR.  

The EIR addresses these issues in several locations. First, the EIR identifies “Areas 
of Controversy Known to the Lead Agency” in Section H of the Executive Summary. 
Nuisances and the treatment of nuisances throughout the EIR are summarized in 
this Section. Section H describes where topics are addressed and notes that 
behaviors do not necessarily cause quantifiable effects.  

Pursuant to Section 15131 (CEQA Guidelines, Economic and Social Effects): 
“Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on 
the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed 
decision on a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from 
the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social 
changes….The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical changes”. 

The EIR analysis is organized in compliance with Section 15131 quoted above. 
Nuisance noise is addressed in Section 4.4. The EIR discloses the type and 
potential sources of noise, including sporadic noise associated with student-age 
populations which are present in the neighborhood. The thresholds in Section 4.4 
define significant impacts, including exceedances of noise level standards, and 
permanent or temporary increases in ambient noise levels. Ambient noise levels are 
described as those typical noise levels in the environment at a particular location. 
The EIR analysis finds that sporadic noise associated with residents of the project 
who may access the neighborhood for gatherings, is speculative and not quantifiable 
under the defined thresholds. Therefore, while student behavior may have certain 
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social effects, physical changes are not quantifiable in this instance. 

Similarly, Section 4.5 discloses concerns related to nuisance behavior and public 
safety concerns. However, the analysis focuses on whether the behavior would 
result in physical environmental effects associated with increased facilities needed to 
address the issue. The EIR analysis finds insufficient nexus between the concerns 
over behavior and quantifiable environmental impacts.  

The EIR discloses, in both instances, substantive information regarding how 
response to nuisances are planned for and addressed both on campus and in the 
surrounding community. The following clarifications to the project description have 
bearing on these issues: 

 The project locates two 24-hour professional staff residences in the 
southernmost building (Building 4) 

 The southernmost building (Building 4) will be designated programmatically a 
“Quiet Dorm”.  The “Quiet Dorm” will have strict rules regarding the amount 
of noise. 

MR-3 BUFFERS 

 

The southernmost building (4) is currently designed to be setback from Slack Street 
by an average of 35 feet. Structures are located more than 200 feet from the nearest 
private residences. The Slack Street frontage and the southern corners of the project 
are programmed to be landscaped, predominantly with large trees. The proposed 
site layout provides opportunities to locate major outdoor gathering spaces more 
distant from the City limits and neighborhoods. 

MR-4 SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC ISSUES  

 

Pursuant to Section 15131 (CEQA Guidelines, Economic and Social Effects): 
“Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on 
the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed 
decision on a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from 
the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social 
changes….The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical changes”.  

Based on analysis of the project, and incorporation of recommended mitigation 
measures, economic or social changes will not occur which would result in an 
adverse physical effect.  

MR-5 STATEMENTS REGARDING ENROLLMENT FROM THE PRESIDENT’S OFFICE 

 

The enrollment numbers suggested by President Armstrong were intended to begin 
the discussion of growth at Cal Poly in the future and have not been adopted as a 
specific numerical goal or enrollment target. The Campus is currently operating and 
developing under the 2001 Master Plan which provides specific enrollment numbers 
and adopted capacities. In order for Cal Poly to grow enrollment significantly beyond 
the 2001 Master Plan the campus would need to amend the Master Plan and review 
the potential environmental impacts of the proposed growth. Annual decisions about 
enrollment capacity are subject to a variety of factors, including funding, teaching 
capacity, and student performance.  

MR-6 OFF-CAMPUS PARKING 

 There is substantial available parking on campus to serve the campus population; as 
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stated in the EIR, much of the available capacity is underutilized. The decision to 
park off-campus, particularly in areas where such parking is illegal, such as in retail 
lots where signage specifically states use is for businesses only, or in neighborhoods 
with parking restrictions, is an individual decision of risk on the part of the driver. In 
areas where longer-term public street parking is legal, existing capacities limit use. In 
all cases, much of this off-campus parking may be associated with student 
commuters, as opposed to campus residents, who need longer-term storage for 
vehicles, or staff and faculty. The project has the effect of significantly reducing 
student commuters by providing on-campus housing. The EIR finds that sufficient 
capacity exists for vehicles displaced from the on-site lot closure; therefore, no 
increases in off-campus parking are expected as a result of the project.  

Physical environmental effects associated with parking are associated mainly with 
impacts related to construction of new parking facilities. Secondary air quality and 
traffic impacts may occur in densely population urban areas with highly constrained 
parking, where the act of searching for parking results in contributions to deficient 
circulation or leads to buildup of air pollutants. The EIR has identified sufficient 
parking within the project and on campus to accommodate projected demand 
associated with the project. The project would not require the construction of new 
off-campus parking facilities, which would have environmental effects, and would not 
result in a reasonably foreseeable condition in which searching for parking would 
result in measurable traffic or air quality impacts.  

MR-7 USE OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING SITE  

 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15126.6, “An EIR need not consider every 
conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of 
potentially feasible alternatives…” The alternative suggested - relocation of the 
existing administrative functions and repurposing/reconstruction of the existing 
administrative building - does not meet the standard of feasibility.  

The existing site occupied by the Administration building (within the campus core) is 
approximately 2.5 acres in size. To provide sufficient beds, a housing complex would 
need to be developed as approximately three, 20-story towers in this location. Costs 
associated with type of construction, the scale of this type of development, as well as 
issues related to access, ingress and egress, pose significant constraints to 
implementation of this suggested alternative. Site development constraints are 
compounded by the need to provide continuity in the administrative functions during 
development. Administrative space and functions would need to be continued during 
construction, significantly extending the construction timeframe (adding 
approximately four years to the schedule) and substantially increasing costs (the 
project budget would need to be expanded to include the new administration 
building, as well as temporary facilities), and increased construction costs. For these 
reasons, this alternative is not considered either reasonable or feasible.  

MR-8 FEASIBILITY OF ALTERNATIVE SITES 

 

Commenters state the Final EIR needs to provide more information regarding the 
feasibility of project alternatives. The University has continually evaluated site 
selection, design and site layout throughout development of the proposed project, as 
noted in Section 5.0. The following information will be appended to the alternatives 
analysis to clarify feasibility of various alternatives, in particular, those alternatives 
determined to be environmentally superior to the proposed project: 

 Site Constraints. The EIR provides general and preliminary information 
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regarding constraints at each identified alternative; however, additional work 
would be required in the event of a specific project proposal. Commenters, in 
general, placed more importance on impacts to the neighborhood, than to 
other residential areas and populations on campus. However, under the 
CEQA thresholds defined in the EIR, sensitive populations include student 
residents on campus, and visual, biological, and other resources are not 
lessened in importance because of the campus location. The evaluation in 
the EIR holds all identified resources equal, based on the inherent value 
independent of location.  

 Project Budget. The funding and budget process associated with the 
proposed project create unique issues related to the feasibility of 
alternatives: 

o Housing, parking and dining are not state-supported and must 
therefore be self-supporting. The University has a set budget to 
complete the entire project. The costs to construct and operate 
project components must be weighed against the income from 
rents. The project has a required 30-year payback period, in which 
time debt obligations must be cleared. This informed the 
development of the site plan. The following are important 
considerations to achieve budget objectives: 

 Utilizing existing adjunct facilities, such as dining, 
wherever feasible. The addition of a separate dining hall to 
serve a single residential development, including 
additional staff, distribution infrastructure, etc. would add 
approximately $25,000,000 to the project budget, and 
would make development infeasible given current budget 
limitations.  

 Combining program components, including staffing, 
gathering spaces, as supportive services, wherever 
feasible. Several commenters have disagreed with 
statements in the EIR that the co-location of new freshman 
housing with existing freshman, as opposed to upper-
classmen, housing, is an important consideration in the 
location of the project. The University has stated in the 
EIR, at community forums, and in email correspondence 
(4.17.2014) that co-location is critical to the success of the 
freshman housing program. In particular, University staff 
note that; 

• First year students are commonly at a similar 
stage of personal and cognitive development, as 
they begin their college education. Housing first 
year students in residence hall communities in 
close proximity allows for more intentional and 
focused educational and student development 
based programming that supports the personal 
and cognitive development, a strong factor in first 
year student retention. 

• Having first year students living in residence halls 
in close communities with each other allows for a 
greater connection to the campus resources that 
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are critical to the transition and success of first 
year students - dining, University Union, 
recreation center, etc. 

• Poly Canyon Village and Cerro Vista were 
specifically designed to provide a type of housing 
and living style more reflective of private 
residential options to retain older students in on-
campus housing. The Village and Cerro Vista 
were designed to allow students to cook in their 
units. 

 Specific Alternatives: Alternatives identified as environmentally superior in 
Chapter 5 included: 

o No Project – No Development Alternative  

o H12/H16 Alternative  

o No Parking Garage Alternative 

The feasibility of each alternative is addressed below: 

o The No Project alternative is not feasible, in that no residences 
would be built, and therefore the various project objectives, and 
Master Plan objectives, would not be met.  

o The H12/H16 Alternative is infeasible in that it would: 

 Require the development of dining and additional 
activity/gathering space, exceeding the available budget 
and increasing impacts related to construction.  

 Require taller buildings - the program requirements and 
the addition of a dining facility with a site area of 8.7 acres 
would most likely require some if not all of the buildings be 
increased to 6 stories. Costs to construct six stories are 
exponentially higher due to code requirements.  

 Not achieve objectives of the Housing Program to expand 
and co-locate the freshman housing program  

 Require the replacement of the bridge at Via Carta. 

 Require the conversion of Prime agricultural land. (note: 
see page 55 of the Master Plan) 

 Increase the project budget by approximately $25,000,000 
with the addition of a project specific dining hall, with 
additional costs related to code requirements and bridge 
replacement.  

o The No Parking Garage Alternative would remove replacement 
parking, but would significantly increase redistributed trips at area 
intersections. This alternative would not meet the objectives of the 
project due to the lower bed count resulting from the reduction of 
scale of residential structures. This alternative is infeasible 
because of the many concurrent events on campus that require 
parking in the general proximity. Should the campus have an event 
at the Performing Arts Center and the Robert A. Mott Gymnasium, 
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the closest large parking lot would be north of Brizzolara Creek. 

MR-9 ADDITIONAL INFORMATION, AESTHETICS MITIGATION 

 

The University has evaluated building design and site layout throughout 
development of the proposed project (Joel Neel, Director, Facilities Planning and 
Capital Projects, personal communication, ongoing). The following project 
components limit options related to building design and site layout: 

 Site Constraints. As noted throughout the EIR, approximately half of the site 
is underlain by undocumented fill. As stated in the geotechnical appendices, 
the transition from shallow bedrock to the area of greatest fill depth is located 
generally in the area proposed for the “Great Lawn” (central open space). 
Excavation and structural modifications required to account for the 
differential settlement potential to make this portion of the site suitable for 
buildings, as opposed to open space, are cost prohibitive. In order to account 
for the change in geology in this area the portion of the building on bedrock 
would need to be excavated an additional 10 to 15 feet. This additional 
excavation could add as much as 25% to the cost of the foundation.  

 Type of Residences. The project is a freshman dormitory-style project. Many 
of the suggested mitigation, including stepping back floors, exaggerating 
articulation, etc. are problematic for this type of development. Dormitories 
consist of individual rooms serving 1-2 individuals, oriented along a central 
hallway, with shared bath and living areas. The project is designed to provide 
a 51-person family group, with visibility and access from resident advisor 
rooms. The buildings on each floor have bedrooms to accommodate 50 
students and a resident advisor. Building 3 is half the size of the building 2 
and 2R floor plan and divides the family unit between two floors. 

 Overall, the site is designed to orient internally to campus; the site design 
reinforces orientation to the campus (rather than the neighborhoods) by:  

o Orienting buildings internal to the site 

o Locating open space in internal portions of the site 

o Locating ingress/egress internal to the site 

 Project Budget. There are particularities about the funding and budget 
associated with the proposed project that pose unique issues related to the 
feasibility of mitigation that would significantly increase cost.  

o Housing and parking are not state-supported and must therefore 
be self-supporting. The University has a set budget to complete 
the entire project. The costs to construct and operate project 
components must be weighed against the income from rents. The 
project has a required 30-year payback period, in which time debt 
obligations must be cleared. This informed the development of the 
site plan. The following are important considerations to achieve 
budget objectives: 

 Building plates are simplified and repeat from floor to floor 

 In order to provide the maximum program benefit each 
floor needs to maintain the same number of bedrooms, 
bathroom, study and gathering space 

Building 4 is setback an average of 35 feet from the northern edge of Slack Street. 
Increasing the setback would require relocation of open space amenities to the 
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southern portion of the site and development of fill to bedrock transition area. The 
University finds that this is not feasible because of increased costs, and is not 
desirable, as it would locate the main gathering areas on site proximate to the 
neighborhoods.  

Suggested mitigation is addressed below: 

Stepped Buildings. As stated previously, “stepping” the southernmost buildings is 
infeasible given the type of development proposed. Floor plates include the same 
layout on each floor to achieve the desired family unit of 50 students and one 
resident advisor. Building 3 is half the size of the building 2 and 2R floor plan and 
divides the family unit between two floors.  

The following mitigation is being proposed to reduce impacts related to 
compatibility/scale: 

“AES/mm-2 The final site plan shall be amended to specify three stories in 
Building 4 (the building fronting Slack Street).” 

Wall and Roof Articulation. Buildings include facades which are varied in orientation 
and expanse. Buildings include “breakpoints” where the building angles back, and 
the orientation varies, so as to reduce the impression of a continuous wall. 
Continuous surfaces extend no further than 125 feet in each of the southernmost 
buildings.  

Varying the articulation of rooflines sufficient to reduce impacts related to view 
blockage is considered infeasible; the addition of a slope roof line would increase the 
overall building height and therefore would not address the concerns.  

Color. The project description will be clarified to state that the building facades that 
face the exterior of the site will have a more muted color palette blending with the 
existing university character. 

Style. As stated in the EIR, the style of the buildings is consistent with expectations 
on and near campus. Architectural style is not considered an important contributing 
factor to the visual quality of the surrounding neighborhood (EIR Section 4-1). Scale 
and view obstruction underlie the significant impact conclusions; therefore, alteration 
of style would not serve to reduce the severity of impacts. 

MR-10 OFF SITE TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS 

 

The mitigation section for off-site traffic impacts will be amended as follows: 

“Impacts to intersections are a result of redistribution of parking trips. The TIA 
discusses various potential mitigation options, including the provision of additional 
general and residential parking on-site to reduce the number of trips redistributed, a 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program (with monitoring) to reduce 
the number of trips, and other standard traffic mitigation options to reduce trips or 
accommodate additional capacity. However, the likely success and feasibility of 
these measures is difficult to establish at this time due to the nature of the proposed 
project, as discussed below. The following is an evaluation of the feasibility of TIA 
recommendations.  

On-Site Parking Replacement 

Providing Aadditional parking replacement at the project site would facilitate 
encourage trips to campus to be made using existing travel patterns, thus reducing 
the redistribution of vehicle trips to California Boulevard and Santa Rosa Street and 
reducing impacts on intersections along those streets. In this regard, Cal Poly staff 
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has indicated that a the proposed Parking area Structure may include of up to 500 
spaces at the project site may be possible, as referenced in the Project Description. 
At this time, however, the ultimate financial feasibility of a 500-space parking area 
has not yet been determined.  

However, Ddevelopment of a 500-space parking area alone would not be sufficient 
to mitigate project-related impacts at nearby intersections to a less than significant 
level, as detailed in the TIA (refer to Appendix F). Incorporating a 500-space garage 
as part of the project would reduce parking redistribution and lessen the severity of 
the intersection impacts, but because the project would continue to produce a net 
addition of trips to impacted study intersections, it would not fully mitigate the 
intersection impacts to a less than significant level under City and Caltrans 
thresholds. In order to reduce potential impacts to less than significant, the project-
related trips at affected study intersections currently operating at deficient levels 
would need to be reduced to zero. The financial feasibility of a 500-space parking 
structure has yet to be determined; therefore, development of such a structure 
cannot be counted towards mitigation for the project’s impacts.  

Transportation Demand Management and Monitoring Program 

Cal Poly already implements TDM measures that could be enhanced and improved 
upon by expanding the current program. The University could also implement 
additional TDM measures. Available Examples of TDM measures include: 
modifications to the number or price of residential parking permits; an expansion of 
existing carsharing or ridesharing programs; development of bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements to areas of high trip attraction; and development of increased 
amenities on campus to reduce the need for off-campus travel by students and 
faculty.  

However, as noted above, Ppursuant to the City and Caltrans thresholds identified 
above, the addition of even one trip to an intersection that currently operates at an 
unacceptable LOS would be considered a potentially significant impact. Therefore, 
implementation of any recommended TDM program would need to result in a zero 
net trip increase at the impacted study intersections in order to reduce the impacts to 
less than significant. be monitored to ensure compliance with the strict zero net trip 
increase threshold at the impacted study intersections. 

A combination of on-site parking replacement and a monitored TDM program could 
produce reduce intersection impacts that are less than significant with mitigation. 
However, because the project site plan has not been finalized and the level of 
parking replacement on-site is still to be determined, development of a TDM and 
monitoring plan of appropriate detail and scope is not possible at this time. There are 
additional limits on the feasibility of TDM as mitigation for the effects of this project. 
These include the following: (1) funding cannot be guaranteed, most TDM programs 
on campus are grant-funded, (2) the effectiveness of TDM as it relates to the 
particular impacts of this project cannot be quantified and (3) participation and 
funding of TDM cannot be guaranteed long-term. Upon finalization of the project site 
plan and determination of the feasible number of parking spaces that can be 
provided on site, it may be conclusively established that appropriate mitigation is 
available to reduce significant impacts to intersections. However, b Because the 
effects of the TDM measures cannot be fully developed and quantified at this time 
For these reasons, significant impacts to intersections in the project vicinity would 
remain significant and unavoidable (Class I).the implementation of TDM does not 
constitute feasible mitigation for the project.     

Other standard mitigation measures were also considered to reduce impacts to 
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intersections, including reducing the project size, physical improvements to 
roadways, and payment of in lieu fees. These measures are typically considered as 
an integral component of traffic studies for other development projects; however, 
their implementation may not be feasible or appropriate due to the unique nature of 
this project.  

Reduced Housing Alternative 

Reduced projects are typically addressed as alternatives (refer to Chapter 5, 
Alternatives Analysis). In this case, a reduced project would lessen the beneficial 
commute trip reduction associated with moving students onto campus, potentially 
exacerbating intersection impacts. For this reason, implementation of a reduced size 
project as mitigation would not be feasible since it would preclude meeting project 
objectives.  

Roadway Improvements  

Impacts to area intersections could alternately be addressed by improvements in 
physical capacity or performance. The City has identified several improvements to 
impacted intersections in several planning documents. These include: 

 Foothill & Santa Rosa: Intersection widening (identified in the Highway 1 
Major Investment Study.) 

 California & Taft: Signalization or roundabout control upgrade. 

 US 101 & California: Modification of painted median / TWLTL to 
accommodate a two-stage left turn. Cumulative signalization or roundabout 
control upgrade. 

No physical improvements have been identified by the City for the Walnut and Santa 
Rosa Street intersection or the Highland Drive and Santa Rosa Street intersection.  

Intersection improvements, including widening Santa Rosa Street to three lanes in 
each direction, would improve affected intersection operations, but would not reduce 
the number of project-related trips traveling through the intersections. Physical 
improvements may also have secondary impacts associated with the improvement, 
such as increasing pedestrian crossing distances, and environmental impacts 
associated with construction, including additional air quality, erosion, and noise 
impacts. Increasing the crossing distances would necessitate signal timing 
adjustments along the corridor which may lead to degradation in intersection 
operations. Widening could also be physically infeasible in constrained areas. 

Physical improvements could be funded identified above are ultimately the 
jurisdiction of the City and/or Caltrans, and may involve the County of San Luis 
Obispo or SLOCOG. The impact of project-related trips could be offset by 
participation in funding through CSU fair-share percentage contribution to the costs 
to construct identified improvements. However, since an established City capital 
program for addressing such improvements is not in place, the potential impacts to 
intersections are identified as significant and unavoidable (Class I).  

Mitigation options are discussed above in an attempt to reduce project impacts. 
However, because the mitigation will ultimately be formulated by what is determined 
to be feasible by project design, cost, campus goals, and guidelines in the Master 
Plan, there is insufficient evidence to assume the mitigation options will reduce 
potential impacts to intersections. Therefore, potential impacts to intersections are 
identified as significant and unavoidable (Class I). 

The following mitigation is proposed to address impacts to off-campus intersections: 
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TC/mm-1 CSU/Cal Poly shall pay to the City of San Luis Obispo its fair-share 
of the identified infrastructure improvement costs to construct the following 
improvements located within the City's jurisdiction, provided that: (a) the state 
Legislature appropriates the funds for the improvements as requested by CSU in the 
state budget process, (b) a capital improvement plan or similar plan has been 
adopted to ensure implementation of the improvements, and (c) the City's (or other 
agency's) share of the mitigation improvement cost has been allocated and is 
available for expenditure, thereby triggering CSU’s fair-share contribution payment: 

• Foothill & Santa Rosa: Intersection widening as identified in the Highway 1 
Major Investment Study (Fair Share Percentage: Existing + project (1.9%) 
and cumulative (1.6%)). 

• California & Taft: Signalization or roundabout control upgrade (Fair Share 
Percentage: Existing + project (2.6%) and cumulative (2.0%)).  

• US 101 & California: Modification of painted median / two-way left turn lane 
to accommodate a two stage left turn. (Fair Share Percentage: Existing + 
project (2.5%)); and signalization or roundabout control upgrade (Fair Share 
Percentage: Cumulative 1.8%). 

• Walnut Street and Santa Rosa Street. The university estimates its fair share 
for the improvements of this intersection to be 2.4 percent cost of the 
improvements using the existing plus project condition. Physical 
improvements for this intersection have not been identified to the university 
at this time. 

• Highland Drive and Santa Rosa Street. The university estimates its fair 
share for the improvements of this intersection to be 2.3 percent cost of the 
improvements using the existing plus project condition. Physical 
improvements for this intersection have not been identified to the university 
at this time. 

As to those improvements identified above that are located within the jurisdiction of 
Caltrans, CSU will support Caltrans in its efforts to obtain the appropriate funding 
through the state budget process, and will look to the City of San Luis Obispo to join 
in that support. 

With the addition of new TC/mm-1, existing TC/mm-1 et seq. will be renumbered 
sequentially. 

The CSU has negotiated in good faith with the City of San Luis Obispo regarding its 
fair-share of the costs to construct improvements in the city’s jurisdiction related to 
this project. While agreement with the city was not reached, the campus is seeking 
trustee approval to request a total of $534,000 in capital funding from the governor 
and legislature for the identified off-site mitigation measures below. Payment is 
contingent upon (a) the state Legislature appropriating the funds for said 
improvements as requested by the CSU in the state budget process; and (b) the city 
allocating its share of the mitigation improvement costs and ensuring said amount is 
available for expenditure, thereby triggering the CSUʹs fair share contribution 
payment. The improvements which have been identified by the city and included as 
mitigation measures in the EIR are as follows: 

• Foothill Boulevard and Santa Rosa Street: The existing conditions are 
already at a Level of Service D and will be at Level of Service F under 
cumulative conditions (due to planned city and other projects). Therefore, 
due to cumulative conditions and the addition of the project, the intersection 
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needs widening as identified in the City of San Luis Obispo’s State Route 1 
Major Investment Study. The university estimates its fair share for the 
improvements of this intersection to be $342,166 based on the project 
contributing a 1.9 percent increase to the number of existing intersection 
trips. 

• California Boulevard & Taft Street: The existing conditions are already at a 
Level of Service F and will be at Level of Service F under cumulative 
conditions. Therefore, due to cumulative traffic and the addition of the 
project, the intersection needs signalization or a roundabout control 
upgrade. The university estimates its fair share for the improvements of this 
intersection to be $97,547 based on a 2.6 percent net trip increase in 
existing conditions. 

• US Highway 101 & California Boulevard: The existing conditions are already 
at a Level of Service F and will be at Level of Service F under cumulative 
conditions. Therefore, due to the project traffic, the intersection needs 
modification to provide a painted median and two-way left turn lane to 
accommodate a two-stage left turn, while due to cumulative traffic the 
intersection needs improved signalization, or roundabout control upgrade. 
The University estimates its fair share for the improvements of this 
intersection to be $93,795 based on a 2.5 percent net trip increase to 
existing conditions. 

In addition, the project will have a significant impact on the following intersections: 

• Walnut Street and Santa Rosa Street. The existing conditions are already at 
a Level of Service E in the a.m. peak and Level of Service D in the p.m. 
peak. The university estimates its fair share for the improvements of this 
intersection to be 2.4 percent based on the net trips added to existing 
conditions. Physical improvement plans for this intersection have not been 
identified to the university at this time. 

• Highland Drive and Santa Rosa Street. The university estimates its fair 
share for the improvements of this intersection to be 2.3 percent cost of the 
improvements using the existing plus project condition. Physical 
improvement plans for this intersection have not been identified to the 
university at this time. 

The net trips added by the project to the above intersections range from -5 (meaning 
trips were reduced) during the morning peak period and up to 79 trips added at 
intersections during the afternoon peak period. 

If all of the improvements identified in mitigation measure TC/mm-1 were 
constructed, including as yet identified improvements to the intersections of Walnut 
Street and Santa Rosa Street and Highland Drive and Santa Rosa Street, the 
project’s impacts would be reduced to less than significant since overall system 
performance would improve to acceptable levels. However, because the Legislature 
may not provide funding to CSU in the amount requested, or because funding may 
be delayed, or because even if the requested funding is appropriated, the City and/or 
applicable transportation agencies may not obtain the remaining funds necessary to 
implement the improvements, the above mitigation cannot be relied upon to reduce 
impact findings to a less than significant level. There are no other feasible mitigation 
measures that would reduce the identified impacts to less than significant applying 
the City and Caltrans thresholds. Therefore, there are no feasible mitigation 
measures that will reduce the identified significant impacts to a level below 
significant and these impacts are considered significant and unavoidable even after 
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Response No. Master Response 

implementation of all feasible transportation/circulation mitigation measures.  

Likewise, there are limits on the feasibility of Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) as mitigation for the effects of this project. These include the following: (1) 
funding cannot be guaranteed, most TDM programs on campus are grant-funded, 
(2) the effectiveness of TDM as it relates to the particular impacts of this project 
cannot be quantified and (3) participation and funding of TDM cannot be guaranteed 
long-term, and are not sufficient to reduce the impact severity to a less than 
significant level. Therefore, there are no feasible mitigation measures that will reduce 
the identified significant impacts to a level below significant and these impacts are 
considered significant and unavoidable even after implementation of all feasible 
transportation/circulation mitigation measures. 

Therefore, impacts to intersections are identified as significant and unavoidable 
(Class I).”  
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9.3.2 Public Comments 
The following members of the general public have submitted comments on the 2013 Draft EIR.  

Respondent Code Contact Information Page 

John Keisler 
Letter dated: November 8, 2013 

JK(a) 144 Henderson Avenue 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-16 

Martha Jorgensen Lindholm 
Email dated: November 17, 2013 

MJL 246 Henderson Avenue 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-21 

George French 
Letter dated: November 23, 2013 

GF 
125 Longview Lane 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 

9.3-23 

Claudia Andersen 
Email dated: November 25, 2013 

CA(a) 1405 Slack Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-25 

Don and Natalie White 
Letter dated: December 2, 2013, 2013 

DNW 5938 Tamarish Way 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 9.3-28 

John Keisler 
Letter dated: December 2, 2013 

JK(b) 144 Henderson Avenue 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-30 

James Lopes 
Letter dated: December 2, 2013 

JL(a) 1336 Sweet Bay Lane 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 9.3-34 

Verena Von Engel 
Letter dated: December 2, 2013 

VVE 1638 Hillcrest Place 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 9.3-36 

Richard and Helen Wiens 
Letter dated: December 2, 2013 

RHW 241 Henderson Avenue 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-38 

Rich Barbarita 
Emails dated: December 3, 2013 

RBa 
richard.barbarita@gmail.com  
[physical address not provided] 

9.3-40 

Craig Losee 
Email dated: December 3, 2013 

CL 441 Marsh Street  
San Luis Obispo , CA 93401 9.3-46 

Gordon Phares 
Email dated: December 3, 2013 

GP(a) 281 Kentucky Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-50 

Linda White 
Email dated: December 3, 2013 

LW(a) 2077 Slack Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-53 

Sharon Whitney 
Emails dated: December 3, 2013 

SW(a) 216 Albert Drive 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 9.3-57 

Linda White 
Email dated: December 5, 2013 

LW(b) 2077 Slack Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-70 

Gordon Phares 
Email dated: December 5, 2013 

GP(b) 281 Kentucky Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-74 

mailto:richard.barbarita@gmail.com
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Respondent Code Contact Information Page 

Jeff Eidelman 
Email dated: December 6, 2013 

JE(a) 140 Kentucky Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-77 

Steven Marx 
Email dated: December 6, 2013 

SM 265 Albert Drive 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-80 

Sherry Lewis 
Emails dated: December 9, 2013 

SL(a) 209 Longview Lane 
San Luis Obispo CA 93405 9.3-83 

Sandi Pardini 
Email dated: December 9, 2013 

SP(a) 1632 Fredericks Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-92 

Sharon Whitney 
Email dated: December 9, 2013 

SW(b) 216 Albert Drive 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 9.3-98 

Fred Andersen 
Email dated: December 11, 2013 

FA(a) 1405 Slack Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-100 

John Keisler 
Letter dated: December 19, 2013 

JK(c) 144 Henderson Avenue 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-102 

Dean Miller 
Email dated: December 23, 2013 

DM 
demiller9903@sbcglobal.net  
[physical address not provided] 

9.3-105 

Sandi Pardini 
Email dated: December 23, 2013 

SP(b) 1632 Fredericks Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-107 

Sherry Lewis 
Letter dated: January 4, 2014 

SL(b) 209 Longview Lane 
San Luis Obispo CA 93405 9.3-109 

Eva Young 
Email dated: January 5, 2014 

EY 139 Longview Lane 
San Luis Obispo CA 93405 9.3-113 

John Keisler 
Letter dated: January 7, 2014 

JK(d) 144 Henderson Avenue 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-115 

Karen Adler 
Email dated: January 15, 2014 

KA 
1676 Fredericks Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 

9.3-118 

Sharon Whitney, Dorothy Conner,  
Karen Adler, Jeff Eidelman, and  
Terry and Stephanie Conner 
Letter dated: January 15, 2014 

WCAEC 216 Albert Drive 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 9.3-121 

Rebecca Keisler 
Letter dated: January 15, 2014 

RK(a) 144 Henderson Avenue 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-126 

Jeff Eidelman 
Email dated: January 17, 2014 

JE(b) 140 Kentucky Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-130 
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Respondent Code Contact Information Page 

Linda White 
Letter dated: January 21, 2014 

LW(c) 2077 Slack Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-132 

Paul H. Allen III 
Letter dated: January 22, 2014 

PA 191 Luneta Drive 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-208 

Ted Rich 
Email dated: January 22, 2014 

TR 
ted@lastwave.com 
[physical address not provided] 9.3-213 

Berk Blake 
Letter dated: January 23, 2014 

BB 292 Grand Avenue 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-215 

Pat Cusack 
Email dated: January 23, 2014 

PC 175 Hathway Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-218 

M.E. Hall 
Letter dated: January 23, 2014 

MEH 
179 Longview Lane 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 

9.3-220 

Pamela Orth 
Email dated: January 23, 2014 

PO 198 Paso Robles Drive 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-222 

Fred Andersen 
Email dated: January 24, 2014 

FA(b) 1405 Slack Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-224 

Claudia Andersen 
Email dated: January 24, 2014 

CA(b) 1405 Slack Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-229 

Roger Bishop 
Email dated: January 24, 2014 

RBi 100 Henderson Avenue 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-232 

Terry Elfrink 
Email dated: January 24, 2014 

TE 1983 Slack Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-235 

Rebecca Keisler 
Letter dated: January 24, 2014 

RK(b) 144 Henderson Avenue 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-238 

Billy Riggs 
Email dated: January 24, 2014 

BR 
billy.riggs@gmail.com 
[physical address not provided] 9.3-244 

Darrell Voss 
Email dated: January 24, 2014 

DV 188 Hathway Avenue 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-247 

Donley Winger 
Letter received: January 24, 2014 

DW 2041 Hays Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 9.3-250 

James Lopes 
Email dated: January 27, 2014 

JL(b) 1336 Sweet Bay Lane 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 9.3-254 

Luke Durkin 
Email dated: February 9, 2014 

LD 
lwdurkin@outlook.com 
[physical address not provided] 9.3-258 

  

mailto:ted@lastwave.com
mailto:billy.riggs@gmail.com
mailto:lwdurkin@outlook.com
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JK(a)-1 

JK(a)-2 

JK(a)-3 

JK(a)-4 

JK(a)-5 
JK(a)-6 
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JK(a)-7 
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9.3.2.1 Response to Letter from John Keisler 

Comment 
No. Response 

JK(a)-1 
As noted in Chapter 1 of the EIR, the scoping meeting was held October 8, 2013, notices 
were distributed via mail, newspaper notice, and posting at both the County Clerk and 
State Clearinghouse, and approximately 12 people attended.  

JK(a)-2 This information has been reviewed and considered in the preparation of the EIR, and is 
included in the record for consideration by the Trustees and other decision-makers.  

JK(a)-3 As noted on page 2-7 of the EIR, the Residential Communities Element of the Master 
Plan is proposed for amendment as part of this project.  

JK(a)-4 Information regarding redistribution of trips, and parking utilization is provided in Section 
4-6 of the EIR.  

JK(a)-5 The University is responsible for wastewater collection within the campus.  

JK(a)-6 All specific comments received during the public review period for the EIR are addressed. 

JK(a)-7 
A community forum was held December 2, 2013, and was noticed through direct mailing, 
e-mailing, and newspaper. The attached newspaper article is included in the record for 
consideration by the Trustees and other decision-makers. 
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MJL-1 

MJL-2 
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9.3.2.2 Response to Email from Martha Jorgensen Lindholm 

Comment 
No. Response 

MJL-1 Please refer to MR-2 regarding nuisances.  

MJL-2 Comments and concerns are being included in the record and will be considered by the 
Trustees and other project decision-makers.  
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GF-1 
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9.3.2.3 Response to Letter from George French 

Comment 
No. Response 

GF-1 

Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted existing and potential social and behavioral 
nuisances. Alternate locations, including locations more proximate to Poly Canyon, are 
included in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis of the EIR. Comments and concerns are 
being included in the record for consideration by the Trustees and other project decision-
makers.  
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CA(a)-1 

CA(a)-2 

CA(a)-3 
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CA(a)-3 
(continued) 

CA(a)-4 

CA(a)-5 
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9.3.2.4 Response to Email from Claudia Andersen 

Comment 
No. Response 

CA(a)-1 Please refer to MR-5 regarding student enrollment. 

CA(a)-2 

Impacts related to traffic, noise, and construction are addressed in the EIR, in respective 
resource sections. Please refer to MR-2 regarding existing and potential social and 
behavioral nuisances. Comments and concerns are being included in the record and will 
be considered by the Trustees and other project decision-makers.  

CA(a)-3 
Please refer to MR-5 regarding the Master Plan, and MR-2 regarding existing and 
potential nuisances. Comments and concerns are being included in the record and will be 
considered by the Trustees and other project decision-makers. 

CA(a)-4 Please refer to MR-5. Alternate sites were evaluated in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, 
of the EIR. 

CA(a)-5 

Alternate sites were evaluated in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR. Please 
refer to MR-2 regarding noted existing and potential nuisances. Comments and concerns 
are being included in the record and will be considered by the Trustees and other project 
decision-makers. 
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DNW-1 

DNW-2 
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9.3.2.5 Response to Letter from Don and Natalie White 

Comment 
No. Response 

DNW-1 
Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted existing and potential social and behavioral 
nuisances. Comments are being included in the record for consideration by the Trustees 
and other project decision-makers.  

DNW-2 Please refer to MR-5 regarding long-range planning. 
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JK(b)-1 

JK(b)-2 
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JK(b)-5 

JK(b)-6 

JK(b)-3 

JK(b)-4 
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JK(b)-8 

JK(b)-9 

JK(b)-6 
(continued) 

JK(b)-7 

JK(b)-10 
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9.3.2.6 Response to Letter from John Keisler 

Comment 
No. Response 

JK(b)-1 The environmental impacts of the project are addressed throughout the EIR. 

JK(b)-2 

The EIR has been revised to address use of the Pacheco site by the Teach program 
(refer to EIR Section 4.6.4 Traffic and Circulation, Impact Assessment and Methodology 
and TC Impact 3). Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted existing and potential social and 
behavioral issues. Please note that a majority of undesired activity occurs during evening 
hours, when the Teach program would not be in operation. 

JK(b)-3 Impacts to recreational facilities at Pacheco are addressed on page 4.5-6 of the EIR. 

JK(b)-4 Impacts related to cyclists and pedestrians are addressed in Sections 4.5, Public 
Services and Recreation, and 4.6, Traffic and Circulation, of the EIR. 

JK(b)-5 
Impacts related to public safety are addressed in Sections 4.5, Public Services and 
Recreation, and 4.6, Traffic and Circulation, of the EIR.  In addition, please refer to MR-2 
regarding noted existing and potential nuisances. 

JK(b)-6 
The EIR has been revised to address use of the Pacheco site by the Teach program 
(refer to EIR Section 4.6.4 Traffic and Circulation, Impact Assessment and Methodology 
and TC Impact 3). 

JK(b)-7 Reduced Scale was included as an alternative in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the 
EIR. 

JK(b)-8 Impacts to intersections and circulation are addressed in Section 4.6, Traffic and 
Circulation, of the EIR. 

JK(b)-9 Comments and concerns are being included in the record for consideration by the 
Trustees and other project decision-makers.  

JK(b)-10 Alternate locations are addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR. 
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JL(a)-3 

JL(a)-4 

JL(a)-1 

JL(a)-2 
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9.3.2.7 Response to Letter from James Lopes 

Comment 
No. Response 

JL(a)-1 Please refer to MR-5. The University is currently proceeding under its adopted Master 
Plan.  

JL(a)-2 

An architect has been hired to complete the Schematic Design of the project for release 
to the design build/teams for bidding purposes. The overall design concept has been set 
and the final project should not vary significantly from what has been presented in the 
EIR. The Trustees will consider the commenter’s recommendation for additional 
neighborhood input. 

JL(a)-3 

Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources, has been substantially amended in the Recirculated 
EIR. The project provides internal pedestrian infrastructure to route students to and 
through campus. More information regarding pedestrian infrastructure can be found in 
Section 4-6. Mitigation TC/mm-1 in the Recirculated Draft EIR specifies sidewalks along 
Slack Street, appropriates transitions, and adequate lighting to address pedestrian 
movement.   

JL(a)-4 Additional setback was addressed as an alternative in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of 
the EIR. 
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VVE-1 
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9.3.2.8 Response to Letter from Verena Von Engel 

Comment 
No. Response 

VVE-1 Alternate locations are addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR. 
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RHW-3 

RHW-4 

RHW-1 

RHW-2 
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9.3.2.9 Response to Letter from Richard and Helen Wiens 

Comment 
No. Response 

RHW-1 Comments are being included in the record for consideration by the Trustees and 
decision makers.  

RHW-2 
Please refer to EIR Section 4.6 Traffic and Circulation for an assessment of potential 
traffic impacts as a result of the project. Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted existing 
and potential nuisances. 

RHW-3 Please refer to MR-5; the proposed project does not increase enrollment. 

RHW-4 Water and sufficiency of supplies are addressed in Section 4.7, Utilities, of the EIR. 
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RBa-1 
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RBa-2 
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9.3.2.10 Response to Emails from Rich Barbarita 

Comment 
No. Response 

RBa-1 This information is included in the record for consideration by the Trustees and other 
decision-makers. 

RBa-2 This information is included in the record for consideration by the Trustees and other 
decision-makers. 
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CL-1 
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CL-1 
(continued) 
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9.3.2.11 Response to Email and Letter from Craig Losee 

Comment 
No. Response 

CL-1 Please refer to MR-5. 
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GP(a)-2 

GP(a)-1 
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GP(a)-2 
(continued) 
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9.3.2.12 Response to Email from Gordon Phares 

Comment 
No. Response 

GP(a)-1 

Alternate locations are addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR.  
Impacts related to nuisances are addressed throughout the EIR. Please refer to MR-2 
regarding noted existing and potential nuisances. Comments and concerns are being 
included in the record and will be considered by the Trustees and other project decision-
makers. 

GP(a)-2 Alternate locations are addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR. 
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LW(a)-1 
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9.3.2.13 Response to Email from Linda White 

Comment 
No. Response 

LW(a)-1 
Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted existing and potential nuisances. Comments are 
being included in the record and will be considered by the Trustees and other project 
decision-makers. 
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SW(a)-1 
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SW(a)-2 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-63 
Environmental Impact Report 
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SW(a)-3 
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Chapter 9 
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9.3.2.14 Response to Email from Sharon Whitney 

Comment 
No. Response 

SW(a)-1 Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted existing and potential nuisances. 

SW(a)-2 Comments are being included in the record and will be considered by the Trustees and 
other project decision-makers. 

SW(a)-3 Comments are being included in the record and will be considered by the Trustees and 
other project decision-makers. 
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LW(b)-1 
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LW(b)-1 
(continued) 
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9.3.2.15 Response to Email from Linda White 

Comment 
No. Response 

LW(b)-1 
Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted existing and potential nuisances. Alternate 
locations are addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR. Nuisances are 
addressed in several sections of the EIR. 
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GP(b)-1 
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GP(b)-3 

GP(b)-1 
(continued) 

GP(b)-2 
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9.3.2.16 Response to Email from Gordon Phares 

Comment 
No. Response 

GP(b)-1 
Please refer to responses to previous letter. Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted 
existing and potential nuisances. Comments and concerns are being included in the 
record and will be considered by the Trustees and other project decision-makers. 

GP(b)-2 Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted existing and potential nuisances. Alternative sites 
were evaluated in Chapter 5 of the EIR.  

GP(b)-3 As noted, alternative sites were evaluated in Chapter 5 of the EIR, and will be considered 
by the Trustees and project decision-makers.  
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JE(a)-3 

JE(a)-4 

JE(a)-1 

JE(a)-2 
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JE(a)-4 
(continued) 
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9.3.2.17 Response to Email from Jeff Eidelman 

Comment 
No. Response 

JE(a)-1 Please refer to MR-5. 

JE(a)-2 Please refer to MR-1. 

JE(a)-3 
The EIR has been revised to address use of the Pacheco site by the Teach program 
(refer to EIR Section 4.6.4 Traffic and Circulation, Impact Assessment and Methodology 
and TC Impact 3). 

JE(a)-4 Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted existing and potential nuisances. 
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SM-1 

SM-2 



Chapter 9 

9.3-82 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-83 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.18 Response to Email from Steven Marx 

Comment 
No. Response 

SM-1 
Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted existing and potential nuisances. Historical and 
cultural resources are defined in Section 4-8. The EIR notes that the neighborhood is not 
defined as a historic district.   

SM-2 Alternate locations were addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR, and 
will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-makers. 

 

  

 

 



Chapter 9 

9.3-84 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

SL(a)-1 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-85 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 9 

9.3-86 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-87 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 9 

9.3-88 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

SL(a)-2 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-89 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 9 

9.3-90 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-91 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 9 

9.3-92 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-93 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.19 Response to Emails from Sherry Lewis 

Comment 
No. Response 

SL(a)-1 Comments submitted do not specifically address environmental issues or the EIR.  

SL(a)-2 Comments submitted do not specifically address environmental issues or the EIR.  

 

  

 

 



Chapter 9 

9.3-94 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

SP(a)-1 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-95 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 9 

9.3-96 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-97 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 9 

9.3-98 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.20 Response to Email from Sandi Pardini 

Comment 
No. Response 

SP(a)-1 Comments submitted do not specifically address environmental issues or the EIR. 
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Student Housing South 9.3-99 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

SW(b)-1 



Chapter 9 

9.3-100 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.21 Response to Email from Sharon Whitney 

Comment 
No. Response 

SW(b)-1 The comment period for the 2013 Draft EIR was extended, as documented in the record.  
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Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

FA(a)-3 

FA(a)-1 

FA(a)-2 



Chapter 9 

9.3-102 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.22 Response to Email from Fred Anderson 

Comment 
No. Response 

FA(a)-1 Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted existing and potential nuisances. 

FA(a)-2 Public notice occurred pursuant to and in compliance with CEQA. 

FA(a)-3 Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted existing and potential nuisances. 
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Student Housing South 9.3-103 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

JK(c)-1 



Chapter 9 

9.3-104 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

JK(c)-1 
(continued) 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-105 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.23 Response to Letter from John Keisler 

Comment 
No. Response 

JK(c)-1 

Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted existing and potential nuisances. Alternative 
locations for the project are addressed in Chapter 5 Alternatives Analysis. Comments and 
concerns are being included in the record and will be considered by the Trustees and 
other project decision-makers. 

 

  

 

 



Chapter 9 

9.3-106 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

DM-1 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-107 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.24 Response to Email from Dean Miller 

Comment 
No. Response 

DM-1 Comments are being included in the record and will be considered by the Trustees and 
other project decision-makers. 
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Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

SP(b)-1 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-109 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.25 Response to Email from Sandi Pardini 

Comment 
No. Response 

SP(b)-1 

The EIR has been revised to address use of the Pacheco site by the Teach program 
(refer to EIR Section 4.6.4 Traffic and Circulation, Impact Assessment and Methodology 
and TC Impact 3). Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted existing and potential social and 
behavioral issues. Please note that a majority of undesired activity occurs during evening 
hours, when the Teach program would not be in operation. 
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Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 
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SL(b)-3 

SL(b)-1 

SL(b)-2 

SL(b)-5 

SL(b)-4 



Chapter 9 

9.3-112 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

SL(b)-6 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-113 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.26 Response to Letter from Sherry Lewis 

Comment 
No. Response 

SL(b)-1 

The referenced documents are the most current adopted versions of the City of San Luis 
Obispo Safety Element. The text on page 4.3-1 will be amended to state: “Active faults 
with the greatest potential to affect the project area include, but are not limited to the San 
Andreas, Los Osos, Nacimiento, Rinconada, and Hosgri-San Simeon Faults.” 

SL(b)-2 
The transition to the neighborhood is identified as a Class I, significant and unavoidable 
impact in Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources, of the Recirculated EIR. Please refer to MR-
9. 

SL(b)-3 The EIR finds that, as mitigated, impacts associated with lighting and glare would be less 
than significant.  

SL(b)-4 
The excerpted statement from the EIR references specific intersections. The intersections 
listed by the commenter were not specifically evaluated because of general decrease in 
traffic modeled for the immediate vicinity.  

SL(b)-5 Please refer to MR-10.   

SL(b)-6 Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted existing and potential social and behavioral issues, 
including nighttime noise. 
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EY-3 

EY-4 

EY-1 

EY-2 
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Student Housing South 9.3-115 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.27 Response to Email from Eva Young 

Comment 
No. Response 

EY-1 Comments are being included in the record and will be considered by the Trustees and 
other project decision-makers. 

EY-2 Please refer to MR-1. Impacts related to pedestrian and bicycle circulation and safety at 
this location are addressed in Section 4-6. 

EY-3 
The EIR has been revised to address use of the Pacheco site by the Teach program 
(refer to EIR Section 4.6.4 Traffic and Circulation, Impact Assessment and Methodology 
and TC Impact 3). 

EY-4 
Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted existing and potential social and behavioral issues.  
Alternate locations are addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, and will be 
considered by the Trustees and project decision-makers.  
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JK(d)-1 
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Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

JK(d)-1 
(continued) 



Chapter 9 
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Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.28 Response to Letter from John Keisler 

Comment 
No. Response 

JK(d)-1 
Measuring sticks or poles were not placed on site; please refer to the photo-simulations 
presented in the EIR, which show how the structure will appear from identified public 
viewpoints. 
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KA-1 



Chapter 9 

9.3-120 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-121 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.29 Response to Email from Karen Adler 

Comment 
No. Response 

KA-1 Impacts related to alternate site layouts are addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives 
Analysis, of the EIR. The Recirculated EIR was released in February 2014.  
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WCAEC-3 

WCAEC-1 

WCAEC-2 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-123 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

WCAEC-5 

WCAEC-4 



Chapter 9 

9.3-124 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

WCAEC-6 

WCAEC-5 
(continued) 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-125 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

WCAEC-7 

WCAEC-6 
(continued) 



Chapter 9 

9.3-126 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.30 Response to Letter from Sharon Whitney, Dorothy Conner, Karen Adler, 
Jeff Eidelman, and Terry and Stephanie Conner 

Comment 
No. Response 

WCAEC-1 Comment noted.  

WCAEC-2 Please refer to MR-5.  

WCAEC-3 The Recirculated EIR addresses additional alternatives and updates findings regarding 
aesthetics, air quality, and traffic impacts.  

WCAEC-4 Please refer to MR-2 regarding comments related to community quality and wellness and 
police services. 

WCAEC-5 

CEQA is concerned with the evaluation of environmental impacts of a project; therefore, 
significance thresholds for issues such as public safety address whether physical 
improvements and associated impacts would occur. Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted 
existing and potential social and behavioral issues, and MR-4 regarding social and 
economic issues.  Alternative sites are addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of 
the EIR, and will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-makers.  

WCAEC-6 
Special events are addressed on page 4.6-24 of the EIR. The EIR has been amended to 
address the use of the Pacheco site by the Teach program. Mitigation includes 
coordinated planning with the City and SLCUSD for any improvements at the intersection.  

WCAEC-7 The EIR addresses loss of views from internal campus locations on page 4.1-25.  
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RK(a)-1 



Chapter 9 
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Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

RK(a)-1 
(continued) 
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Chapter 9 
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Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.31 Response to Letter from Rebecca Keisler 

Comment 
No. Response 

RK(a)-1 
Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted existing and potential social and behavioral issues.  
Alternate locations are assessed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR, and will 
be considered by the Trustees and project decision-makers.  
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JE(b)-2 

JE(b)-3 

JE(b)-1 



Chapter 9 

9.3-132 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.32 Response to Email from Jeff Eidelman 

Comment 
No. Response 

JE(b)-1 Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted existing and potential social and behavioral issues.   

JE(b)-2 
The EIR has been revised to address use of the Pacheco site by the Teach program 
(refer to EIR Section 4.6.4 Traffic and Circulation, Impact Assessment and Methodology 
and TC Impact 3).   

JE(b)-3 Please refer to MR-5 regarding enrollment and the Master Plan. 
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Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-2 

LW(c)-3 

LW(c)-1 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-135 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-5 

LW(c)-6 

LW(c)-3 
(continued) 

LW(c)-4 

LW(c)-7 



Chapter 9 

9.3-136 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-10 

LW(c)-11 

LW(c)-8 

LW(c)-9 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-137 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-12 

LW(c)-12 



Chapter 9 

9.3-138 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-15 

LW(c)-16 

LW(c)-13 
(continued) 

LW(c)-14 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-139 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-18 

LW(c)-19 

LW(c)-16 
(continued) 

LW(c)-17 

LW(c)-21 

LW(c)-20 



Chapter 9 

9.3-140 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-23 

LW(c)-21 
(continued) 

LW(c)-22 

LW(c)-25 

LW(c)-24 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-141 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-26 

LW(c)-27 

LW(c)-25 
(continued) 

LW(c)-29 

LW(c)-28 



Chapter 9 

9.3-142 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-31 

LW(c)-32 

LW(c)-29 
(continued) 

LW(c)-30 

LW(c)-34 

LW(c)-33 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-143 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-36 

LW(c)-35 

LW(c)-37 



Chapter 9 

9.3-144 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-38 

LW(c)-37 
(continued) 

LW(c)-40 

LW(c)-39 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-145 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-42 

LW(c)-41 

LW(c)-44 

LW(c)-43 



Chapter 9 

9.3-146 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-45 

LW(c)-46 

LW(c)-44 
(continued) 

LW(c)-47 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-147 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-49 

LW(c)-50 

LW(c)-47 
(continued) 

LW(c)-48 

LW(c)-52 

LW(c)-51 



Chapter 9 

9.3-148 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-54 

LW(c)-53 

LW(c)-56 

LW(c)-55 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-149 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-58 

LW(c)-59 

LW(c)-56 
(continued) 

LW(c)-57 

LW(c)-61 

LW(c)-60 



Chapter 9 

9.3-150 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-64 

LW(c)-65 

LW(c)-62 

LW(c)-63 

LW(c)-67 

LW(c)-66 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-151 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-69 

LW(c)-70 

LW(c)-68 

LW(c)-72 

LW(c)-71 



Chapter 9 

9.3-152 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-74 

LW(c)-75 

LW(c)-73 

LW(c)-77 

LW(c)- 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-153 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-79 

LW(c)-80 

LW(c)-77 
(continued) 

LW(c)-78 

LW(c)-81 



Chapter 9 

9.3-154 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-83 

LW(c)-84 

LW(c)-82 

LW(c)-86 

LW(c)-85 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-155 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-87 

LW(c)-86 
(continued) 

LW(c)-89 

LW(c)-88 



Chapter 9 

9.3-156 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-91 

LW(c)-92 

LW(c)-89 
(continued) 

LW(c)-90 

LW(c)-94 

LW(c)-93 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-157 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-96 

LW(c)-97 

LW(c)-94 
(continued) 

LW(c)-95 

LW(c)-99 

LW(c)-98 



Chapter 9 

9.3-158 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-102 

LW(c)-103 

LW(c)-100 

LW(c)-101 

LW(c)-105 

LW(c)-104 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-159 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-108 

LW(c)-109 

LW(c)-106 

LW(c)-107 

LW(c)-111 

LW(c)-110 



Chapter 9 

9.3-160 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-112 

LW(c)-113 

LW(c)-111 
(continued) 

LW(c)-115 

LW(c)-114 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-161 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-116 

LW(c)-118 

LW(c)-117 



Chapter 9 

9.3-162 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-121 

LW(c)-122 

LW(c)-119 

LW(c)-120 

LW(c)-124 

LW(c)-123 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-163 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-127 

LW(c)-128 

LW(c)-125 

LW(c)-126 

LW(c)-130 

LW(c)-129 



Chapter 9 

9.3-164 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-133 

LW(c)-134 

LW(c)-131 

LW(c)-132 

LW(c)-137 

LW(c)-135 

LW(c)-136 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-165 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-139 

LW(c)-137 
(continued) 

LW(c)-138 

LW(c)-141 

LW(c)-140 



Chapter 9 

9.3-166 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-144 

LW(c)-145 

LW(c)-142 

LW(c)-143 

LW(c)-147 

LW(c)-146 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-167 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-149 

LW(c)-150 

LW(c)-148 

LW(c)-151 



Chapter 9 

9.3-168 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-151 
(continued) 

LW(c)-152 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-169 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

LW(c)-153 

LW(c)-152 
(continued) 

LW(c)-154 



Chapter 9 

9.3-170 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

LW(c)-155 

LW(c)-156 

LW(c)-154 
(continued) 

LW(c)-157 
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Student Housing South 9.3-171 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

LW(c)-158 

LW(c)-157 
(continued) 

LW(c)-159 



Chapter 9 

9.3-172 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

LW(c)-162 

LW(c)-163 

LW(c)-160 

LW(c)-161 

LW(c)-165 

LW(c)-164 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-173 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

LW(c)-167 

LW(c)-168 

LW(c)-166 

LW(c)-170 

LW(c)-169 



Chapter 9 

9.3-174 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

LW(c)-171 

LW(c)-172 

LW(c)-170 
(continued) 

LW(c)-174 

LW(c)-173 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-175 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

LW(c)-176 

LW(c)-175 

LW(c)-177 



Chapter 9 

9.3-176 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

LW(c)-179 

LW(c)-180 

LW(c)-178 

LW(c)-182 

LW(c)-181 
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Student Housing South 9.3-177 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

LW(c)-185 

LW(c)-183 

LW(c)-184 



Chapter 9 

9.3-178 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

LW(c)-192 

LW(c)-193 

LW(c)-190 

LW(c)-191 

LW(c)-188 

LW(c)-189 

LW(c)-186 

LW(c)-187 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-179 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

LW(c)-193 
(continued) 

LW(c)-194 



Chapter 9 

9.3-180 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-181 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 9 

9.3-182 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-183 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 9 

9.3-184 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-185 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 9 

9.3-186 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-187 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 9 

9.3-188 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-189 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 9 

9.3-190 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-191 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 9 

9.3-192 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-193 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 9 

9.3-194 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 
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Student Housing South 9.3-195 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 9 

9.3-196 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.33 Response to Letter from Linda White 

Comment 
No. Response 

LW(c)-1 
Impacts to off-campus areas are addressed throughout the EIR, in topical areas such as 
traffic, air quality, and aesthetics. Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted existing and 
potential social and behavioral issues.   

LW(c)-2 The EIR has been amended to clarify use of the Pacheco site by the Teach program.  

LW(c)-3 The former Pacheco Elementary school site includes the Chris Jespersen school. This 
will be clarified in the final EIR. 

LW(c)-4 

The EIR has been amended to clarify use of the Pacheco site by the Teach program. The 
Teach program is displacing current student populations on site. The alteration in use 
would generally not alter conclusions because (a) sensitive receptors already exist on 
site, whom the new students would replace, and (b) existing traffic associated with the 
school is substantially similar to traffic associated with the Teach program, (c) the housing 
project would reduce vehicle traffic in the vicinity (refer to MR-1). Pedestrian and bicycle 
circulation mitigation incorporates reference to the Teach program.   

LW(c)-5 
Impacts related to construction, including noise and air quality impacts to sensitive 
receptors such as school children, are addressed in the respective resource chapters in 
the EIR. Alternate sites are addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR.  

LW(c)-6 Elevations are based on existing mapping. Assessment of impacts is based on evaluation 
of the built project, including finish grade.   

LW(c)-7 

It has not yet been determined whether the trees will need to be removed prior to or 
during construction. Mitigation included in the EIR outlines replanting requirements should 
trees need to be removed. Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis addresses alternate locations 
and has been amended in the Recirculated EIR.  

LW(c)-8 Attached photos provided by the commenter were reviewed relative to specific 
comments.  

LW(c)-9 Comment noted.  

LW(c)-10 

As noted in the EIR, the project would generate light and glare that would be seen from 
public areas. The mitigation plan includes development of a comprehensive lighting plan 
designed to prevent spill-over to surrounding areas; this plan would not avoid generation 
of light and glare, but would reduce adverse effects to a level of insignificance. Proposed 
measures are consistent with standards imposed by both the City and County of San Luis 
Obispo.  

LW(c)-11 Please refer to MR-5.  

LW(c)-12 
Alternative sites are addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR, and will be 
considered by the Trustees and project decision-makers. Chapter 5 includes information 
about site selection, including use of campus ranches.  

LW(c)-13 Alternative sites are addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR, and will be 
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Comment 
No. Response 

considered by the Trustees and project decision-makers. Feasibility is addressed in 
Chapter 5 and MR-10. The 10-minute standard is to ensure adequate passing time for 
students between classes.  

LW(c)-14 
Alternative sites, including those closer to Poly Canyon, are addressed in Chapter 5, 
Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR, and will be considered by the Trustees and project 
decision-makers.  

LW(c)-15 
Alternative sites are addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR. Feasibility 
of development is addressed in Chapter 2 and Chapter 5, including consistency with the 
project objectives.  

LW(c)-16 

The project would reduce the number of students commuting to campus; sufficient 
parking supply exists on campus and within the project to accommodate residents and 
redistributed general trips based on analysis in Section 4.6, Traffic and Circulation, of the 
EIR. Parking permit fees vary based on duration and type of use. Weekly parking fees are 
currently $15 for general students and $21 for on-campus residents. 

LW(c)-17 Occupancy statistics for lots on campus are provided in Table 4.6-3.  

LW(c)-18 Evaluation of alternatives considers consistency with project objectives (refer to Chapter 
5, Alternatives Analysis).  

LW(c)-19 Impacts related to the school site are addressed throughout the EIR, including noise and 
air quality in respective EIR sections.  

LW(c)-20 
The project will either retain trees or replace trees pursuant to mitigation. The former 
Pacheco Elementary school site includes the Chris Jespersen school. The Final EIR will 
include the correction.  

LW(c)-21 
Costs increase significantly above five stories due to changes in the type of construction 
required for taller buildings and compliance with the Building and Fire Code. The 
commenter is referred to MR-8. 

LW(c)-22 

Section 4.6, Traffic and Circulation, of the EIR outlines redistribution of parking 
associated with lot closure. Parking will be redistributed to existing, vacant facilities on 
campus and the new structure proposed on site. The commenter is referred to MR-6 
regarding off-campus parking. 

LW(c)-23 
Public notice of the Notice of Preparation and subsequent notices for the Draft EIR were 
conducted pursuant to and in compliance with CEQA.  Concerns regarding public notice 
will be considered by the Trustees and University. 

LW(c)-24 The Recirculated EIR includes updated information, including regarding significant and 
unavoidable impacts.  

LW(c)-25 Please refer to the Recirculated and Final EIR, which address issued identified during 
public review of the EIR. 
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LW(c)-26 
Standards regarding impact significance are outlined in the topical sections of the EIR, 
including identification of potential physical effects on the environment, as defined by the 
CEQA Statute and Guidelines. 

LW(c)-27 The alternatives analysis has been updated in the Recirculated EIR.  

LW(c)-28 
Two No Project Alternatives are discussed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR 
in accordance with CEQA requirements. These alternatives will be considered by the 
Trustees and project decision-makers. 

LW(c)-29 Alternative sites are considered in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR. A new 
Master Plan is not within the scope of this project.  

LW(c)-30 The alternatives analysis has been updated in the Recirculated EIR.  

LW(c)-31 The alternative site layout is addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR.  

LW(c)-32 The EIR states that Reduced Bed Count would not meet the objectives of the project.  

LW(c)-33 The relative impacts of alternative locations, including those more northward on campus, 
are addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR.  

LW(c)-34 Alternatives which eliminate the parking garage and relocate the project are included in 
Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR.  

LW(c)-35 

The commenter describes existing noise associated with existing events on campus. The 
impact findings related to the proposed project are unchanged; the residential component 
of the project will not be a source of substantial ongoing noise, vehicle traffic in the vicinity 
will be reduced, and mitigation will apply to outdoor nighttime noise events.  

LW(c)-36 

The proposed project would house students on campus and would not increase 
enrollment that would generate student commuter trips.  The methodologies and 
assumptions used in the traffic and parking analysis are outlined in Section 4.6, Traffic 
and Circulation, of the EIR.  

LW(c)-37 The project, as mitigated, includes several measures to improve pedestrian and bicycle 
circulation in the vicinity of the project.  

LW(c)-38 
Cal Poly is responsible for power infrastructure on campus; Cal Poly works with PG&E 
regarding utilities infrastructure when necessary. The poles may stay, or may be 
relocated or placed underground.  

LW(c)-39 The project includes mitigation to improve pedestrian facilities in the vicinity of the project 
to ensure safe operations.  

LW(c)-40 
The EIR is an informational document, and includes information specific to the projects 
potential effects on the environment, and also addresses significant comments raised 
during scoping and review of the Draft EIR. 
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LW(c)-41 
Impacts to surrounding areas and populations are addressed in several sections of the 
EIR, including Section 4.2, Air Quality, and Section 4.4, Noise, and are analyzed pursuant 
to identified thresholds of significance, as required by CEQA.  

LW(c)-42 The Mitigation and Monitoring Plan is attached as Chapter 7, Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Plan, of the EIR.  

LW(c)-43 All notices were posted in compliance with CEQA Statute and Guidelines. 

LW(c)-44 
Please refer to MR-2 and MR-5. Alternative site are assessed in Chapter 5, Alternatives 
Analysis, of the EIR, which will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers.  

LW(c)-45 
The EIR has been amended to clarify the use of the Pacheco school site for the Teach 
program, and the EIR addresses potential impacts to sensitive receptors (including the 
school), including traffic, noise, and air quality in respective EIR sections.  

LW(c)-46 

The project includes an amendment to the Master Plan in regards to siting, and 
disposition of existing housing sites identified in the Residential Communities Element. 
The project must still be evaluated for consistency with guiding principles outlined in the 
Master Plan; the EIR includes this analysis in Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, and in 
various topical sections of the EIR.  

LW(c)-47 
Alternative sites are evaluated in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR. The 
University, since adoption of the Master Plan, has continually evaluated feasibility of 
development as programmed. Constraints to development are outlined in Table 2-2.  

LW(c)-48 The commenter’s statements will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers. 

LW(c)-49 Primary constraints at site H-5 are costs associated with taller construction and 
compliance with the Building and Fire Code.  

LW(c)-50 

The proposed site is relatively level; excavation is proposed to ensure proper foundation 
stability. The H-6 site is the slope east of Grand and north of Slack Street. The site is 
bisected by drainages and seeps, and exhibits substantially steeper topography than the 
proposed site.   

LW(c)-51 
The Mustang (Spanos) Stadium and Parking Structure EIR (2003) identified historic 
buildings in the vicinity of the housing sites proposed for development in the Master Plan 
EIR in that portion of campus.   

LW(c)-52 

Alternative locations are evaluated in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR. The 
University continually evaluates the need to update the Master Plan.  The project being 
proposed is designed to achieve bedcount projected in the existing Master Plan, and 
does not increase enrollment.   

LW(c)-53 Alternative locations are evaluated in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR, which 
will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-makers.  
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LW(c)-54 

As documented in the EIR, potential environmental effects are not limited to the project 
site or University campus.  Significant environmental effects are addressed in the EIR.  
Comments that are not related to potential effects on the physical environment, pursuant 
to the CEQA Statute and Guidelines, are nonetheless provided to the Trustees and 
project decision-makers as part of the public record, and will be considered. 

LW(c)-55 Alternative locations are evaluated in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR, which 
will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-makers.  

LW(c)-56 
The commenter refers to campus populations parking in surrounding neighborhoods. The 
comment is not referring to the proposed project. The EIR finds that sufficient parking 
capacity exists on campus to serve demand. The commenter is also referred to MR-6. 

LW(c)-57 Figure 2-5 will be amended to include the H-1 parking lot.  

LW(c)-58 
As stated in Section 4-6 of the EIR, the project reduces commuter parking demand by 
housing students on campus. The project also consists of redevelopment of an existing 
surface lot.  

LW(c)-59 
The project includes amendment of the Master Plan to allow for the siting of all facilities 
proposed on site, including residential structures, the parking structure, and ancillary 
facilities.  

LW(c)-60 Alternative sites are addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR, which will 
be considered by the Trustees and project decision-makers.  

LW(c)-61 Alternative site layouts and site locations are addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives 
Analysis, of the EIR.  

LW(c)-62 Please refer to MR-5.  

LW(c)-63 The project constitutes an on-campus residential community.  

LW(c)-64 The project reduces the number of commuting students by housing the population on 
campus.  

LW(c)-65 The commenter’s statements will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers. 

LW(c)-66 The relative impacts of alternative are addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis.  

LW(c)-67 The ultimate site elevations at the Slack Street frontage will be substantially similar to 
existing conditions pursuant to the proposed site plan.  

LW(c)-68 Impacts related to storm water and hydrology are addressed in Section 4.8, Issues with 
Less than Significant Impacts. 

LW(c)-69 Impacts related to the height of buildings are addressed primarily in Section 4.1, Aesthetic 
Resources.  
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LW(c)-70 
The EIR addresses potential effects on the physical environment, pursuant to CEQA.  
Where significant effects to sensitive receptors are identified, they are disclosed in the 
EIR. 

LW(c)-71 Impacts to utilities are addressed in Section 4.7, Utilities, of the EIR.  

LW(c)-72 
The project does not include a ban on freshman vehicles; impacts related to parking are 
addressed in Section 4.6, Traffic and Circulation. Additional mitigation is provided in MR-
10. 

LW(c)-73 Impacts related to construction are discussed in several sections of the EIR. Alternative 
sites are addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis.  

LW(c)-74 Comments are addressed in specific responses above. 

LW(c)-75 Please refer to MR-5.  

LW(c)-76 Local land use plans do not apply to the campus. Consistency with local plan is, however, 
discussed where applicable in the various topical sections of the EIR.  

LW(c)-77 Alternative sites are addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR.  

LW(c)-78 The EIR analysis references the most recently adopted City of San Luis Obispo Land Use 
Element where applicable. The City does not have land use authority on campus.  

LW(c)-79 

Regarding buffers, this comment and comments 80-89 are on the consistency analysis 
provided in Chapter 3, Environmental Setting, of the EIR. The consistency analysis 
provides a general analysis of the project’s consistency with various goals and principles 
of the Master Plan. The analysis focuses on whether the project would be generally 
consistent with, or support, stated goals and principles, or not.  

LW(c)-80 Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted existing and potential social and behavioral issues.  
Alternative sites are evaluated in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR.  

LW(c)-81 
Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted existing and potential social and behavioral issues.  
Impacts related to public safety are addressed in Section 4.5, Public Services and 
Recreation. The project does not increase enrollment at the University.  

LW(c)-82 The project reduces the number of commuting students accessing the campus.  

LW(c)-83 

The commenter refers to campus populations parking in surrounding neighborhoods. The 
comment is not referring to the proposed project. The EIR finds that sufficient parking 
capacity exists on campus to serve demand.  Off-campus parking is regulated by the city 
of San Luis Obispo. More information is provided in MR-6. 

LW(c)-84 Comment noted.  

LW(c)-85 The City does not have land use authority on campus. Comment letters from the City in 
response to the Draft EIR are included in the Final EIR. 
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LW(c)-86 The project reduces the number of commuting students accessing the campus. 
Regulation of parking off-campus is the purview of the City of San Luis Obispo. 

LW(c)-87 The project does not alter existing voluntary commute options; the project reduces the 
number of existing commuting students by housing the population on campus.  

LW(c)-88 
The referenced goal is a general, campus-wide program. The project would generally 
reduce traffic in the vicinity of the project. The project, as mitigated, would improve 
pedestrian and bicycle amenities in the vicinity.  

LW(c)-89 

The project results in temporary disturbance of soil on site; impacts associated with soil 
disturbance during construction are addressed in Section 4.3, Geology and Soils. 
Sufficiency of landfill capacity is addressed in Section 4.8, Issues with Less than 
Significant Impacts. 

LW(c)-90 The University continually evaluates the need to update the Master Plan.  

LW(c)-91 Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources, has been amended in the Recirculated EIR.  

LW(c)-92 The referenced text defines a cumulative impact.  

LW(c)-93 The commenter’s statement will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers. 

LW(c)-94 Impacts to the neighborhood and the school site are addressed throughout the EIR.  

LW(c)-95 Impacts regarding height are addressed primarily in Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources.  

LW(c)-96 Alternative sites are addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, and will be considered 
by the Trustees and project decision-makers. 

LW(c)-97 Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources, has been amended in the Recirculated EIR.  

LW(c)-98 The referenced text describes general land use in the area.  

LW(c)-99 The referenced text describes general land use in the area.  

LW(c)-100 

As documented in the EIR, potential environmental effects are not limited to the project 
site or University campus. Significant environmental effects are addressed in the EIR.  
Comments that are not related to potential effects on the physical environment, pursuant 
to the CEQA Statute and Guidelines, are nonetheless provided to the Trustees and 
project decision-makers as part of the public record, and will be considered. 

LW(c)-101 Please refer to LW(c)-100, above. 

LW(c)102 Please refer to LW(c)-100, above. 

LW(c)-103 Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources, has been updated in the Recirculated EIR.  
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LW(c)-104 Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources, has been updated in the Recirculated EIR. 

LW(c)-105 Please refer to LW(c)-103, above.  

LW(c)-106 
The commenter’s statement regarding the tennis scoreboard is not applicable to this 
project EIR. The University is required to comply with the adopted Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Plan for the proposed project. 

LW(c)-107 
The commenter references visual attributes of an existing Recreation Facility on campus. 
The University is required to comply with the adopted Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Plan for the proposed project.  

LW(c)-108 Please refer to responses to specific comments. 

LW(c)-109 Comment noted.  

LW(c)-110 Please refer to EIR Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources. 

LW(c)-111 
The ultimate topography at this location will be substantially similar to existing conditions 
at the completion of construction. The project includes mitigation for tree replacement 
should tree removal be required.  

LW(c)-112 Please refer to EIR Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources. 

LW(c)-113 
The ultimate topography at this location will be substantially similar to existing conditions 
at the completion of construction. The project includes mitigation for tree replacement 
should tree removal be required. 

LW(c)-114 The EIR has been amended to clarify use of the Pacheco school for the Teach program.  

LW(c)-115 Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources, has been amended in the Recirculated EIR.  

LW(c)-116 The project includes mitigation for tree replacement should tree removal be required. 
Impacts related to lighting are addressed in Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources.  

LW(c)-117 Residences in neighborhoods are described as having privately broader views, but may 
also obstruct views from public streets.  

LW(c)-118 
The project includes mitigation for tree replacement should removal be required. Section 
4.1, Aesthetic Resources, has been amended in the Recirculated EIR, and additional 
mitigation is outlined in MR-9.  

LW(c)-119 Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources, has been amended in the Recirculated EIR.  

LW(c)-120 The Traffic Impact Analysis prepared for the project found that vehicle traffic would be 
reduced at this Grand Avenue and Slack Street intersection (refer to MR-1).  

LW(c)-121 Mitigation in Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources, includes requirements for areas fronting 
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Slack Street as well. The commenter is referred to MR-9. 

LW(c)-122 Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources, has been amended in the Recirculated EIR.  

LW(c)-123 Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources, has been amended in the Recirculated EIR.  

LW(c)-124 Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources, addresses compatibility with neighborhoods in addition 
to campus design.  

LW(c)-125 Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources, has been amended in the Recirculated EIR.  

LW(c)-126 Please refer to MR-3. 

LW(c)-127 Please refer to MR-3. 

LW(c)-128 The simulations and the Aesthetics section have been revised in the Recirculated EIR.  

LW(c)-129 
The finish grading at the Slack Street frontage will be similar to existing conditions, with 
additional fill along the southern end to ensure a flat surface for structures. The mitigation 
addresses tree replacement if preservation is not feasible.  

LW(c)-130 
Please refer to mitigation measure AES/mm-1, which identifies parameters for the 
Landscape Plan, and MR-9, which provides more information about the aesthetics 
mitigation program.  

LW(c)-131 The mitigation addresses tree replacement if preservation is not feasible.  

LW(c)-132 Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources, has been revised in the Recirculated EIR.  

LW(c)-133 Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources, has been revised in the Recirculated EIR.  

LW(c)-134 Comment noted.  

LW(c)-135 Please refer to LW(c)-10. 

LW(c)-136 See previous responses. Commenter refers generally to previous comments.  

LW(c)-137 Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources, has been revised in the Recirculated EIR.  

LW(c)-138 Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources, has been revised in the Recirculated EIR.  

LW(c)-139 Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted existing and potential social and behavioral issues.   

LW(c)-140 
The EIR has been amended to clarify use of the Pacheco school by the Teach program. 
Impacts to sensitive receptors are documented in several sections of the EIR. Alternative 
sites are addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis.  
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LW(c)-141 
The commenter does not provide evidence which would change the conclusions of the 
EIR; the commenter refers to existing noise from sources such as stadium, which have a 
different sound profile when compared to the proposed project.  

LW(c)-142 The project reduces student commuting trips and vehicles by housing students on 
campus.  

LW(c)-143 
The section refers to estimated diverted trips at any one location; more total trips will be 
diverted as a result of the parking lot closure, however, the maximum increase at any one 
location will not exceed 150.  

LW(c)-144 
The Traffic Impact Analysis found that the project would reduce vehicle traffic along 
Grand Avenue and Slack Street. Impacts related to pedestrians and bicycles are 
addressed in Section 4.6, Traffic and Circulation, of the EIR.  

LW(c)-145 Section 4.4, Noise, has been amended to clarify nighttime noise events.  

LW(c)-146 The EIR has been amended to clarify use of the Pacheco school by the Teach program.  

LW(c)-147 
The EIR has been amended to clarify use of the Pacheco school by the Teach program. 
Chris Jespersen school is mentioned on page ES-6 of the EIR by function, not by name. 
The final EIR will include this correction.   

LW(c)-148 Public services impacts are addressed in Section 4.5, Public Services and Recreation, of 
the EIR.  

LW(c)-149 The EIR has been amended to clarify use of the Pacheco school by the Teach program.  

LW(c)-150 
Impacts related to public services are addressed in Section 4.5, Public Services and 
Recreation. Impacts related to wastewater and water are addressed in Section 4.7, 
Utilities.  

LW(c)-151 The commenter makes statements regarding off-campus parking and the existing street 
functions in the area.  

LW(c)-152 
The EIR has revised to address use of the Pacheco site by the Teach program (refer to 
EIR Section 4.6.4 Traffic and Circulation, Impact Assessment and Methodology and TC 
Impact 3).   

LW(c)-153 

The EIR states that other than the on-site parking lot, which will be closed, most available 
parking is located in the northern portions of campus. The TIA modeled trip redistribution 
patterns and dispersed diverted trips accordingly. Impacts related to construction traffic 
are addressed in Section 4.6.5.5 of the EIR.  

LW(c)-154 

The commenter provides general information regarding Slack Street. The comments do 
not change the impact analysis or findings in the EIR. The EIR finds that vehicle traffic in 
the vicinity will generally decrease as a result of the project. Impacts related to 
pedestrians and cyclists are addressed separately.  
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LW(c)-155 Comment noted. See previous responses.  

LW(c)-156 The EIR finds that traffic along Grand and Slack will generally decrease as a result of the 
project (refer to MR-1).  

LW(c)-157 The modeling performed by the traffic engineers showed volume reduction along Grand 
Avenue. Please refer to MR-1. 

LW(c)-158 
The referenced statement from the EIR does state that vehicle trips originate largely from 
areas outside the City. The project is an effort to expand on-campus housing options for 
students and reduce student commuter trips to campus.  

LW(c)-159 Project mitigation includes installation of sidewalks along the project frontage at Slack 
Street.  

LW(c)-160 The project includes improvements to portions of intersections on campus.  

LW(c)-161 Comment noted.  

LW(c)-162 
As documented in the City of San Luis Obispo Bicycle Transportation Plan (November 5, 
2013), an existing Class III bike route is shown on Slack Street (refer to Appendix A, Map 
7: Northern Area). 

LW(c)-163 The project reduces student trips to campus by providing on-campus housing.  

LW(c)-164 Please refer to MR-6. An analysis of parking redistribution is provided in Section 4-6 of 
the EIR.   

LW(c)-165 
The project includes mitigation to improve pedestrian and bicycle facilities on and near 
the project, within the University’s jurisdiction. Information regarding Grand Avenue 
operations is provided in MR-1, including pedestrian and bicycle analysis.   

LW(c)-166 
The commenter does not provide evidence to support statements.  The methodology and 
assumptions underlying the parking analysis are provided in Appendix F and Section 4-6 
of the EIR.  

LW(c)-167 Please refer to response LW(c)-144. 

LW(c)-168 Additional mitigation has been provided for traffic impacts.  The commenter is referred to 
MR-10. 

LW(c)-169 Comment noted.  

LW(c)-170 Please refer to MR-5. The Alternatives analysis included sites nearer Poly Canyon.  

LW(c)-171 The referenced alternative was included in the Alternatives analysis, Chapter 5, 
Alternatives Analysis.  
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LW(c)-172 Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted existing and potential social and behavioral issues. 

LW(c)-173 Comment noted.  

LW(c)-174 Alternative sites are addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis.  

LW(c)-175 
The Alternatives analysis was substantially revised in the Recirculated EIR. The type of 
construction, exiting requirements, and other factors contribute to higher costs in taller 
buildings (refer to MR-8).  

LW(c)-176 
The Alternatives analysis was substantially revised in the Recirculated EIR. Additional 
information regarding feasibility of alternatives is provided in MR-8. The primary 
document governing land use on campus is the Master Plan.  

LW(c)-177 Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources, and findings have been amended in the Recirculated 
EIR. Additional information and amendments are provided in MR-9.  

LW(c)-178 Please refer to MR-5. Additional alternatives were included in the Recirculated EIR.  

LW(c)-179 The commenter’s statements will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers.  

LW(c)-180 Impacts on the human environment, including aesthetics, noise and air quality are 
addressed in the EIR.  

LW(c)-181 Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources, and findings have been amended in the Recirculated 
EIR.  

LW(c)-182 Please refer to specific responses to comments. 

LW(c)-183 Comment noted.  

LW(c)-184 Parking is assumed as part of the H-12/H-16 project to provide parity with the proposed 
project.  

LW(c)-185 The EIR is an informational document, and presents the potential environmental effects 
associated with the project and feasible alternatives. 

LW(c)-186 The EIR evaluates potential impacts on the physical environment, including potential 
adverse effects to sensitive receptors. 

LW(c)-187 The EIR includes tree replacement as mitigation if removal is required.  

LW(c)-188 Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, has been revised in the Recirculated EIR.  

LW(c)-189 The commenter’s statement will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers. 
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LW(c)-190 The EIR is an informational document, and provides information regarding potential 
procedures that may be required in order to implement an identified alternative. 

LW(c)-191 The project is not expected to generate substantial permanent noise. Both campus and 
private residences are considered sensitive receptors for the purposes of analysis.  

LW(c)-192 The commenter’s statement will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers. 

LW(c)-193 
Please refer to Table 4.6-3 Existing Parking Lot Counts, located in EIR Section 4-6 Traffic 
and Circulation, which includes lot capacity and occupancy percentages for University 
parking lots. 

LW(c)-194 Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, has been amended in the Recirculated EIR, and will be 
considered by the Trustees and project decision-makers.  
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PA-1 

PA-2 
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PA-5 

PA-6 

PA-4 
(continued) 

PA-8 

PA-7 
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PA-10 

PA-11 

PA-8 
(continued) 

PA-9 



Chapter 9 

9.3-212 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
 

  

PA-14 
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9.3.2.34 Response to Letter from Paul Allen 

Comment 
No. Response 

PA-1 
For the purposes of analysis, it is assumed that all beds are new. The use of triple-bed 
configurations in other facilities is based on ongoing demand factors which may persist 
after completion of the project.  

PA-2 
Impacts related to nuisance noise, public safety, and nearby schools are addressed in 
several sections of the EIR. Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted existing and potential 
social and behavioral issues. 

PA-3 
Poly Canyon Village did not require dining because it is designed to house 
upperclassmen in units with kitchens. Comments regarding use of a shuttle are noted; 
more information about feasibility of alternatives are provided in MR-8.  

PA-4 The EIR has been amended to clarify use of the Pacheco school site by the Teach 
program.  

PA-5 Please refer to MR-5. 

PA-6 The maps have been amended.  

PA-7 Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted existing and potential social and behavioral issues.   

PA-8 The EIR includes information about move-in, move-out periods and addressed impacts 
related to pedestrians and cyclists in Section 4.6, Traffic and Circulation. 

PA-9 
The EIR has been revised to address use of the Pacheco site by the Teach program 
(refer to EIR Section 4.6.4 Traffic and Circulation, Impact Assessment and Methodology 
and TC Impact 3).   

PA-10 Impacts to neighborhoods are addressed in several locations in the EIR, including 
aesthetics, air quality, and noise.  

PA-11 Please refer to MR-5.  

PA-12 

The EIR is concerned with physical environmental impacts associated with displaced 
populations or housing. For example, if a project resulted in demolition of housing which 
needed to be replaced, the EIR may consider the environmental effects of the 
replacement housing. In this case, the EIR finds that the project will not displace 
populations or housing, necessitating expanded populations or replacement housing 
elsewhere.  

PA-13 
The referenced section discusses whether the project will generate new school-age 
students requiring accommodation by the school district. The EIR finds that the project 
will not generate elementary or high school age students. 

PA-14 Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, has been amended in the Recirculated EIR.  
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9.3.2.35 Response to Email from Ted Rich 

Comment 
No. Response 

TR-1 Alternative sites have been addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR, and 
will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-makers.  

 

  

 

 



Chapter 9 

9.3-216 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

BB-2 

BB-3 

BB-1 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-217 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

BB-6 

BB-7 

BB-4 

BB-5 



Chapter 9 

9.3-218 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.36 Response to Letter from Berk Blake 

Comment 
No. Response 

BB-1 
The use of triple-bed configurations is determined annually based on demand and 
available supply. Current and projected demand will most likely exceed supply, resulting 
in ongoing consideration of use of triple-beds where feasible. Please refer to MR-5.  

BB-2 
The traffic analysis includes trip generation for student residents associated with trips off-
campus. The EIR finds that noise associated with project-related trips is less than 
significant. The commenter is referred to MR-1 regarding impacts to Grand Avenue.  

BB-3 The project is proposed to achieve bedcount projected in the existing Master Plan and 
does not increase enrollment.  

BB-4 
Please refer to EIR Section 4-6 Traffic and Circulation regarding the projects effect on 
local roadways. The commenter’s statements will be considered by the Trustees and 
project decision-makers. 

BB-5 
The proposed project results in a housing supply which satisfies numerical Master Plan 
goals. Evaluation of additional housing supply and its potential locations would be part of 
a separate and new Master Plan process.  

BB-6 The commenter’s statements are more applicable to future Master Plan and campus 
operations than the project specifically. 

BB-7 The commenter’s statements will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers. 

 

  

 

 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-219 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

PC-1 



Chapter 9 

9.3-220 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.37 Response to Email from Pat Cusack 

Comment 
No. Response 

PC-1 

Please refer to EIR Chapter 3 Environmental Setting, and EIR Sections 4-1 Aesthetic 
Resources, 4-2 Air Quality, 4-4 Noise, 4-5 Public Services and Recreation, and 4-6 Traffic 
and Circulation, which address respective resources.  Please refer to MR-2 regarding 
noted existing and potential social and behavioral issues.  The commenter’s statements 
will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-makers. 

 

  

 

 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-221 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

MEH-1 

MEH-2 



Chapter 9 

9.3-222 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.38 Response to Letter from M.E. Hall 

Comment 
No. Response 

MEH-1 The EIR has been amended to clarify use of the Pacheco school by the Teach program, 
and addresses potential impacts related to traffic, air quality, and noise.  

MEH-2 The commenter is referred to MR-7. 

 

  

 

 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-223 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

PO-2 

PO-3 

PO-1 



Chapter 9 

9.3-224 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.39 Response to Email from Pamela Orth 

Comment 
No. Response 

PO-1 Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources, addressed impacts to views. The project will reduce 
vehicle trips associated with student commuters. Noise is addressed in Section 4.4. 

PO-2 The commenter is referred to MR-7. 

PO-3 Alternative locations are addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis.  

 

  

 

 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-225 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

FA(b)-3 

FA(b)-4 

FA(b)-1 

FA(b)-2 



Chapter 9 

9.3-226 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

FA(b)-4 
(continued) 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-227 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 9 

9.3-228 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-229 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.40 Response to Email from Fred Anderson 

Comment 
No. Response 

FA(b)-1 The commenter makes general statements regarding the EIR.  

FA(b)-2 
The University is pursuing bedcount projected under the existing Master Plan and does 
not increase enrollment; the University continually evaluates the need to update the 
Master Plan.   

FA(b)-3 Off-site noise impacts are addressed in Section 4.4.5.4 of Section 4.4. The commenter is 
referred to MR-2, regarding nuisances.  

FA(b)-4 Alternative sites are addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, of the EIR.  

 

  

 

 



Chapter 9 

9.3-230 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

CA(b)-1 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-231 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

CA(b)-3 

CA(b)-2 



Chapter 9 

9.3-232 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.41 Response to Email from Claudia Andersen 

Comment 
No. Response 

CA(b)-1 Please refer to MR-5. Alternative sites are addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis.  

CA(b)-2 
Impacts related to public safety are addressed in Section 4.5, Public Services and 
Recreation. Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted existing and potential social and 
behavioral issues.   

CA(b)-3 Please refer to MR-2.  

 

  

 

 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-233 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

RBi-7 

RBi-8 

RBi-5 

RBi-6 

RBi-3 

RBi-4 

RBi-1 

RBi-2 



Chapter 9 

9.3-234 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

RBi-10 

RBi-11 

RBi-8 
(continued) 

RBi-9 

RBi-12 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-235 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.42 Response to Email from Roger Bishop 

Comment 
No. Response 

RBi-1 Impacts related to pedestrians and cyclists are addressed in Section 4.6, Traffic and 
Circulation. 

RBi-2 Traffic impacts worsen as less parking is provided on site. More general trips are diverted 
to area intersections with or projected to operate at, deficient levels of service.  

RBi-3 
The EIR finds that the existing pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the vicinity, as mitigated, 
are sufficient to serve the project population. The mitigation program includes lighting and 
other measures to address nighttime conditions. 

RBi-4 Traffic volume reductions are associated with student commute trip capture and limits on 
available parking capacity at the project site.  

RBi-5 Impacts related to pedestrians are addressed in Section 4.6, Traffic and Circulation. The 
commenter is referred to MR-1 regarding Grand Avenue operations.  

RBi-6 The EIR has been amended to clarify use of the Pacheco school site for the Teach 
program.  

RBi-7 Impacts to City police are also addressed in Section 4.5, Public Services and Recreation. 

RBi-8 The project includes internal pathways to guide students to pedestrian walkways.  

RBi-9 Appropriate, pedestrian scale lighting is included in the mitigation program.  

RBi-10 The commenter is referred to MR-2.  

RBi-11 Hauling is addressed in Section 4.6.5.5 of the EIR.  

RBi-12 The commenter is referred to MR-4 regarding economic and social issues.    

 

  

 

 



Chapter 9 

9.3-236 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  

  

TE-1 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-237 
Environmental Impact Report 

  



Chapter 9 

9.3-238 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.43 Response to Email from Terry Elfrink 

Comment 
No. Response 

TE-1 The Recirculated EIR includes additional information about the pipeline on page 4.8-16.  

 

  

 

 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-239 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

RK(b)-3 

RK(b)-4 

RK(b)-1 

RK(b)-2 



Chapter 9 

9.3-240 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

RK(b)-5 

RK(b)-6 

RK(b)-4 
(continued) 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-241 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

RK(b)-8 

RK(b)-9 

RK(b)-6 
(continued) 

RK(b)-7 



Chapter 9 

9.3-242 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

RK(b)-10 

RK(b)-11 

RK(b)-9 
(continued) 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-243 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

RK(b)-14 

RK(b)-12 

RK(b)-13 



Chapter 9 

9.3-244 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.44 Response to Letter from Rebecca Keisler 

Comment 
No. Response 

RK(b)-1 The project includes amendment of the Master Plan. 

RK(b)-2 Please refer to MR-6.  

RK(b)-3 The project includes mitigation to improve bicycle and pedestrian safety at the 
intersection.  

RK(b)-4 Impacts related to construction are addressed throughout the EIR. Mitigation includes 
selection of hauling routes to minimize impacts on sensitive populations.  

RK(b)-5 Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources, of the Recirculated EIR has been amended.  

RK(b)-6 Information about night lighting is provided in Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources. 
Information about noise from mechanical systems is provided in Section 4.4, Noise. 

RK(b)-7 The project includes improvements to facilities for pedestrians and cyclists, including 
sidewalks along Slack Street at the project frontage.  

RK(b)-8 The EIR finds sufficient water supplies to serve the project.  

RK(b)-9 The EIR has been amended to clarify use of the Pacheco school site by the Teach 
program.  

RK(b)-10 Police and fire services are addressed in Section 4.5, Public Services and Recreation. 

RK(b)-11 Police services are addressed in Section 4.5, Public Services and Recreation. 

RK(b)-12 The Via Carta site is considered as an alternative in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis.  

RK(b)-13 The programming for freshman differs considerably from upperclassmen.  

RK(b)-14 Comment noted. The comment is unrelated to the proposed project.  

 

  

 

 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-245 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

BR-1 

BR-2 

BR-3 



Chapter 9 

9.3-246 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

BR-3 
(continued) 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-247 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.45 Response to Email from Billy Riggs 

Comment 
No. Response 

BR-1 Please refer to MR-5.  

BR-2 The commenter provides general comments about components of the program or design.  
These comments will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-makers.  

BR-3 The project increases bike accessibility. Transit impacts are discussed in Section 4.6, 
Traffic and Circulation.  

 

  

 

 



Chapter 9 

9.3-248 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

DV-3 

DV-4 

DV-1 

DV-2 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-249 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

DV-4 
(continued) 



Chapter 9 

9.3-250 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.46 Response to Email from Darrell Voss 

Comment 
No. Response 

DV-1 Please refer to MR-2 regarding noted existing and potential social and behavioral issues.   

DV-2 Traffic is addressed in Section 4.6, Traffic and Circulation. The EIR has been amended to 
clarify use of the Pacheco school site by the Teach program.  

DV-3 
Emergency medical services are provided by a variety of service providers, with the Fire 
Department typically first responders. The University maintains contracts with the Fire 
Department to provide services.  

DV-4 The commenter’s statements will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers.  

 

  

 

 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-251 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

DW-3 

DW-4 

DW-1 

DW-2 



Chapter 9 

9.3-252 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

DW-6 

DW-4 
(continued) 

DW-5 

DW-9 

DW-7 

DW-8 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-253 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

DW-9 
(continued) 



Chapter 9 

9.3-254 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.47 Response to Letter from Donley Winger 

Comment 
No. Response 

DW-1 The Aesthetics section addresses view obstruction and has been amended in the 
Recirculated EIR.  

DW-2 All components of the project will be subject to the mitigation outlined in the EIR, including 
measures incorporated from the Master Plan.  

DW-3 

Please refer to EIR Section 4.2.5.1 Air Quality, which addresses the generation of fugitive 
dust during construction (see AQ Impact 3 and mitigation measures AQ/mm-2 through 
AQ/mm-3). Spraying water to control fugitive dust is standard practice at University 
construction sites.  

DW-4 Additional language regarding outdoor events has been included in the Recirculated EIR.  

DW-5 Construction noise is addressed in Section 4.4, Noise, of the EIR.  

DW-6 Impacts to neighborhoods are addressed in Section 4.5, Public Services and Recreation.  

DW-7 The EIR includes information about use of the fields at Pacheco in Section 4.8, Issues 
with Less than Significant Impacts. 

DW-8 The EIR has been amended to clarify use of the Pacheco school by the Teach program. 
Pedestrian and bicycle impacts are addressed in Section 4.6, Traffic and Circulation. 

DW-9 The parking study component of the Traffic Impact Assessment assumed existing student 
resident car ownership patterns would apply to the proposed project.  

 

  

 

 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-255 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

JL(b)-3 

JL(b)-4 

JL(b)-1 

JL(b)-2 

JL(b)-5 



Chapter 9 

9.3-256 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-257 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 9 

9.3-258 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.48 Response to Email from James Lopes 

Comment 
No. Response 

JL(b)-1 Comment noted. The mitigation program includes both softscape and hardscape options 
to provide screening and control access.  

JL(b)-2 The project includes a pedestrian sidewalk at Slack Street within the University’s 
property.  

JL(b)-3 Pedestrian pathways are shown in several locations on the site plan. 

JL(b)-4 The commenter’s statements regarding project design will be considered by the Trustees 
and project decision-makers.  

JL(b)-5 The commenter’s statements regarding project design and energy efficiency will be 
considered by the Trustees and project decision-makers.  

 

  

 

 



Response to Comments on the 2013 Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 9.3-259 
Environmental Impact Report 

 

  

LD-1 



Chapter 9 

9.3-260 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

9.3.2.49 Response to Email from Luke Durkin 

Comment 
No. Response 

LD-1 Comments are being included in the record for consideration by the Trustees and project 
decision makers.  
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