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CHAPTER 10   
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE 2014 RECIRCULATED DRAFT 
EIR 

The Response to Comments chapter of the EIR includes comment letters for the California 
Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo (the University or Cal Poly) Student Housing 
South 2014 Recirculated 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 2014 Recirculated 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.  

10.1 AGENCY COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 
The following agencies have submitted comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR.  

Respondent Code Contact Information Page 

State of California 
Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
Posted: February 14, 2014 

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

10.1-2 

City of San Luis Obispo 
City Council 
Town Hall Meeting Comments 
Letter dated: March 27, 2014 

THM 

919 Palm Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 
Contact: Carlyn Christianson, Vice 

Mayor 

10.1-4 

City of San Luis Obispo 
Letter dated: March 31, 2014 

SLO 

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

Community Development 
Director 

10.1-274 

San Luis Obispo County  
Air Pollution Control District 
Letter dated: March 31, 2014 

APCD 

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

Specialist 

10.1-449 
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10.1.1 Response to State Clearinghouse Notice of Distribution 

Comment 
No. Response 

SCH-1 Standard notice of agency distribution from State Clearinghouse. No changes to the EIR 
are necessary. 
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10.1.2 Response to Letter from City of San Luis Obispo City Council – 
Town Hall Meeting Comments 

Comment 
No. Response 

THM-1 

This is the cover letter to the package submitted. The City provides the University 
notification of the town hall meeting, and encloses minutes, a DVD, and written 
correspondence received. The City further supports the University’s compliance with 
CEQA and notes a separate letter will be forwarded from the City. These statements are 
noted. 

Note: Items 2-42 comprise the draft minutes of the town hall meeting, and are a summary of the DVD 
recording, which has been viewed by SWCA staff. The following comprise the responses to both the 
minutes and the DVD recording. 

THM-2 City staff introduced the session and gave a general outline of project status and the 
evening’s proceedings. 

THM-3 

SW makes statements regarding nighttime light, growth inducement, and desires to see a 
concurrent Master Plan/LUCE update. 

Comments noted; the evaluation of the severity of impacts related to lighting are based in 
part on existing lighting in the area; Section 4.1 of the EIR finds that there are substantial 
existing lighting sources in the area; the project lighting, as mitigated, is determined not to 
constitute a substantial increase over existing conditions. 

The EIR addresses growth inducement in Chapters 2 and 6. The project does not 
increase enrollment. Impacts related to backfill of housing vacated by project residents 
are considered speculative. 

The City is currently updating the Land Use and Circulation Elements. The proposed 
project does not alter enrollment or bedcount projected in the Master Plan and EIR. 

THM-4 PV is concerned with Grand Avenue Traffic.  The commenter is referred to MR-1 
(Chapter 10.2). 

THM-5 

SH is concerned with driveways and other factors complicating travel along Grand 
Avenue. The commenter is referred to MR-1 (Chapter 10.2). The commenter is also 
concerned with noise and air quality impacts during construction, particularly related to 
the Old Pacheco School. The presence of the school and sensitive receptors is disclosed 
in both Sections 4-2 and 4-4. The commenter references statements attributed to the 
University President regarding future enrollment.  The commenter is referred to MR-5 
(Chapter 10.2). 

THM-6 

SC desires consideration of alternatives, and is concerned with impacts to city 
infrastructure. These comments are noted.  The EIR addresses alternatives in Chapter 5, 
and discloses impacts to city infrastructure and services in Sections 4-5 and 4-7.  The 
commenter references statements attributed to the University President regarding future 
enrollment.  The commenter is referred to MR-5 (Chapter 10.2). 

THM-7 
SC reads a letter from TC which outlines concerns over traffic congestion and 
deterioration of quality of life; the commenter urges City opposition to the project. The 
commenter is referred to MR-1, regarding Grand Avenue traffic impacts, and MR-2 and 
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MR-4 regarding nuisances and social issues (Chapter 10.2). 

THM-8 

PA urges buffers as part of the project, supports alternatives, including specifically the 
Parking Structure location alternative, and opines that this project will force neighborhood 
homeowners to sell. 

The commenter is referred to MR-3 regarding buffers. Comments in support of 
alternatives are noted. The commenter is referred to MR-4 regarding social and economic 
impacts (Chapter 10.2). 

THM-9 JA suggested use of planning commission staff expertise in evaluating the project. This is 
not a specific comment regarding environmental issues or the EIR. 

THM-10 
GP discusses problems of studentification, prefers alternative sites. Comments regarding 
alternatives are noted. The commenter is referred to MR-4 regarding social and economic 
impacts (Chapter 10.2). 

THM-11 

DH expresses concerns with student behavior, impacts to City services, including water 
supply, and potential for increased traffic. The commenter is referred to MR-2 regarding 
student-related nuisances (Chapter 10.2). Impacts to City services are addressed in 
Sections 4-5 and 4-7. The commenter is referred to MR-1 in response to concerns over 
traffic. 

THM-12 
RK states concerns over long term negative impacts (demise of neighborhoods), prefers 
alternatives, and submits a petition. 

Comment noted.  The commenter is referred to MR-4. 

THM-13 

JD states selection of alternate sites should consider other lands. Notes role of politics 
and supports inclusion of amenities. 

Comment noted. The process for selection of alternatives for evaluation is outlined in 
Section 5. Amenities to be included in the project are outlined in the Project 
Description. 

THM-14 
DG states general opposition, concerns over lack of employment for new enrollment, and 
general opposition to design directions on campus. 

Comment noted. The project would not increase enrollment. 

THM-15 
MT questions information being spread about the project. Notes the University is a state 
agency and not subject to local approval. 

Comment noted. 

THM-16 

KB states University should mitigate for financial impacts to the City, including police, fire, 
emergency facilities, traffic control, protective barriers at Slack. 

Response: Impacts to City services are addressed in Section 4-5. The University has 
existing agreements for fire and emergency response services, and compensates 
the City pursuant to the terms of the agreements. The traffic section has been 
amended to include in-lieu fees options for mitigation (refer to MR-10). The EIR does 
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not identify the need for protective barriers at Slack Street. 

Concerns over Future Enrollment. 

Response: Please refer to MR-5 (Chapter 10.2) 

Concerns constructing freshman housing will increase availability of residences for 
upperclassmen and result in net growth locally. 

Response: The project will not increase enrollment. The total student population 
residing in private residences will decrease as a result of the project. Backfill is 
addressed in the Executive Summary of the EIR. 

THM-17 

CA states that discouragement of alcohol use by University and local policing is not 
effective, cites police calls. Expresses general concerns with student behavior, 
degradation of neighborhood. 

The commenter is referred to MR-2 (Chapter 10.2). 

THM-18 

IM states the topography/location are not appropriate for dorms. 

Response: The existing topography will be altered through the development of the 
project as described in Section 2 of the EIR. 

IM states the parking structure size is not adequate. 

Response: An analysis of the sufficiency of parking supplies is provided in Section 
4.6. The analysis determines there is sufficient available parking to accommodate 
demand. 

IM expresses concerns regarding view blockage and supports alternatives. 

Response: Comment noted. 

IM expresses concerns over traffic and pedestrians in light of Pacheco reuse. 

Response: As noted in Section 4.6 and MR-1, the project will decrease vehicle traffic 
along Grand Avenue. Operation of the Teach School has been included in the 
analysis. 

THM-19 
KA generally opposes site, prefers H12 and H16. 

Comment noted. 

THM-20 

LW expresses concern over impacts to views and “Studentification.” 

Response: The University and its consultants have reviewed attached materials 
related to “Studentification.” The project aims, in part, to relieve pressure on housing 
stock in existing residential neighborhoods by providing on campus housing. The 
commenter is referred to MR-4. Concerns over impacts to views are noted. 
Additional mitigation will be included in the Final EIR to further address impacts. 

THM-21 

LW states concern over impacts to Grand Avenue, and impacts related to Pacheco 
operations. 

The commenter is referred to MR-1 (Chapter 10.2). The EIR incorporates existing 
and proposed use of the Old Pacheco School into analyses where relevant. 
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THM-22 
JK generally opposes the site and prefers H12/H16. 

Response: Comment noted. 

THM-23 

TE states the EIR omitted discussion of parking needs/management during construction 

Response: Construction-related traffic is addressed in Section 4.6.5.5 of the EIR. 
The circulation plan typically includes designation of staging and parking areas for a 
particular project. 

The commenter is concerned regarding impacts to Grand Avenue. 

Response: The commenter is referred to MR-1 (Chapter 10.2). 

The commenter makes general statements that the project review is “piecemealed.” 

Response: Comment noted. The project is an amendment to the existing Master 
Plan. The reasonably foreseeable cumulative scenario is outlined in Chapter 3. 

The commenter notes overarching goals of CEQA to balance environmental and social 
and other impacts, including privacy and lowered property values. 

Response: The commenter is referred to MR-4 regarding economic and social 
impact. Findings regarding social and economic benefits and impacts are addressed 
in the findings and statements of overriding considerations, which will be developed 
by the Board of Trustees. 

THM-24 
GM opposes site, requests consultation between Cal Poly and the City. 

Response: Comment noted. 

THM-25 
SR supports alternative sites, and seeks City support. 

Response: Comment noted. 

THM-26 

EM states the traffic analysis needs to address east-west circulation, which causes cut-
through traffic in neighborhood streets 

Response: The traffic analysis in Section 4.6 uses current models to assess impacts 
and redistribution of traffic, including dispersal along smaller streets. The analysis 
finds traffic will be routed predominantly to other major campus entry points, where 
more direct routes and wayfinding are available. 

EM further opposes project, seeks City support in opposition. 

Response: Comment noted. 

THM-27 
CR states the Chamber has no policy position, supports on campus housing, amenities 
and student population growth. 

Response: Comment noted. 

THM-28 

RV refers to obligations of public agencies, questions “rejection” of alternative sites, 
mitigation. 

Response: The EIR did not reject environmentally superior alternatives. The CSU 
Board of Trustees will evaluate alternatives as part of their decision-making process, 
where findings and statements of overriding considerations will be developed and 
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acted upon. The Board will also evaluate the feasibility of mitigation. 

RV states impacts to Grand Avenue were omitted. 

Response: The commenter is referred to MR-1 (Chapter 10.2). 

THM-29 

JL supports selection of H12/H16 

Response: Comment noted. 

JL wants City to evaluate consistency with City policies 

Response: Comment noted. The University is not subject to local land use authority. 
General consistency information is provided in Section 3. 

JL states concerns related to aesthetic, pedestrian safety, and traffic impacts 

Response: Specific responses are provided to separate correspondence provided by 
the commenter (refer to Chapter 10-2). 

JL states that mitigation for aesthetic and pedestrian impacts insufficient. 

Response: Specific responses are provided to separate correspondence provided by 
the commenter (refer to Chapter 10-2). 

THM-30 
CS opines project would significantly increase noise and other public safety calls. 

Response: The commenter is referred to MR-2 (Chapter 10.2). 

THM-31 

MH voiced concerns regarding proximity of Old Pacheco, including impacts related to air 
quality, noise, and pedestrian safety. 

Response: Operations at Old Pacheco have been incorporated into the analysis. 

MH is concerned regarding potential wind tunnels, glare 

Response: Specific responses are provided to separate correspondence provided by 
the commenter (refer to Chapter 10-2). 

MH seeks City support for opposition and supports alternative sites. 

Response: Comment noted. 

THM-32 

RH states general opposition to Cal Poly plans, concerns over noise and dust impacts 
during construction, and concerns over noise, trash and drug use near Old Pacheco 
School long term. 

Response: Comments are noted. Noise and dust during construction are analyzed in 
the EIR. The commenter is referred to MR-2 (Chapter 10.2). 

THM-33 

MVLB states concerns over height, shape, location and massing of project, consistency 
with local character. 

Response: Comment noted. The EIR discloses impacts related to aesthetics. 
Additional mitigation will be incorporated into the EIR to address impacts (the 
commenter is referred to MR-9). 

MVLB states concerns over impacts to noise, traffic, public safety, and air circulation 

Response: Comment noted. The EIR analyzes discloses impacts related to the 
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issues above. Provision of emergency response is subject to agreements with the 
City; the EIR determines emergency access is adequate for the project (Section 4-5 
and 4-8).  The commenter is referred to MR-1, which addresses Grand Avenue. 
Proximity to the elementary school is addressed where relevant in the EIR. 

MVLB supports alternative sites. 

Response: Comment noted. 

THM-34 
LS expresses concern over negative impacts to cyclist safety, quality of life, and property 
values. 

Response: The commenter is referred to MR-2 (Chapter 10.2). 

THM-35 

TT opposes the location. Opines existing parking lot is heavily used and questions where 
parking will be relocated, urges City opposition. 

Response: Comment noted. An analysis of parking demand, redistribution, and 
supply is provided in the EIR in Section 4.6. The analysis finds sufficient parking 
supply to accommodate demand and redistributed parking. The project does not 
increase enrollment. 

THM-36 
HT references a letter (material #60) and seeks council support. 

Response: Comment noted. Statement is attached (material #60). 

THM-37 

EW questions whether students want to live in dorms. 

Response: The University has performed market research to determine housing 
needs and demand, as noted in the Project Description. 

EW recommends update of the Master Plan prior to new housing. 

Response: The University is pursuing bedcount projected under the existing Master 
Plan; the University continually evaluates the need to update the Master Plan.  The 
commenter is referred to MR-5 regarding growth. 

THM-38 

SL expresses concerns over long term negative impacts to ambient noise and traffic 
intensity. 

Response: The commenter is referred to MR-1 and MR-2 (Chapter 10.2). Dispersal 
of traffic is addresses in Section 4-6. 

THM-39 
JD recommends the City and Cal Poly negotiate regarding site selection, City should 
consider closure of Grand Avenue as leverage. 

Response: Land use and development on campus are not subject to City approval. 

THM-40 

AA states disappointment that the meeting was conducted during spring break. The 
commenter opines near or on-campus housing is important, and suggests improving 
relationships. 

Response: Comments noted. The commenter does not raise environmental issues. 

THM-41 KS seeks evaluation of impacts to populations and housing and backfill. Opines City is 
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subsidizing students because they do not contribute sufficiently to the tax base. 

Response: The EIR provides discussion of impacts to population and housing 
backfill, concluding the topic is speculative. The commenter is referred to MR-4 
regarding economic and social issues. 

THM-42 
DF expresses concerns regarding Grand Avenue, including pedestrian and cyclist safety. 

The commenter is referred to MR-1. 

THM-43 The City concludes the meeting and summarizes next steps. No response is needed. 

The following are attachments to the cover letter and minutes consisting of correspondence submitted 
to the city for the town hall meeting. 

THM-44 The material is a copy of a letter submitted separately to the University; specific 
responses are provided in Chapter 10.2. 

THM-45 The material is a copy of a letter submitted separately to the University; specific 
responses are provided in Chapter 10.2. 

THM-46 

a. The commenter quotes regarding a public agency’s obligation to comply with CEQA, 
and guidance therein. 

Response: Comment noted. 

b. The commenter notes several significant impacts were identified in the EIR, and 
states that findings for rejection of alternatives were not provided. 

Response: The EIR did not reject environmentally superior alternatives. The CSU 
Board of Trustees will evaluate alternatives as part of their decision-making process, 
where findings and statements of overriding considerations will be developed and 
acted upon. The Board will also evaluate the feasibility of mitigation. 

c. The commenter states that alternatives should include redesigning the site to provide 
an open space buffer. 

Response: The commenter is referred to MR-3 (Chapter 10.2). 

d. The commenter provides further discussion of the CEQA process. 

Response: Comment noted. The development and approval of appropriate findings 
and statements of overriding consideration is a function of the CSU Board of 
Trustees. 

e. The commenter opines that the lack of information regarding Grand Avenue traffic 
constitutes a deficiency in the document. 

Response: Please refer to MR-1 (Chapter 10.2). 

THM-47 

The document is a letter submitted by Roger and Linda Bishop, not in attendance at the 
meeting. 

a. The commenters state concerns over Grand Avenue, including pedestrians and 
bicyclists. 
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Response: The commenters are referred to MR-1 (Chapter 10.2). 

b. The commenters generally state concerns with noise, construction traffic, and air 
quality during construction, proximity to Teach program, and view obstruction. 

Response: Comments are noted. Each topic raised is addressed in the EIR in 
respective sections. Construction traffic is addresses in Section 4.6.5.5 of the EIR. 

c. The commenters address buffers. 

Response: The commenters are referred to MR-3 (Chapter 10.2). 

d. Comments regarding participation/response of City 

Response: Comment noted. 

e. The commenters list several off-site mitigation or funding issues, including city police, 
city fire, expansion of emergency/hospital facilities, traffic control, and barriers for 
pedestrians along Slack Street. 

Response: The EIR finds no significant impacts related to city police or fire service. 
The project will not increase enrollment or significantly increase staffing therefore 
expansion of emergency or hospital facilities is not considered a potential impact of 
the project. The EIR mitigation for traffic impacts has been amended; the commenter 
is referred to MR-10. 

Costs related to pedestrian facilities north of Slack Street will be borne by the 
University and occur on University property in this area. 

Construction hours and limits on operations are discussed in Section 4-4 of the EIR. 

f. The commenter opines the project will not move students on to campus because it 
serves freshmen. 

Response: The project will increase the total percentage of students living on 
campus. 

g. The commenters address future growth. 

Response: The commenters are referred to MR-5 (Chapter 10.2). 

THM-48 
The commenter attaches a copy of a notice provided to the neighborhood. 

Response: Noted. 

THM-49 
The material is a copy of an email notice of the meeting. 

Response: Noted. 

THM-50 
The commenter suggests the City oppose the project. 

Response: Noted. 

THM-51 

The material is a letter from Mr. French. 

a. The commenter opposes the project’s location. 

Response: Comment noted. 
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THM-52 

The material is a letter from Mr. Ortiz. Mr. Ortiz has submitted a separate letter, however, 
this letter is slightly different and therefore separate responses are provided. 

a. The commenter supports City comments on the EIR. 

Response: Comment noted. 

b. The commenter states the project will add to operating costs of the city, relating to 
water, utilities, and emergency services, and increase disruption in local 
neighborhoods. 

Response: Information regarding sources and provision of water and utilities is 
provided in Section 4-7 of the EIR. The University maintains its own supplies and 
infrastructure for water and utilities. The University has an agreement with the City to 
provide emergency response to the campus. The EIR addresses impacts to 
neighborhoods in several locations. 

c. The commenter opines the University is in conflict with its own plans and guidelines 
in terms of use, impacts to communities, and impacts to Grand Avenue. 

Response: An evaluation of planning consistency is provided in Chapter 3. 

d. The commenter supports City response to the EIR. 

Response: Noted. 

THM-53 The material is a repeat of a letter submitted directly to the University as a comment letter 
on the EIR. Responses are provided in Chapter 10.2. 

THM-54 The material is a repeat of a letter submitted directly to the University as a comment letter 
on the EIR. Responses are provided in Chapter 10.2. 

THM-55 

The material is a letter from Sharon Whitney. 

a. The commenter opposes the project and supports the City’s comment letter. 

Response: Comment noted. 

b. The commenter states the EIR should address disposition of existing housing sites. 

Response: 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. 

c. The commenter refers to future growth on campus. 

Response: The commenter is referred to MR-5 (Chapter 10-2). 
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d. The commenter states that b. and c. above warrant alterations in other sections of 
the EIR. 

Response: Please see responses above, no additional changes are proposed. 

e. The commenter states that the document should reference the City’s LUCE update. 

Response: The update is referenced on page 3-5. 

Ms. Whitney’s letter is repeated as an additional attachment. 

THM-56 

The material is a letter submitted by Donley Winger. 

a. The commenter opposes the project and is not satisfied with outreach. 

Response: Comment noted. 

b. The commenter outlines issues related to the operation of Grand Avenue. 

Response: The commenter is referred to MR-1 (Chapter 10-2); pedestrians, cyclists, 
and off peak resident trips are addressed in Section 4-6. 

c. The commenter reiterates opposition. 

Response: Noted. 

THM-57 

The material is a letter submitted by Paul Allen. 

a. The commenter opposes the location, citing student behavior. 

Response: The commenter is referred to MR-2. 

b. The commenter opines the project is not consistent with the character of the area, 
and that the project will result in homeowners feeling increased pressure to sell. 

Response: The commenter is referred to MR-4. 

c. The commenter reiterates issues related to owners selling or moving out in lieu of 
renters. 

Response: On-campus housing is proposed, in part, to alleviate pressure on 
neighborhood housing stock. The pattern of owner to renter conversion is subject to 
a variety of forces. The commenter is referred to MR-4. 

d. The commenter addresses future growth. 

Response: The commenter is referred to MR-5. 

e. The commenter is concerned about the view of the project in the area. 

Response: Comment noted. Aesthetic impacts are outlined in Section 4.1. Mitigation 
has been amended (refer to MR-9). 

f. The commenter addresses Grand Avenue. 

Response: The commenter is referred to MR-1. 

g. The commenter seeks discussion of impacts to residential neighborhoods in the 
cultural resources section. The commenter also supports a larger buffer. 

Response: The commenter is referred to MR-3. Cultural resources are defined in 
Section 4-8. 



Chapter 10 

10.1-272 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

Comment 
No. Response 

h. The commenter states that population and housing discussions should include 
displacement of owner-occupied residence in favor of renters. 

Response: On-campus housing is proposed, in part, to alleviate pressure on 
neighborhood housing stock. The pattern of owner to renter conversion is subject to 
a variety of forces. The commenter is referred to MR-4. 

i. The commenter supports the H12/H16 site alternative, stating that the alternative 
was rejected because it was inconvenient and far from dining. 

Response: The alternative has not been rejected; the Board of Trustees will consider 
all material in the record in making a decision on the project. Further information 
about the feasibility of alternatives is provided in MR-8. 

j. The commenter states that the parking structure location alternative would be 
preferable as the structure would act as a buffer. 

Response: Comment noted. 

THM-58 
The material is a signed petition opposing the project. 

Response: Noted. 

THM-59 

The material is a letter from L. White accompanied by reference materials on the subject 
of “studentification.” 

a. The commenter shows panoramic photographs of the San Luis Obispo area, and 
states that the scale of the project is incompatible with the surrounding density. 

Response: The commenter is referred to MR-9. 

b. The commenter refers to materials appended which define and discuss 
“studentification.” 

Response: The University and its consultants have reviewed the materials submitted, 
including materials which provide definitions of the terms, and materials which 
expand upon the issue and strategies to address the phenomenon as defined. 

The University pursues the construction of additional on-campus housing in part to 
relieve pressures associated with housing students in off-campus neighborhoods. 
Commenters have stated that the placement of housing in this location would 
disproportionately lead to student access and nuisance behavior in the adjoining 
neighborhoods, and this location would be relatively worse in terms of creating this 
condition than other locations on campus. The EIR addresses impacts related to 
nuisance noise, public safety, and related issues in several sections of the EIR. The 
commenter is referred to MR-2 for more detail. 

It remains that the population to be housed is existing enrollment; and an existing 
component of the off-campus resident population. The EIR notes this in several 
sections, and states that drawing the line between the relocation of this population 
and significant environmental impacts related to nuisances is either speculative or 
not quantifiable. 

THM-60 
The material is a sheet including signatures of council members under a pledge to 
“protect the quality of life for all residents.” 

Response: Noted. 
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THM-61 
The material is referenced in Carolyn Smiths presentation (comment #30) and consists of 
a map of calls placed regarding noise complaints. 

Response: Noted. 

 

 

 

  



Chapter 10 

10.1-274 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-275 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

SLO-1 

SLO-2 

SLO-3 



Chapter 10 

10.1-276 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

SLO-4 

SLO-5 

SLO-6 

SLO-7 

SLO-8 



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-277 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

SLO-8 
(continued) 

SLO-9 

SLO-10 

SLO-11 



Chapter 10 

10.1-278 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

SLO-11 
(continued) 

SLO-12 

SLO-15 

SLO-16 

SLO-17 

SLO-13 

SLO-4 



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-279 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

SLO-17 
(continued) 

SLO-18 

SLO-19 



Chapter 10 

10.1-280 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

SLO-20 

SLO-21 

SLO-22 



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-281 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

SLO-22 
(continued) 

SLO-23 



Chapter 10 

10.1-282 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

SLO-23 
(continued) 

SLO-24 

SLO-25 

SLO-26 



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-283 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

SLO-26 
(continued) 

SLO-27 

SLO-28 

SLO-29 

SLO-30 



Chapter 10 

10.1-284 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

SLO-30 
(continued) 

SLO-31 

SLO-32 



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-285 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

SLO-32 
(continued) 

SLO-33 

SLO-34 



Chapter 10 

10.1-286 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

SLO-34 
(continued) 

SLO-35 

SLO-36 

SLO-37 

SLO-39 

SLO-38 



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-287 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

SLO-39 
(continued) 

SLO-40 



Chapter 10 

10.1-288 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-289 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-290 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-291 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-292 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-293 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-294 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-295 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-296 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-297 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-298 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-299 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-300 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-301 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-302 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-303 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-304 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-305 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-306 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-307 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-308 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-309 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-310 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-311 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-312 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-313 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-314 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-315 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-316 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-317 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-318 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-319 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-320 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-321 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-322 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-323 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-324 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-325 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-326 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-327 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-328 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-329 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-330 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-331 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-332 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-333 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-334 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-335 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-336 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-337 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-338 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-339 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-340 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-341 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-342 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-343 
Environmental Impact Report 

 



Chapter 10 

10.1-344 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-345 
Environmental Impact Report 

 



Chapter 10 

10.1-346 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-347 
Environmental Impact Report 

 



Chapter 10 

10.1-348 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-349 
Environmental Impact Report 

 



Chapter 10 

10.1-350 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-351 
Environmental Impact Report 

 



Chapter 10 

10.1-352 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-353 
Environmental Impact Report 

 



Chapter 10 

10.1-354 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-355 
Environmental Impact Report 

 



Chapter 10 

10.1-356 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-357 
Environmental Impact Report 

 



Chapter 10 

10.1-358 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-359 
Environmental Impact Report 

 



Chapter 10 

10.1-360 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-361 
Environmental Impact Report 

 



Chapter 10 

10.1-362 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-363 
Environmental Impact Report 

 



Chapter 10 

10.1-364 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-365 
Environmental Impact Report 

 



Chapter 10 

10.1-366 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-367 
Environmental Impact Report 

 



Chapter 10 

10.1-368 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-369 
Environmental Impact Report 

 



Chapter 10 

10.1-370 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-371 
Environmental Impact Report 

 



Chapter 10 

10.1-372 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-373 
Environmental Impact Report 

 



Chapter 10 

10.1-374 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-375 
Environmental Impact Report 

 



Chapter 10 

10.1-376 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-377 
Environmental Impact Report 

 



Chapter 10 

10.1-378 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-379 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-380 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-381 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-382 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-383 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-384 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-385 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-386 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-387 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-388 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-389 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-390 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-391 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-392 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-393 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-394 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-395 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-396 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-397 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-398 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-399 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-400 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-401 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-402 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-403 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-404 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-405 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-406 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-407 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-408 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-409 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-410 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-411 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-412 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-413 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-414 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-415 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-416 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-417 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-418 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-419 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-420 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-421 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-422 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-423 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-424 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-425 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-426 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-427 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.1-428 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-429 
Environmental Impact Report 

10.1.3 Response to Letter from City of San Luis Obispo 

Comment 
No. Response 

SLO-1 
The University notes the receipt of both the City’s technical response letter and the 
“summary of citizen concerns” from the March 25, 2014, Town Hall meeting. The Town Hall 
materials are addressed separately (refer to Section 10.1.2).  

SLO-2 Comment noted. More detailed comments and responses are provided below.  

SLO-3 

The commenter states that the RDEIR fails to (1) analyze the range of reasonable and 
foreseeable impacts; and (2) incorporate mitigation identified by the City. The commenter 
also states that the University should re-evaluate alternative sites which may be 
environmentally superior. The commenter refers more specifically to (1) and (2), and 
addresses alternatives in subsequent comments. Detailed responses are provided below.  

SLO-4 

The commenter incorporates by reference comments submitted on the previous draft of the 
EIR. The University has prepared specific responses to previous comments. Agency 
comments on the previous Draft EIR are compiled as Chapter 9-1 of the Final EIR. 
Responses to the City’s prior comments have been prepared separately and will be 
forwarded to the City.  

SLO-5 

The commenter states that an update of the Master Plan needs to include “retirement” of 
existing housing sites. 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 be removed from 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-6 

Additional mitigation has been identified to address certain off-site significant and 
unavoidable impacts. The commenter refers more specifically to mitigation for off-site 
impacts under individual topical sections; proposed language is included as a response to 
specific comments.  

SLO-7 

The commenter identifies additional applicable policies from the City’s General Plan Land 
Use and Circulation Elements. The University is not subject to land use controls enacted by 
the City; the RDEIR includes reference to applicable policies for informational purposes. 
Table 3-2 will be amended as follows: 

Page 3-8 and 3-9, Section of Table 3-2 referencing the “City of San Luis Obispo Land Use 
Element”” will be amended to include the following text: 

“2.1.3: Neighborhoods should be protected from intrusive traffic.  

Proposed Action: Based on information presented in Section 4-6 of the RDEIR and in the 
Final EIR, the project improves traffic volumes along Grand and Slack, due predominantly to 
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student commute trip capture and closure of the surface parking lot. The project will redirect 
existing commuter trips to other campus entrances to access other parking facilities, 
resulting in significant impacts at major intersections. The University has incorporated 
mitigation TC/mm-1 into the Final EIR to contribute a fair share component of the costs to 
improve affected intersections. However, impacts are concluded to be significant and 
unavoidable in the event funding to improve intersections is not attained. 

The project will redistribute trips to major intersections in the area designed to handle higher 
traffic volumes. Section 4.6 of the EIR states that the project will generally create an 
improved environment for pedestrians and cyclists in the immediate area. “ 

2.2.10: All multi-family development and large group-living facilities should be compatible 
with any nearby, lower density development.  

Proposed Action: The University is not subject to local land use control. Existing three-story 
student housing is located proximate to the site, and is therefore an existing component of 
the mix of uses in the area. Other compatibility-related impacts identified in the EIR include 
aesthetics, air quality, and noise. The EIR finds aesthetic compatibility with the 
neighborhood adverse and unavoidable. Operational air quality is identified as significant 
and unavoidable. The project is therefore “potentially inconsistent” with this policy.  

Finding: “Potentially inconsistent.” 

Page 3-9, Section of Table 3-2 referencing the “City of San Luis Obispo Circulation 
Element” will be amended to include the following text: 

“5.0.3: New development shall provide sidewalks and pedestrian paths consistent with City 
policies, plans, programs and standards. 

Proposed Action: The University is responsible for the determination of adequacy of 
sidewalks and pedestrian pathways within its property. The EIR addresses impacts related 
to pedestrian activity in Section 4-6 and finds impacts less than significant with mitigation. 
Mitigation TC/mm-2 includes coordination with City and SLCUSD planning for pedestrian 
routing in the vicinity of Grand and Slack Street.” 

It should be noted that the project is consistent with General Plan policies which support 
increased on-campus student housing.  

SLO-8 

The University is not subject to local land use control, including provisions related to density. 
The University utilizes metrics such as students per acre to discuss density of residential 
complexes; the assumptions of density referenced by the commenter were for use in air 
quality modeling only. The EIR addresses the issues listed by the commenter, including 
traffic, noise, light, glare, and visual compatibility.  

SLO-9 

The Final EIR will be amended to provide more clarity regarding location of, and capacity 
and distance to dining facilities, as follows: 

Page 5-1  

“The University has considered several alternatives to the proposed site, including those 
depicted in Figure 5-1. The northern site (8.7 acres) was rejected during the planning 
process because of lack of proximity to existing communal dining facilities (Building 19 and 
Vista Grande) and student activity centers at the University Union and Recreation Center.” 

Page 5-9 

“The proposed project location was selected in part because of proximity to other existing 
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freshman housing and existing communal dining facilities (Building 19 and Vista Grande). 
Locating the housing to the H-12 and H-16 parking lots under this Location Alternative 
would require the development of additional dining facilities. Development of dining facilities 
or development of a shuttle system to access existing dining facilities would add to the cost 
of the project, and would have secondary congestion and air quality impacts.” 

Capacity at existing dining facilities is considered sufficient based on communications with 
University staff.  

SLO-10 

The cumulative impacts analysis is based on the most recently adopted land use documents 
applicable on both University property and the within the City of San Luis Obispo. 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. 

SLO-11 

The text on page 4.1-5 of the Final EIR will be amended as follows: 

“The section of Grand Avenue approaching campus is designated as a Scenic Roadway in 
the City’s Circulation Element. The designation is a function of the “boulevard” aesthetic 
along the roadway and the prominent campus gateway relatively high quality views 
accessible from the roadway.” 

SLO-12 
The commenter suggests additional mitigation be applied to address significant and 
unavoidable impacts related to visual transition. Specific suggestions and responses are 
included in SLO-15 below. 

SLO-13 Comment noted.  

SLO-14 

The commenter states that the EIR does not specifically address setback or clustering 
options, except as part of reduced project alternatives. The feasibility of additional setback is 
addressed in Chapter 5 of the EIR; the EIR states that additional setback would require 
alterations in the program or project components. This is based on communications with 
University staff. Additional information regarding the feasibility of alternatives is provided in 
MR-8 (Chapter 10-2). 

SLO-15 

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, the 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.” 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 
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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 points internal to the site 

 Project Budget. There are particularities about the funding and budget associated 
with the proposed project, which 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 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).” 
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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.  

SLO-16 

The evaluation of light impacts was based on evaluation of existing lighting levels, and the 
project’s contribution to lighting levels. The mitigation proposed expands upon Master Plan 
EIR mitigation, by requiring a comprehensive lighting plan. Fenestration and glazing are 
among the types of measures addressed in lighting plans. The mitigation will be amended in 
the Final EIR to clarify that the plan shall address glare and reflectivity as follows: 

“AES/mm-4 Prior to approval of the development plan, the applicant University shall 
submit a comprehensive lighting plan for review and approval by the State Architect CSU. 
The Lighting Plan shall be prepared by a qualified engineer who is an active member of the 
Illuminating Engineering Society of North America (IESNA) using guidance and best 
practices endorsed by the International Dark Sky Association. The lighting plan shall 
address all aspects of the lighting, including but not limited to all buildings, infrastructure, 
surface parking lots, parking garage decks, portals and driveways, paths, recreation areas, 
safety, and signage. The lighting plan shall include the following in conjunction with other 
measures as determined by the illumination engineer: 

a. The point source of all exterior lighting shall be shielded from off-site views; 

b. Light trespass from exterior lights shall be minimized by directing light downward and 
utilizing cut-off fixtures or shields; 

c. Lumination from exterior lights shall be the lowest level allowed by public safety 
standards; 

d. Exterior lighting shall be designed to minimize illumination onto exterior walls; and, 

e. Any signage visible from off-site shall not be internally illuminated. 

f. The use of reflective materials on the exterior of all structures shall be minimized.” 

Alternative site layouts were addressed in Section 5.  

SLO-17 

The conclusion in the EIR was informed by a comment letter provided by the SLO APCD on 
the Draft EIR for the project. A detailed response to concerns over trip generation rates 
used in the analysis is provided in SLO-23. Cumulative impacts related to GHG, discussed 
on page 4.2-21, have been clarified as follows: 

“Greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts contribute cumulatively with those produced worldwide to 
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affect climate change. However, the project will not exceed the San Luis Obispo Air 
Pollution Control District per service population threshold. Compliance with identified air 
quality, energy efficiency, and water conservation mitigation measures would reduce the 
project’s contribution to cumulative GHG emissions, and subsequent climate change to a 
less than significant level. Therefore, cumulative GHG impacts are considered less than 
significant. However, because operational air quality impacts would remain significant with 
mitigation, the contribution of operational emissions to cumulative effects are is considered 
significant and unavoidable (Class I).” 

SLO-18 

The University utilizes metrics such as students per acre to discuss density; the 
assumptions of density referenced by the commenter were for use in air quality modeling 
only and are not considered representative of a potential volume of vacated residences. 
Furthermore, the student population captured by this project are first-year students; existing 
residential patterns of this student group are considered more variable than other classes 
(for example, many freshmen may live at home). The University maintains that, based on 
information provided in the record, impacts related to backfill are speculative, and that the 
addition of 30 professional staff positions in the San Luis Obispo County region is not 
significantly growth-inducing.  

SLO-19 

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 
(N/mm-1), economic or social changes will not occur which would result in an adverse 
physical effect. Where typical noise levels can be predicted, such as for nighttime 
recreational activities, an analysis and mitigation are provided. Otherwise, the EIR 
concludes that noise levels as a physical change in the environment associated with 
sporadic nuisance noise events are not an identified environmental impact of the project.  

SLO-20 

The commenter raises a planning issue which does not constitute an environmental impact. 
The hiring of additional personnel is not an environmental impact unless it results in 
environmental impacts associated with new or expanded facilities. As stated in the EIR, the 
University continually gauges staffing needs for campus police and has sufficient existing 
facilities to accommodate staffing growth. Please refer to SLO-19 regarding nuisance noise. 
Traffic impacts are addressed in Section 4.6. Criminal activity, likewise a social issue, is 
addressed in several areas of the EIR, including Section 4.5-5 and the Executive Summary.  

SLO-21 

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-22 The commenter presents combined police and fire calls for service for the Grand and Slack 
area, and states that nighttime activity increases in this area compared to day time. This 
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comment is noted.  

The commenter further states that pedestrian activity will require safety improvements and 
traffic engineering design. It can be concluded the commenter is particularly addressing 
nighttime conditions. 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.  

Responses to comments regarding police are provided in SLO-21.  

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 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 
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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, 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 
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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 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 
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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 commenter generally contends that impacts related to fire service are “downplayed.” 
The commenter references the City of San Luis Obispo comment letter submitted on the 
Draft EIR. Responses to the original comment letter are provided in Chapter 9-1 of the Final 
EIR. In response to current comments, the text on page 4.5-1 will be amended in the Final 
EIR as follows: 

“The City Fire Department has a staff of approximately 55 51 employees, including 45 42 
firefighters and 10 9 administrative and fire prevention personnel.” 

SLO-25 

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 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-26 Text on page 4.5-1 will be amended as shown in SLO-25 above. The EIR states on page 
4.5-4 that the project will increase the number of buildings requiring fire protection.  
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SLO-27 The RDEIR was amended to note that the City will have approval authority over final 
proposals for access.  

SLO-28 Comment noted. The EIR notes on page 4.5-4 that the project would increase nighttime call 
volumes on campus.  

SLO-29 Noted. The EIR, as amended in SLO-25, above, clarifies the role of agreements.  

SLO-30 The RDEIR addresses access on page 4.5-5, including clarification that the City has 
approval authority over final proposals for access.  

SLO-31 

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 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 



Chapter 10 

10.1-440 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

Comment 
No. Response 

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, 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.  

The 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 
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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 part of the 
implementation of the Master Plan. Based on discussion with City staff, it appears that not 
all of the TDM strategies assumed in the Master Plan EIR have been implemented. 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 
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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-32 

Please see response to [Original Letter Comment #28] and [Original Letter Comment #29]. 
The residential parking on campus is mostly used for long-term storage, so an effective 
parking capacity factor was not used. For general parking, existing data suggests that the 
parking garage on the project site would be nearly 100% full; commuters that perceive the 
lots to be full will have taken current travel routes to campus – these trips would not 
contribute to projected off-site impacts. 

The walking distance from the General parking lots on the north side of campus to the 
campus core area is approximately 0.35 miles (green line on diagram below). The walking 
distance from the intersection of Bond Street/Longview Avenue to the campus core area is 
approximately 0.45 miles (blue line on diagram below).  

 

Approximate Boundary of Current City 
Parking Permit Restriction Program 

0.35 miles 

0.45 miles 

Campus Core Area 
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Commuters parking on the north side of campus would find that their travel path the campus 
core would be shorter than if they parked in areas south of the campus boundary in areas 
without parking permit restrictions. Therefore, if commuters found that all of the spaces at 
the proposed parking garage were full, they would be more likely to park in the parking lots 
on the north side of campus because they would be closer to their destination versus 
parking in an area south of the University boundary without parking permit restrictions. As a 
result, the change in parking demand on streets south of the University is expected to be 
negligible and would not cause parking shortages on City streets. There is some non-permit 
parking available on the south side of the project frontage on Slack Street, however this 
parking is currently full during the day; there is no additional available capacity at this 
location. 

The analysis assumes that a percentage (10%) of redistributed general parking commute 
trips would remain on Grand Avenue. This percentage includes those who would take 
Grand Avenue to reach the north side of campus due to trip origin/destination, as well as 
those who may find that the garages along Grand Avenue are full. 

SLO-33 

Please see response to [Original Letter Comment #30] and [SLOCOG comment #6]. The 
majority of trips on SLO Transit routes running through campus during the periods of peak 
ridership are commute trips to/from the University. Generally speaking, commute trips off 
campus for freshmen living on campus will be low during periods of peak ridership due to 
the provision of amenities on campus such a dining, recreation and entertainment. An 
increase in non-commute trips could occur during the peak ridership periods, but these 
would be counteracted by the reduction in commute trips, or the non-commute trips will 
occur during off-peak periods. As a result because peak direction ridership would be 
reduced, impacts to transit crowding are not expected to occur with the proposed project. 

SLO-34 

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.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Chapter 10 

10.1-444 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

Comment 
No. Response 

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 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. 
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SLO-35 Appendix F will be updated to match Table 4.6-1. 

SLO-36 

The EIR has been updated to include additional 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 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. 



Chapter 10 

10.1-446 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

Comment 
No. Response 

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 
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 
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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: 

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 
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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 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 



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.1-449 
Environmental Impact Report 

Comment 
No. Response 

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 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-37 

Language regarding percent contribution towards physical improvements has been added to 
the mitigations section of the EIR and Appendix F. However, because the City has not 
formally designed or approved these physical improvements, and because of uncertainty 
surrounding approval of funding, the impacts are considered significant and unavoidable 
(Class I). 

SLO-38 
The EIR has been updated to include additional mitigation. Refer to SLO-36. However, it 
remains that funding contingencies, and unpredictability in success of TDM measures 
remain concerns as to whether impacts can be reduced to a less than significant level.  

SLO-39 
The EIR has been updated to include a fair-share contribution percentage for specified 
improvements. Payment of fair-share contribution is contingent on City contributing the 
remaining funds for a given improvement. 

SLO-40 
The comment summarizes with the statement that the EIR fails to address or mitigate 
impacts, and that revisions are necessary. Responses to specific comments are provided in 
the preceding paragraphs.  
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APCD-1 

The EIR, page 4.2-12, includes a discussion of why extension of application periods is 
infeasible. The University, prior to commencement of construction, will provide reporting 
to the APCD regarding measure compliance. The following clarifications will be 
incorporated in the EIR: 

“Prior to start of construction, the University and its contractors shall submit a complete 
schedule to the APCD, including projected timing and duration of architectural coating 
application. The University and its contractors shall also update information regarding 
size of buildings, including the parking structure. Prior to the start of the application 
period, the University and its contractors shall provide a refined schedule to the APCD 
which specifically addresses application of architectural coating; the University and its 
contractors will extend or vary application schedules to the extent feasible.” 

The schedule for application will be reevaluated, and extended as feasible, however, 
since extension of the application period to the extent required to fully mitigate impacts is 
infeasible (page 4.2-12), impacts are concluded to be significant and unavoidable. The 
actual application rate will vary based on completion rates of individual buildings, and the 
ultimate construction schedule.  

APCD-2 

It should be noted that the daily operational emissions threshold may not be the most 
representative metric for the project based on guidance provided in the APCD’s CEQA Air 
Quality Handbook. However, the EIR discloses both the annual and daily thresholds and 
levels in order to provide more information. As stated in the EIR, a major component of 
the operational emissions is architectural coating re-application throughout the lifetime of 
the project. Actual re-application rates, as noted in the EIR, will depend on a variety of 
real-world factors. Specific responses to suggested mitigation are provided below: 

EV Charging: The University is pursuing funding for EV charging stations as part of a 
grant application (Julie Maloney, Campus Planner, personal communication 3/11/2014). 
The mitigation for AQ Impact 2 in the EIR will be amended as follows: 

 “Provide EV charging stations in the parking lot or structure” 

Reduced Parking Spaces: In order to provide a reasonable worst-case scenario for 
modeling of emissions, the air quality analyses assumed a 500-space parking garage. A 
final number of parking spaces has not yet been determined. As noted in the Alternatives 
Analysis, reducing parking exacerbates traffic impacts at area intersections due to 
increased redistribution. However, a reduced parking scenario is a component of the 
existing proposed project.  

Solar Panels: The financial feasibility of solar panels has not yet been determined; the 
demands of the project will require some combination of technologies. Solar panels are 
an option within the existing project description. 

Off-site Mitigation. The EIR provides a reasonable, worst-case scenario for modeling of 
operational emissions. As stated previously, several factors, including the type of 
mechanical systems employed, the ultimate size of the parking structure, and the actual 
application and re-application rates of architectural coatings will inform more accurate 
operational emissions. Specific to vehicle emissions, the proposed project is an infill 
project, utilizing significant existing transit infrastructure, and resulting in significant 
reductions in commute trips. Additional off-site mitigation is not considered suitable for 
this type of project.  The University has an active program of transit and other 
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transportation demand management programs which will continue campus wide. 

The project also includes mitigation to address intersection performance locally: 

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

TC/mm-1 CSU/Cal Poly shall request its fair-share of the identified infrastructure 
improvement costs to construct the following improvements located within the City's 
jurisdiction, provided that: (a) a capital improvement plan has been adopted for the 
improvements, and (b) the City's (or other agency's) share of the mitigation improvement 
cost has been allocated and is available for expenditure for the following projects: 

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

• California & Taft: Existing + project (2.6%) and cumulative (2.0%) signalization or 
roundabout control upgrade  

• US 101 & California: Existing + project (2.5%) modification of painted median / 
two-way left turn lane to accommodate a two stage left turn. Cumulative 
signalization or roundabout control upgrade (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/Cal Poly 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. 

Improving intersection performance may improve air quality parameters by reducing idling 
and queuing of vehicles. The revised text notes limitations regarding the feasibility of the 
above mitigation associated with potential funding constraints or delays and, therefore, 
implementation of the mitigation cannot be assured. 

APCD-3 
The text on page 4.2-18 will be amended as follows: 

“AQ/mm-5a Prior to commencement of construction, the University shall file an 
exemption request for absence of Naturally Occurring Asbestos.”  

APCD-4 

Tier 3 or better engines are specified in AQ/mm-1. Mitigation AQ/mm-2 shall be amended 
as follows: 

“AQ/mm-2 In order to minimize DPM impacts to sensitive receptors proximate to the 
project site, the following mitigation is proposed in conjunction with measures included in 
the project, and AQ/mm-1. 

a. Staging and queuing areas shall be located as distant as possible from sensitive 
receptors. 
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b. Diesel idling greater than 5 minutes is not No idling is permitted. 

c. Signs specifying the no idling limitations shall be installed on-site for the duration of 
construction.” 

Compliance with items C and D is infeasible for the project. There are no locations on 
campus which are more than 1,000 feet from sensitive receptors. Therefore the mitigation 
program specifies “distant as possible.” Limits on work scheduling to outside of school 
sessions would extend the construction schedule significantly, and is therefore 
considered infeasible.  

APCD-5 In compliance with existing regulations, the University will obtain necessary permits.  
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10.2 GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 
10.2.1 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 10.3.2, 
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 
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were not studied as part of the analysis. Reductions in traffic volumes typically 
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 buildings (Buildings 4 and 5) 

 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 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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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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10.2.2 General Public Comment Letters and Responses 
The following members of the general public have submitted comments on the 2014 
Recirculated Draft EIR.  

Respondent Code Contact Information Page 

Concerned Citizen 
Letter dated: February 3, 2014 

CC [contact information not provided] 10.2-14 

Laurel and Saeed Davar 
Email dated: February 16, 2014 

LSD 2076 Hays Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 10.2-16 

Henry Herzog 
Email dated: February 16, 2014 

HH 
hankherzog@sbcglobal.net 
[physical address not provided] 

10.2-19 

Randy Brindley 
Email dated: February 17, 2014 

RB 
Brindley Construction & Painting 
P.O. Box 466 
Cayucos, CA 93430 

10.2-21 

Glen Estabrook, CIC 
Email dated: February 18, 2014 

GE 
Brown & Brown Insurance 
P.O. Box 30098 
Santa Barbara, CA 93130 

10.2-23 

Bob Yeager 
Email dated: February 19, 2014 

BY 
slomanbob@gmail.com 
[physical address not provided] 

10.2-25 

Juventino Ortiz 
Letter dated: March 22, 2014 

JO 2267 Santa Ynez Avenue 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 10.2-27 

Gracie Tedone Manderscheid 
Email dated: March 24, 2014 

GTM 
sloshopper@aol.com 
[physical address not provided] 10.2-30 

Michele Hall 
Letter dated: March 25, 2014 

MH 
njmslo19@aol.com 
[physical address not provided] 

10.2-32 

Claudia Andersen 
Emails dated: March 26, 2014 

CA(a) 1405 Slack Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 10.2-36 

Tina Crozier 
Email dated: March 26, 2014 

TC 
tinamc@charter.net 
[physical address not provided] 10.2-41 

Susan Hay 
Email dated: March 26, 2014 

SH 
sthay21@aol.com 
[physical address not provided] 

10.2-43 

James Lopes 
Letter dated: March 26, 2014 

JL 1336 Sweetbay Lane 
San Luis Obispo, California 93401 10.2-46 

Sharon Whitney 
Letter received: March 26, 2014 
(Letter dated: March 31, 2014) 

SW(a) 216 Albert Drive 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 10.2-56 

Michael Boudreau 
Email dated: March 27, 2014 

MB 854 Murray Avenue 
San Luis Obispo, CA 10.2-72 

Sharon Whitney 
Email dated: March 27, 2014 

SW(b) 216 Albert Drive 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 10.2-74 

mailto:hankherzog@sbcglobal.net
mailto:slomanbob@gmail.com
mailto:sloshopper@aol.com
mailto:njmslo19@aol.com
mailto:tinamc@charter.net
mailto:sthay21@aol.com
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Respondent Code Contact Information Page 

Joanne and Philip Ruggles 
Email and letter dated: March 28, 2014 

JPR P.O. Box 46 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93406 10.2-76 

Linda White 
Letter dated: March 28, 2014 

LW(a) 2077 Slack Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 10.2-80 

Sharon Whitney 
Email dated: March 28, 2014 

SW(c) 216 Albert Drive 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 10.2-169 

M. Zafar Iqbal PhD, CPA, CMA, CIA 
Professor Emeritus of Accounting 
Email dated: March 29, 2014 

ZI Orfalea College of Business 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93407 10.2-171 

Terry Elfrink 
Email and letter dated: March 30, 2014 

TE 1983 Slack Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 10.2-173 

Virginia Jensen 
Email dated: March 30, 2014 

VJ 
virjensen@gmail.com 
[physical address not provided] 10.2-182 

Martha Lindholm 
Email dated: March 30, 2014 

ML 
mlindholm528@gmail.com 
[physical address not provided] 10.2-184 

Mila Vujovich-La Barre 
Letter dated: March 30, 2014 

MVLB 650 Skyline Drive 
San Luis Obispo, California 93405 10.2-186 

Judy West 
Email dated: March 30, 2014 

JWe 
charliejude@live.com 
[physical address not provided] 10.2-189 

Claudia Andersen 
Email dated: March 31, 2014 

CA(b) 1405 Slack Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 10.2-191 

Russell Hall 
Email dated: March31, 2014 

RH 179 Longview Lane 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 10.2-195 

John Keisler 
Letter dated: March 31, 2014 

JK 144 Henderson Avenue 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 10.2-199 

Rebecca Keisler 
Letter dated: March 31, 2014 

RKe 144 Henderson Avenue 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93405 10.2-203 

Rachel Kovesdi 
Email dated: March 31, 2014 

RKo 
Kovesdi Consulting 
3940-7 Broad Street, #139 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 

10.2-207 

Neighborhood 
Email dated: March 31, 2014 

N [multiple commenters – refer to 
letter] 10.2-211 

Jeniene White 
Email dated: April 1, 2014 

JWh 
jenienew@gmail.com 
[physical address not provided] 10.2-217 

Scott Nichols 
Undated letter 

SN [contact information not provided] 10.2-217 

  

mailto:virjensen@gmail.com
mailto:mlindholm528@gmail.com
mailto:charliejude@live.com
mailto:jenienew@gmail.com
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10.2.2.1 Response to Anonymous Letter 

Comment 
No. Response 

CC-1 Please refer to MR-1. 
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LSD-1 

LSD-2 

LSD-3 
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LSD-3 
(continued) 

LSD-4 
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10.2.2.2 Response to Email from Laurel and Saeed Davar 

Comment 
No. Response 

LSD-1 Please refer to MR-1. 

LSD-2 

As stated in MR-1, vehicle traffic in the vicinity of the Grand Avenue and Slack Street 
intersection is projected to decrease with implementation of the project. Incidental trips, 
associated with populations such as visitors and service providers are factored into 
modeling. Service and visitor trips are: typically off-peak, a component of existing traffic 
within the campus, and are accommodated on site as part of the general parking 
population.  

LSD-3 Please refer to MR-2. 

LSD-4 Please refer to MR-3. 
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HH-1 
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10.2.2.3 Response to Email from Henry Herzog 

Comment 
No. Response 

HH-1 

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 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.  
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RB-1 
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10.2.2.4 Response to Email from Randy Brindley 

Comment 
No. Response 

RB-1 The project employs several Low Impact Development techniques to address infiltration 
and drainage.  
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10.2.2.5 Response to Email from Glen Estabrook, CIC 

Comment 
No. Response 

GE-1 Comments and responses are being forwarded to the CSU Board of Trustees for 
consideration during the decision-making process.  
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10.2.2.6 Response to Email from Bob Yeager 

Comment 
No. Response 

BY-1 

Please refer to MR-2.  

Alternative sites were evaluated in the EIR, including sites located more distant from 
existing neighborhoods. This information will be considered by the decision-makers 
during the project review process.  
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JO-1 

JO-2 

JO-3 

JO-4 

JO-5 
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JO-6 

JO-5 
(continued) 
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10.2.2.7 Response to Letter from Juventino Ortiz 

Comment 
No. Response 

JO-1 The Recirculated Draft EIR includes aesthetics among the Class I, significant and 
unavoidable impacts identified for the project.  

JO-2 

As noted Section 4.5, the University is required to regularly renegotiate existing public 
services agreements to account for current conditions.  

Text on page 4.5-5 will be amended as follows to clarify the process for agreements: 

“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 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.” 

JO-3 

CEQA requires identification of the physical environmental impacts of a project. Land use 
compatibility is evaluated in the EIR in the context of physical environmental impacts (for 
example, aesthetics, air quality and traffic). The University is not subject to local land use 
planning laws; existing development on campus differs significantly in terms of use and 
scale when compared to the City at large.  

JO-4 
The EIR analyzes impacts of the project against existing conditions, which, as noted in 
Section 4.6, include occupation of the former Pacheco Elementary School site with the 
Teach Program.  

JO-5 

Please refer to MR-1. 

Discussion of event traffic is provided on page 4.6-24 of the Recirculated Draft EIR.  

Caltrans has been notified throughout the CEQA process.  

JO-6 This information is being forwarded to planners and decision makers for inclusion in the 
project review process.  
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10.2.2.8 Response to Email from Gracie Tedone Manderscheid 

Comment 
No. Response 

GTM-1 This information is being forwarded to planners and decision makers for inclusion in the 
project review process. 
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MH-1 

MH-2 

MH-3 
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MH-3 
(continued) 

MH-4 

MH-5 

MH-6 
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10.2.2.9 Response to Letter from Michele Hall 

Comment 
No. Response 

MH-1 The proximity of sensitive receptors is identified and addressed in Section 4.2, Air Quality.  

MH-2 

The commenter does not provide evidence to support the assertion that the project would 
create a wind tunnel or affect solar access. The project includes several buildings with 
varying orientation and footprint and the landscape plan includes substantial numbers of 
trees; all of these project components would reduce the potential for creation of a “wind 
tunnel.” There is no evidence provided to suggest solar access would be limited by the 
project; the southernmost building is set back an average of 35 feet north of the northern 
edge of Slack Street, and 200 feet north of occupied structures off campus. Glare is 
addressed in Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources, of the EIR.  

MH-3 

The current and planned use of the former Pacheco Elementary School by the Teach 
program, as well as potential future use of the facility is addressed in the Recirculated 
Draft EIR (for example, impacts related to traffic are addressed in Section 4.6, Traffic and 
Circulation). 

MH-4 These comments are being included in the record for consideration by the Trustees and 
other project decision-makers. 

MH-5 The commenter addresses City of San Luis Obispo planning and jurisdiction.  

MH-6 These comments 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 
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CA(a)-2 
(continued) 
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10.2.2.10 Response to Emails from Claudia Andersen 

Comment 
No. Response 

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

CA(a)-2 Please refer to MR-2. 
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TC-1 

TC-2 
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10.2.2.11 Response to Email from Tina Crozier 

Comment 
No. Response 

TC-1 Comments and responses are being included in project review for consideration by 
planners and decision makers.  

TC-2 
Please refer to MR-2. Impacts related to current and planned operations at the former 
Pacheco Elementary School have been addressed in several sections of the EIR, 
including Section 4.6, Traffic and Circulation  
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SH-1 

SH-2 

SH-3 
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SSH-3 
(continued) 

SH-4 

SH-5 

SH-6 

SH-7 
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10.2.2.12 Response to Email from Susan Hay 

Comment 
No. Response 

SH-1 Please refer to MR-2. These comments are being included in the record for consideration 
by the Trustees and other project decision-makers. 

SH-2 

Please refer to MR-1. 

The University, as part of ongoing implementation of the 2001 Master Plan, continues to 
implement programs to reduce vehicle reliance, including completion of bicycle trails, 
increased bicycle parking facilities, car sharing programs, and continuing subsidization of 
vanpool/carpool and transit programs.  

SH-3 

The UC and CSU periodically complete high-level, long range projections for growth 
within the system. Where physical campus Master Plans are considering enrollment 
increases, these high-level projections serve as one indicator of potential growth. 
However, the adopted physical campus Master Plan and enrollment targets constitute the 
regulatory planning documents for each campus. The EIR bases analysis on these 
existing, adopted plans and policies.  

SH-4 As stated previously in response to comment SH-2, vehicle traffic volumes along Grand 
Avenue are not projected to increase as a result of this project.  

SH-5 

The commenter raises a social, rather than environmental issue. 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” 

SH-6 These comments are being included in the record for consideration by the Trustees and 
other project decision-makers. 

SH-7 The project provides patio spaces and a substantial tree planting program. 
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JL-1 

JL-2 

JL-3 

JL-4 
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JL-4 
(continued) 

JL-5 

JL-6 

JL-7 

JL-8 

JL-9 
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JL-9 
(continued) 

JL-10 

JL-11 

JL-12 
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JL-12 
(continued) 

JL-13 

JL-14 

JL-15 
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JL-16 

JL-17 
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10.2.2.13 Response to Letter from James Lopes 

Comment 
No. Response 

JL-1 Mitigation will be amended in response to JL-3, below. 

JL-2 

The site plan shows a four-story building fronting Slack Street. The Final EIR will be 
amended to include additional mitigation as outlined in MR-9. The simulations and 
aesthetic impact analysis address both temporary and long-term disturbance/alteration of 
the embankment at the southern edge of the site. Accommodation of pedestrian 
pathways will not substantially alter findings regarding impact significance.  

JL-3 

The commenter suggests mitigation measures to address the previous two comments 
(JL-1 and JL-2): 

Response to feasibility of suggested mitigation numbered “1”: Additional setback is 
addressed as an alternative in Section 5. Additional setback (the commenter suggests 
approximately three times the currently proposed 35-foot setback) is considered 
infeasible without major modifications in components of the project or bedcount proposed. 
Specifically, additional setback would require elimination of the parking garage. Because 
the implementation of additional setback is achieved through major modification of project 
components, this is addressed in the EIR as an alternative.  

Response to suggested mitigation numbered “2”: The project, as stated in the project 
description, aims to retain existing mature landscaping along Slack Street if feasible. 
However, mitigation is proposed should retention prove infeasible. AES/mm-1 requires 
further refinement of the proposed landscape plan, including planting of large (48-inch 
minimum box size) trees, prior to final approval, subject to the listed standards. The 
mitigation will be amended to include the following language in response to the 
commenters suggestion: 

“AES/mm-1 Prior to approval of the development plan, the University shall prepare a 
comprehensive Landscape Plan for review and approval by the CSU. The Landscape 
Plan shall be prepared by a licensed Landscape Architect. The landscaping plan shall 
include the following minimum specifications for portions of the project fronting Slack 
Street and Grand Avenue south of Building 2: 

a. Trees will be planted from a minimum 48-inch box size. 

b. Trees and shrubs shall be planted along the southern and western perimeters of 
the project for the purpose of screening the new structures from off campus 
viewing locations to the south and west. Planting shall provide visual screening 
of at least 50 80 percent of the project at maturity as seen from viewpoints on 
Slack Street and shall occur as soon as practical in coordination with the grading 
and construction plans and schedule. 

c. The final site plan will consider use hardscape, fencing, and other features to 
reduce the impression of a continuous building surface.  

The Landscape Plan, as it relates to the plaza and surface parking areas at the northern 
portion of the project site, shall include the following in conjunction with other view-
preserving measures determined by the Landscape Architect: 

a. The minimum number of trees shall be planted which meet the aesthetic and 
climatological need of the site. 

b. Trees shall be clustered, leaving substantial open areas to allow views and 
sightlines from Grand Avenue to the Morros.” 
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Response to suggested mitigation numbered “3”: The commenter is referred to the most 
recent site plan. The University is incorporating the following to address suggested 
mitigation: 

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

Response to suggested mitigation numbered “4”: The proposed parking structure is 
located adjacent to the existing accessway of Parking Structure 1. The setback 
accommodates required short-term parking and structure ingress/egress needs. The 
University contends that the design of the buildings meets the suggested design criteria 
(compact, oriented to focal points and open space). Relocation of the open space to the 
southern end of the site is considered undesirable for two reasons: (a) the area currently 
proposed for open space is an area of excessively deep fill; location of the open space 
rather than structures in this locations significantly reduces the grading and excavation 
effort and costs and (b) location of the central open space and gathering area to the Slack 
Street frontage would increase student activity in that location.  

JL-4 

The visual analysis addressed the issue of architectural conformity throughout Section 
4.1, Aesthetic Resources—pages 4.1-25 and 4.1-26 state that the project is visually 
compatible with other campus development. The section also notes that University 
development dominates the local visual context. Differing architecture in and of itself is 
not a significant environmental impact; the EIR address view access, and visual 
character, finding that the scale of the project is incompatible as viewed from certain 
locations, not the type or design of development proposed. The University is not subject 
to local land use or design regulations.  

JL-5 

Proposed mitigation noted. The EIR did not identify a significant impact related to the type 
or style of development proposed. Therefore no modifications are recommended. The 
commenter further states that the site should be redesigned to provide through sight lines 
of the Morros. Due to varying topography and the relatively depressed elevation of 
existing viewpoints (i.e., Slack Street), maintenance of visual access to the Morros 
through the project is infeasible. Visual access is provided for portions of Grand Avenue, 
and from more elevated roadways in the area.  

JL-6 Please refer to MR-2. 

JL-7 Text on page 4.4-9 of Section 4.4, Noise, will be amended as follows: 

“Commenters have identified concerns over noise associated with mechanical systems 
on site. The project has been designed with a central mechanical plant and shop space at 
the parking garage, approximately 1,000 feet away from the neighborhoods and other 
existing campus residences. The project does not include cooling towers or air 
conditioning units, but does include mechanical ventilation systems on individual 
buildings. The systems are typical of systems used for multi-family residences, and will 
not generate noise in excess of existing standards. Section 134801 of the project 
specifications establish maximum permissible sound levels from mechanical equipment in 
paragraph E. The design/builder will be responsible for mitigating the sound levels from 
the rooftop equipment to meet all of the criteria in that paragraph. 

Specifically, the project specifications in §134801(E) state: 

3. Noise emissions from the mechanical, plumbing, elevator, and electrical 
equipment to the surrounding community shall be mitigated to be consistent with 
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No. Response 

the requirements of the San Luis Obispo Municipal Code or any other applicable 
requirements. 

4. Mechanical, plumbing, elevator, and electrical equipment shall be designed so that 
noise levels at other nearby buildings (new or existing) do not exceed the 
measured ambient sound level. This requirement is only applicable during the 
equipment’s hours of operation. Impulsive sources or sources with steady tones 
shall be at least 5 dBA less than the ambient level. Impulsive sources and steady 
tones shall be defined in accordance with the San Luis Obispo Municipal Code.   

5. The sound level in exterior public spaces from mechanical, plumbing, elevator, and 
electrical equipment must meet the requirements as described in the section on 
Sound Isolation and Acoustical Treatment.” 

No substantial adverse impacts are identified.  

JL-8 The project provides internal pedestrian infrastructure to route students to and through 
campus. There is no evidence to suggest that sufficient new sound levels will be 
generated at walkways to warrant construction of sound walls either on site or at the 
campus edge.  

JL-9 Please refer to MR-2. 

JL-10 Please refer to response to JL-7. 

JL-11 The University provides significant internal pedestrian infrastructure, as outlined in 
Section 4.6 and the Traffic Impact Analysis. Through routes are available to all major 
campus ingress/egress points. The pedestrian pathway on the north side of Slack is 
being proposed to improve safety in the area.  

JL-12 Recommended mitigation is noted. Impacts identified in the EIR regarding pedestrian 
safety and travel are addressed by mitigation TC/mm-1 in the Recirculated Draft EIR. The 
recommended mitigation additions, which would create a pedestrian pathway separated 
by landscaping, is not required to reduce impacts to a less than significant level. 
Therefore no changes to the document are proposed in response.  

JL-13 The EIR concludes that predominant pedestrian travel patterns will be via existing, 
developed pathways both on and off campus.  

Please refer to MR-2.  

JL-14 The mitigation will be revised in the Final EIR as stated in MR-10. 

JL-15 Based on personal communications with SLCUSD staff cited in the EIR, Teach School is 
replacing existing school functions and capacities on site. Future expansions are 
possible; however, SLCUSD has: (1) not committed to additional expansions, and (2) 
would displace additional existing school functions and capacities on site to achieve 
additional expansions. Therefore, no substantive net change in school-associated 
pedestrian and bicycle trips are anticipated and no changes are recommended in the EIR.  

JL-16 The identified alternative is not feasible nor would it address significant and unavoidable 
impacts. The alternative would: 
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 Require development of the central portion of the site, which is limited due to 
juxtaposition of fill and bedrock (refer to MR-8) 

 Significantly increase view blockage from Grand Avenue 
 Substantially limit ingress/egress at the existing Parking Structure 
 Relocate open space to the southern end of the project, placing major gathering 

areas for students proximate to the neighborhood.  

JL-17 Comments noted. Suggestions are being incorporated into the record for consideration by 
the decision makers.  
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SW(a)-1 

SW(a)-3 

SW(a)-2 

SW(a)-4 
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10.2.2.14 Response to Letter from Sharon Whitney 

Comment 
No. Response 

SW(a)-1 The commenter references the City of San Luis Obispo’s January letter, and notes 
agreement. Responses to the City’s letters are provided in the Final EIR.  

SW(a)-2 Impacts related to lighting are addressed in Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources.  

SW(a)-3 Responses to the City’s letters are provided in the Final EIR. 

SW(a)-4 Comments and responses will be incorporated into the record for consideration by 
decision makers.  
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MB-1 
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10.2.2.15 Response to Email from Michael Boudreau 

Comment 
No. Response 

MB-1 Comments and responses will be incorporated into the record for consideration by 
decision makers.  
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SW(b)-1 
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10.2.2.16 Response to Email from Sharon Whitney 

Comment 
No. Response 

SW(b)-1 

Please refer to MR-2 and MR-4. 

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 commenter opines that the development of the project would adversely affect 
marketability, thereby increasing the number of homes converted to rentals in the 
neighborhood, and increasing population density.  

The statement is considered speculative as a direct or indirect physical environmental 
effect of the project. The project, and other housing projects developed on campus, are 
intended, in part, to alleviate pressure on the local housing and rental housing market. 
Decreased pressure may somewhat offset existing patterns of owner to rental conversion 
in the vicinity; however, this is likewise considered speculative for the purposes of 
analysis.  
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JPR-1 

JPR-2 

JPR-3 

JPR-4 

JPR-5 
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JPR-5 
(continued) 
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10.2.2.17 Response to Letter from Joanne and Philip Ruggles 

Comment 
No. Response 

JPR-1 

Please refer to MR-1.  

Pedestrian and bicycle safety, including consideration of operations at Teach/Pacheco 
school, are provided in Section 4.6, Traffic and Circulation, and are considered less than 
significant with mitigation.  

JPR-2 Please refer to MR-9 and EIR Section 4-1 Aesthetics Resources. Comments and 
responses will be incorporated into the record for consideration by decision makers. 

JPR-3 Please refer to MR-2. 

JPR-4 Public services are addressed in Section 4.5, Public Services and Recreation. 

JPR-5 Comments and responses will be incorporated into the record for consideration by 
decision makers. 
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LW(a)-1 

LW(a)-2 

LW(a)-3 



Chapter 10 

10.2-84 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

  
  

LW(a)-3 
(continued) 

LW(a)-4 

LW(a)-5 

LW(a)-6 

LW(a)-7 
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LW(a)-7 
(continued) 

LW(a)-8 
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LW(a)-10 
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LW(a)-10 
(continued) 

LW(a)-11 

LW(a)-12 
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LW(a)-14 
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(continued) 
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(continued) 
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LW(a)-23 

LW(a)-24 

LW(a)-25 

LW(a)-26 

LW(a)-27 
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LW(a)-27 
(continued) 

LW(a)-28 

LW(a)-29 

LW(a)-30 
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LW(a)-32 
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LW(a)-40 
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LW(a)-43 
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10.2.2.18 Response to Letter from Linda White 

Comment 
No. Response 

LW(a)-1 

Alternatives are not formally adopted or rejected except as part of the Board of Trustees 
decision making process. The development of sites analyzed as alternatives in the SHS 
EIR as part of a future Master Plan is speculative; the reasonable future scenario is the 
current Master Plan. 

LW(a)-2 Please refer to LW(a)-1, above. 

LW(a)-3 Comment noted.  

LW(a)-4 The information provided in the EIR is consistent with the information presented by the 
commenter. 

LW(a)-5 
Page 2-7 of Chapter 2, Project Description, states that the Master Plan will be amended 
to allow the various land uses proposed on the site. The University continually evaluates 
the need to update the Master Plan. 

LW(a)-6 Please refer to responses to specific comments.  

LW(a)-7 

The text on page ES-7 will be amended as follows: 

With the completion of the student housing complexes outlined included in Table ES-1, 
Cal Poly offers 6,239 beds in student housing, a significant increase from the 2,838 beds 
available at the time of Master Plan adoption. 

The bed totals do not include the Bella Vista neighborhood.   

LW(a)-8 Alternative sites were assessed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis. 

LW(a)-9 Please refer to MR-2 and MR-4. 

LW(a)-10 The commenter’s noted disagreement will be considered by the Trustees and project 
decision-makers. 

LW(a)-11 The commenter’s noted disagreement will be considered by the Trustees and project 
decision-makers. 

LW(a)-12 The main communal dining facilities are housed in Building 19 and Vista Grande, both of 
which have sufficient capacity to serve the project. 

LW(a)-13 The commenter is not presenting an environmental issue. Alternative sites were 
assessed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis. 

LW(a)-14 The commenter’s statements will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers. 

LW(a)-15 
The commenter incorporates a letter from Kenneth Schwartz, faculty member, to 
President Armstrong. The letter is noted and will be considered by the Trustees and 
project decision-makers. Please refer to MR-7. 
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LW(a)-16 Please refer to MR-5. 

LW(a)-17 The incorporated letter addresses several planning and city government points; no 
environmental issues are raised. 

LW(a)-18 Please refer to MR-6. 

LW(a)-19 Evaluation of each alternative’s consistency with project objectives is provided in Section 
5.  

LW(a)-20 

Simulations were provided in lieu of story poles on site. The base photographs used for 
simulations were not altered to diminish impacts. The number of vehicles in the 
photographs does not affect conclusions regarding baseline visual quality or character or 
project impacts. 

LW(a)-21 Information regarding consistency with plan policies is project in the EIR for use and 
review by project decision-makers. 

LW(a)-22 The commenter’s statements will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers. 

LW(a)-23 

The site plan proposed for the project will include grading across the site and may require 
re-grading of the southern embankment depending on the engineer’s determination of 
suitability of existing fill; however, the ultimate site footprint will include an embankment 
along the southern edge similar to existing topography. Impacts related to sensitive 
receptors, including school children, are addressed in Section 4.2, Air Quality. 

LW(a)-24 

The commenter references “grade”; it is inferred that the commenter is referring to the 
steep slopes which posed a constraint at certain alternative sites. Differing geotechnical 
conditions pose different constraints, some of which are more costly or difficult to 
address. 

LW(a)-25 Building 4, fronting Slack Street, is specified as four stories. Please refer to MR-9 for 
amendments to aesthetics mitigation.  

LW(a)-26 
Please refer to EIR Section 4-1, Aesthetic Resources, which evaluates the proposed 
project as seen from public viewing areas, and considers the proximate residential 
neighborhood. 

LW(a)-27 The design and appropriation of space for auxiliary facilities on site has not been 
finalized. 

LW(a)-28 The commenter references an attached letter which has been reviewed by the University. 

LW(a)-29 

The project description describes a range of project components where the final selection 
has not been made. The content of the project description is guided by Section 15124 of 
the CEQA Guidelines, which states that the project description should not “supply 
extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of the environmental 
impact.” The environmental review accounts for the various technologies referenced.  
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LW(a)-30 A detailed description of parking impacts, replacement parking, and availability in the 
greater campus parking system is provided in Section 4.6, Traffic and Circulation.  

LW(a)-31 Notification and scoping for the project occurred in accordance with the CEQA 
Guidelines, as described in Section 1.2 of Chapter 1, Introduction. 

LW(a)-32 Comment noted. 

LW(a)-33 Please refer to MR-6. The commenter references an existing condition, not an impact of 
the project. 

LW(a)-34 Comment noted. Please see response to previous comments. 

LW(a)-35 

As stated in Section 5.6, the decision makers may “select the project as proposed, an 
alternative, or a specified combination of particular elements identified in the Alternatives 
Analysis, as the approved project. Primary importance is placed on meeting objectives 
specified herein, as well as in adopted campus and CSU planning documents. In all 
scenarios, the Mitigation and Monitoring Program (MMRP) would be applied to the 
approved project.” 

LW(a)-36 
The mitigation program described for the project goes above and beyond existing 
mitigation specified in the Master Plan EIR. The commenter is particularly referring to the 
Recreation Center, which is a different type of use than the proposed project. 

LW(a)-37 The commenter’s statements will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers. 

LW(a)-38 
Please refer to MR-2. The commenter attaches a list of media reports regarding the 
University or its students. The reports have been reviewed and do not include information 
which would alter analysis or conclusions in the EIR.  

LW(a)-39 

There is significant pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure throughout the campus; it is the 
University’s intent to protect neighborhoods by generally directing such traffic via internal 
infrastructure (roads and pathways), rather than encouraging pedestrian and bicycle 
travel through neighborhoods.  

LW(a)-40 Please refer to MR-1. 

LW(a)-41 Class II bikeways exist along the entire extent of Grand Avenue; internal routes exist as 
well, which connect to the California Boulevard bike and pedestrian pathway. 

LW(a)-42 Mitigation has been revised as outlined in MR-10. 

LW(a)-43 Please refer to MR-1. 

LW(a)-44 Please refer to response to LW-1. 

LW(a)-45 The commenter refers to subsequent specific comments, which are addressed as noted. 



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.2-163 
Environmental Impact Report 

Comment 
No. Response 

LW(a)-46 
The commenter is describing existing conditions, which are stated in the EIR. The EIR 
does state that SLCUSD has the option to expand, displacing the Classical Academy, at 
the termination of that school’s lease. No changes are required. 

LW(a)-47 Please refer to previous responses; buildings on site will range from three to five stories. 
The axonometric drawings are accurate.  

LW(a)-48 

The parking structure is designed to replace some of the parking lost to lot closure. An 
assessment of alterations in parking is provided in Section 4.6, Traffic and Circulation. 
The University has determined that replacement parking is needed in this location to 
provide additional parking at a reasonable distance to facilities and classrooms at the 
southern end of the campus core. 

LW(a)-49 Please refer to previous responses. 

LW(a)-50 The commenter is addressing the site plan, not an environmental issue.  Comments will 
be considered by the Trustees and project decision-makers. 

LW(a)-51 Please refer to previous responses. 

LW(a)-52 The southernmost building in the project (4) is setback an average of 35 feet from Slack 
Street. 

LW(a)-53 The commenter’s statement will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers. 

LW(a)-54 The referenced text is an excerpt from the Master Plan. The discussion provided is 
regarding general consistency with the policy statement. 

LW(a)-55 The commenter’s statement will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers. 

LW(a)-56 Decreases in parking are based on review of current data compiled by the Parking 
Department. The commenter references neighborhood parking. Please refer to MR-6.  

LW(a)-57 The project has varying degrees of aesthetic impact, some of which are mitigable, and 
some of which are identified as significant and unavoidable. Please refer to MR-4. 

LW(a)-58 The southernmost building in the project (4) is setback an average of 35 feet from Slack 
Street. 

LW(a)-59 The photographs taken and used for simulations were not cropped to diminish impacts. 
Mitigation regarding landscaping has been amended outlined in MR-9. 

LW(a)-60 The environmental baseline and context of the project is considered and addressed in 
EIR Section 4-1 Aesthetic Resources. 

LW(a)-61 The commenter’s statement will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers. 
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LW(a)-62 The commenter’s statement will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers. 

LW(a)-63 
University development is not subject to local land use regulation. The project obstructs 
views from portions of certain public vantage points (i.e., sections of roadway). Mitigation 
has been amended in MR-9 to address this issue.  

LW(a)-64 

Please refer to AES Impact 1 and AES Impact 2, which identify significant an unavoidable 
impacts to aesthetic resources.  Light and glare are evaluated in the EIR (see AES 
Impact 4) and mitigation is identified that would reduce the identified effect to less than 
significant. 

LW(a)-65 Please refer to LW(a)-64 above. 

LW(a)-66 

The commenter references the Recreation Center, a different land use, and Parking 
Structure I, both of which were subject to different standards than the mitigation proposed 
in the EIR. The mitigation proposed in the EIR goes above and beyond existing Master 
Plan mitigation. 

LW(a)-67 

Photographs included in the EIR provided representative public streetscapes, which 
included examples of existing architecture. As stated in Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources, 
the visual character of the surrounding neighborhoods is more unified because of mature 
streetscape, rather than design. 

LW(a)-68 
There is no evidence provided to suggest solar access would be limited by the project; 
the building are set back an average of 35 feet north of the northern edge of Slack Street, 
and 200 feet north of occupied structures off campus. 

LW(a)-69 
Viewer response to change is addressed on page 4.1-10 of Section 4.1, Aesthetic 
Resources. A relatively sensitive viewing public is a component of the significant impact 
findings. 

LW(a)-70 

The visual analysis does not speculate, however, certain aspects of a visual quality are 
somewhat subjective (i.e., people’s varying opinions as to types of architecture, 
landscaping, etc.). The visual analysis utilizes specific criteria to evaluate existing value 
and condition, and impacts of the project (page 4.1-10). 

LW(a)-71 The referenced text describes existing conditions; views of the site itself are obstructed by 
vegetation. 

LW(a)-72 Please refer to previous responses.  

LW(a)-73 The EIR accurately describes existing conditions from surrounding neighborhoods.  

LW(a)-74 Photographs were not manipulated to minimize effects. 

LW(a)-75 Please refer to previous responses.  

LW(a)-76 The simulations provide representative, not comprehensive, views of conditions resulting 
from the project. As stated previously, the southernmost buildings are four stories and the 
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simulations accurately depict heights. 

LW(a)-77 The commenter’s statement will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers. 

LW(a)-78 
Please refer to the site plan; the building is angled away Grand Avenue, the intersection 
of Grand and Slack, and Slack Street. See previous responses regarding building 
heights. 

LW(a)-79 Comment noted.  

LW(a)-80 The first sentence describes the potential impact; after application of mitigation, a 
conclusion of residual impact is provided. 

LW(a)-81 Comment noted.  

LW(a)-82 

Mitigation regarding landscaping has been amended as outlined in MR-9. 

There is no evidence provided to suggest solar access would be limited by the project; 
the building are set back an average of 35 feet north of the northern edge of Slack Street, 
and 200 feet north of occupied structures off campus. 

The current Master Plan supports compact infill development in the general vicinity of the 
campus core. This overarching principle guides the selection of alternatives.  

LW(a)-83 The commenter’s statement will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers. 

LW(a)-84 

The commenter refers to the Recreation Center and Grand Avenue Parking Structures, 
which were both built to different lighting specifications than the project proposes. The 
EIR does not defer mitigation; specific standards are outlined in the discussion and 
mitigation; refinement of the lighting plan as part of final plan approvals is acceptable 
under CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(b) which states: “…measures may specify 
performance measures which would mitigate the significant effect of the project and 
which may be accomplished in more than one specified way.” Comments regarding the 
H-12 and H-16 Alternative are noted.  

LW(a)-85 
Again, the language describes a potential impact; in the ensuing discussion, a preliminary 
determination is made, mitigation is applied, and a conclusive impact determination is 
provided.  

LW(a)-86 Aesthetic expectations are discussed from both the campus and neighborhood point of 
view.  

LW(a)-87 The commenter’s statement will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers. 

LW(a)-88 The commenter refers to an attached letter. The letter does not raise environmental 
issues which would require revision of the EIR.  
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LW(a)-89 Evaluation of noise impacts included proximity of sensitive receptors.  

LW(a)-90 The commenter is addressing existing operations the University, not an impact of the 
project.  

LW(a)-91 The commenter’s statement will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers. 

LW(a)-92 
The County and City, as well as the University, address noise during project planning 
(site design, environmental review, and plan check), and during operation (response to 
specific complaints or through mitigation monitoring where applicable). 

LW(a)-93 The comments do not alter analysis or conclusions in the EIR.  

LW(a)-94 
The current program does not include the use of pile drivers, however, should such 
equipment be required, the Master Plan noise mitigation program includes measures to 
address their use.  

LW(a)-95 The reasoning for a determination of less than significant impact is provided in the 
referenced section.  

LW(a)-96 Please refer to MR-2. 

LW(a)-97 The EIR addresses environmental impacts of the project; enforcement of existing 
nuisance noise policies is addressed in Section 4-4.  

LW(a)-98 The cumulative scenario assumes continued growth in accordance with the existing 
adopted Master Plan.  

LW(a)-99 

The text on page 4.4-10 will be amended as follows: 

“Continued increases in enrollment and staffing at the University, and implementation of 
proposed facility projects listed in the cumulative development scenario would 
incrementally increase noise in the area. Enrollment and staffing growth may would result 
in additional traffic; facility improvements on campus are would not otherwise expected to 
be significant source of operational noise due to the largely academic nature of buildings 
proposed. Traffic growth is expected to be moderate, and would be dispersed to the 
various campus entry points. Affected roadways include California Boulevard, Foothill 
Boulevard, Santa Rosa Street (Highway 1), and Highland Drive; these roadways are 
heavily traveled and the increment of change would not alter noise levels perceptibly. The 
project would not add perceptibly to the long-term ambient noise environment in the area; 
cumulative impacts are therefore considered less than significant (Class III). 

LW(a)-100 The EIR text is accurate based on referenced communications with SLCUSD staff.  

LW(a)-101 The EIR text is accurate based on referenced communications with SLCUSD staff.  

LW(a)-102 
Again, the language describes a potential impact; in the ensuing discussion, a preliminary 
determination is made, mitigation is applied, and a conclusive impact determination is 
provided.  
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LW(a)-103 The commenter’s statement and attached letter will be considered by the Trustees and 
project decision-makers. 

LW(a)-104 The referenced text addresses use of recreational facilities on site; violations of 
regulations for use are addressed, as noted in Section 4.0, through police enforcement.  

LW(a)-105 Please refer to MR-1.  

LW(a)-106 No alterations are proposed except for deletion of reference to “shared bicycle facilities” 
along Slack Street noted in Section 4.6. 

LW(a)-107 Please refer to MR-1.  

LW(a)-108 The selected text references the streets immediately abutting the project; the description 
provided in accurate.  

LW(a)-109 The City’s Bicycle Plan identifies this as an existing Class III bicycle route.  

LW(a)-110 An analysis of parking supply and demand is provided in Section 4.6. 

LW(a)-111 Staff parking is not available to the general population.  

LW(a)-112 Comment noted. The EIR references substantial evidence, in the form of communications 
with Cal Poly Parking staff, to support this conclusion.  

LW(a)-113 The assumptions related to trip commute reduction for new residents of the proposed 
project are outlined in detail in section 4.6. 

LW(a)-114 As noted throughout the EIR, the size of the parking structure has not been finalized.  

LW(a)-115 Please refer to MR-6.  

LW(a)-116 Assumptions made in the various analyses in the EIR are disclosed throughout the 
document to inform reviewers about the parameters and methodologies used.  

LW(a)-117 Text has been amended as outlined in MR-10.  

LW(a)-118 
Again, the language describes a potential impact; in the ensuing discussion, a preliminary 
determination is made, mitigation is applied, and a conclusive impact determination is 
provided.  

LW(a)-119 Please refer to MR-1. 

LW(a)-120 The EIR text is accurate based on referenced communications with SLCUSD staff. 

LW(a)-121 The TIA evaluated the combination of facilities available in the area, including on campus.  

LW(a)-122 The commenter states generally that there are inaccuracies without provided specific 
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instances. Comments are noted. Please refer to MR-1. 

LW(a)-123 The project includes amendment of the Master Plan to allow the land use. This alteration 
will be considered by decision makers in their review of the project.  

LW(a)-124 Comment noted. Amendments for the Recirculated EIR were limited to additional 
information regarding a potential pipeline in the vicinity.  

LW(a)-125 

Please refer to MR-5. 

The current Master Plan supports compact infill development in the general vicinity of the 
campus core. This overarching principle guides the selection of alternatives.  

Please refer to MR-7. 

LW(a)-126 The impacts related to removal of the parking structure are addressed in Section 5. Other 
information regarding the feasibility of alternatives is provided in MR-9.  

LW(a)-127 
Alternatives will be considered by the decision makers (Board of Trustees); as stated in 
Section 5, the Board may adopt the project as mitigated, add mitigation or alter the 
project, adopt an alternative or combination or new alternative, or deny the project.  

LW(a)-128 The commenter’s statement will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers. 

LW(a)-129 
The commenter’s statement will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers.  Please note that the CEQA Statute and Guidelines require evaluation of a No 
Project Alternative. 

LW(a)-130 The commenter’s statement will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers. 

LW(a)-131 All students are considered sensitive receptors; sensitive receptors, including campus 
residents, may be in the vicinity of construction activity throughout its duration.  

LW(a)-132 Please refer to MR-8. 

LW(a)-133 The commenter’s statement will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers. 

LW(a)-134 The excerpted text refers to the No Project – Existing Master Plan.  

LW(a)-135 Please note relative occupancy statistics for the affected parking lots.  

LW(a)-136 Please refer to MR-8. 

LW(a)-137 Please refer to MR-8. 

LW(a)-138 The commenter’s statement will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers. 
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LW(a)-139 

The EIR states in Section 5 that it is the preference of the Housing program to coordinate 
and co-locate the freshman or first-year housing program. The EIR references different 
programming and living arrangement concerns (i.e., dormitories versus apartments with 
kitchens) among the issues associated with locating first-year and upper division student 
housing together. 

LW(a)-140 

The EIR states in Section 5 that it is the preference of the Housing program to coordinate 
and co-locate the freshman or first-year housing program. The EIR references different 
programming and living arrangement concerns (i.e., dormitories versus apartments with 
kitchens) among the issues associated with locating first-year and upper division student 
housing together. 

LW(a)-141 The commenter’s statement will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers. 

LW(a)-142 The commenter’s statement will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers. 

LW(a)-143 Sensitive receptors are defined in Section 4.2. 

LW(a)-144 Mitigation would be required for both. Impacts are considered less than significant with 
mitigation.  

LW(a)-145 Information regarding stormwater design is provided in Sections 3 and 4 of the EIR.  

LW(a)-146 The referenced text provides general information about how the alternative may be 
developed.  

LW(a)-147 This information is provided in Section 3 of the EIR.  

LW(a)-148 Please refer to MR-2. 

LW(a)-149 Please refer to MR-2. 

LW(a)-150 Please note relative occupancy statistics for the parking lots affected.  

LW(a)-151 The relative effects of removing the parking structure are detailed in Chapter 5.  

LW(a)-152 Please refer to MR-1 and MR-8. 

LW(a)-153 The commenter’s statement will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers. 

LW(a)-154 The commenter’s statement will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers. 

LW(a)-155 Please refer to MR-1. 
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LW(a)-156 
Comment noted. The commenter does not provide evidence to support claims regarding 
validity of the analysis of impacts related to location alternatives. Specific responses 
regarding analysis of the proposed project have been previously made.  

LW(a)-157 The commenter summarizes previous comments and reiterates support of the H12/H16 
alternative. The comments are noted and specific responses have been previously made.  

LW(a)-158 
The commenter includes a letter soliciting assistance from the League of California Cities. 
No information is contained in the letter which would alter the analysis or conclusions 
reached in the EIR.  

LW(a)-159 

The commenter includes a list of news reports regarding Cal Poly student behavior. 
Please refer to MR-2, regarding student nuisances. Staff have reviewed the reports 
referenced; no information is provided therein which would alter the analysis or 
conclusions reached in the EIR. The information is being forwarded to decision makers 
for their consideration.  

 

  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.2-171 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

SW(c)-1 
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No. Response 

SW(c)-1 The commenter’s statements will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers. 
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ZI-1 



Chapter 10 

10.2-174 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

10.2.2.20 Response to Email from M. Zafar Iqbal PhD, CPA, CMA, CIA, Professor 
Emeritus of Accounting 

Comment 
No. Response 

ZI-1 Dr. Iqbal was provided with information regarding the CEQA process in a responding 
email, which is included in the Administrative Record.  
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TE-1 
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TE-1 
(continued) 

TE-2 
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TE-2 
(continued) 

TE-3 
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TE-3 
(continued) 

TE-4 

TE-5 

TE-6 

TE-7 
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TE-7 
(continued) 

TE-8 
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TE-8 
(continued) 

TE-9 

TE-10 

TE-11 
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TE-1 Refer to MR-2. 

TE-2 

The selection of alternatives is guided by Section 15126.6, which states, in part, that “An 
EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project…An EIR need not 
consider every conceivable alternative to a project…” Several site alternatives were 
considered, and disclosed in the analysis. Impacts related to land use and noise are 
discussed in respective paragraphs. The discussion of an alternative’s impact may be in 
less detail than the proposed project [§15126.6]. 

TE-3 
The referenced discussion noted that the H12/H16 site was not considered further during 
the planning process. The EIR includes an evaluation of the relative impacts of the 
alternative. The feasibility of this alternative is addressed in more detail in MR-8.  

TE-4 

The traffic analysis accounts for a 300-space parking garage, the minimum facility to be 
provided on site. The traffic analysis identifies sufficient on-campus parking to 
accommodate redistribution and demand under this scenario. Additional parking spaces, 
if approved, would reduce redistribution to other campus lots. The traffic analysis 
accounts for the reasonable worst case scenario (300 spaces) in the analysis.  

TE-5 Please refer to MR-6. 

TE-6 Please refer to MR-6. 

TE-7 Section 4.6.5.5 of Section 4.6, Traffic and Circulation, addresses construction traffic. The 
circulation plan typically identifies staging and parking areas.  

TE-8 Please refer to MR-2.  

TE-9 The ultimate staging location has not yet been determined. For the purposes of analysis, 
it is assumed that staging will occur on site.  

TE-10 Please refer to TE-7 above.  

TE-11 The scoping and notification process is outlined in Section 1.2 of Chapter 1, Introduction.  
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VJ-1 

VJ-3 

VJ-2 
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No. Response 

VJ-1 Alternative sites are addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis.  

VJ-2 Please refer to MR-1. 

VJ-3 Please refer to MR-2.  The commenter’s statement will be considered by the Trustees 
and project decision-makers. 
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ML-1 

ML-2 

ML-3 

ML-4 
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Comment 
No. Response 

ML-1 The University is not subject to local land use regulations.  

ML-2 

Section 4.6, Traffic and Circulation, identifies substantial internal infrastructure to support 
bicyclists and pedestrians on campus. The EIR also identifies measures to improve 
pedestrian and bicycle safety in the vicinity of Grand and Slack. The EIR incorporates 
current information regarding the operation of Pacheco Elementary/Teach School in its 
evaluations.  

ML-3 The proposed project was evaluated pursuant to and consistent with the CEQA Statute 
and Guidelines. 

ML-4 Please refer to MR-3. 
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MVLB-1 

MVLB-2 

MVLB-3 
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MVLB-3 
(continued) 

MVLB-4 

MVLB-5 

MVLB-6 

MVLB-7 
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Comment 
No. Response 

MVLB-1 The commenter reiterates findings of the EIR regarding aesthetic impacts. No alterations 
are required.  

MVLB-2 Please refer to MR-2. 

MVLB-3 
Impacts related to noise and air quality are addressed in the EIR; Section 4.6, Traffic and 
Circulation, calls for improvements to infrastructure for bicyclists and pedestrians.  

Please refer to MR-1. 

MVLB-4 Evaluation of parking supply and demand is provided in Section 4.6. 

MVLB-5 The EIR includes existing and planned operations at the former Pacheco Elementary 
school in evaluating impacts; please refer to Section 4.6, Traffic and Circulation. 

MVLB-6 Please refer to MR-1.  

MVLB-7 The commenter supports alternatives identified in the EIR. The commenter’s statement 
will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-makers. 

 

  

 

 



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.2-191 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

JWe-1 



Chapter 10 

10.2-192 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

10.2.2.25 Response to Email from Judy West 

Comment 
No. Response 

JWe-1 
Please refer to EIR Sections 4-4 Noise and 4-6 Traffic and Circulation, which address the 
project’s effect on noted resources.  The commenter’s statements will be considered by 
the Trustees and project decision-makers. 

 

  

 

 



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.2-193 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

CA(b)-1 



Chapter 10 

10.2-194 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

CA(b)-1 
(continued) 

CA(b)-2 

CA(b)-3 



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.2-195 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

CA(b)-4 



Chapter 10 

10.2-196 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

10.2.2.26 Response to Email from Claudia Andersen 

Comment 
No. Response 

CA(b)-1 The commenter’s statement will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-
makers. 

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

CA(b)-3 Please refer to MR-6. 

CA(b)-4 Please refer to MR-7.  The commenter’s statements will be considered by the Trustees 
and project decision-makers. 

 

  

 

 



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.2-197 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.2-198 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

RH-1 



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.2-199 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

RH-1 
(continued) 



Chapter 10 

10.2-200 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

10.2.2.27 Response to Email from Russell Hall 

Comment 
No. Response 

RH-1 

The information contained in and referenced in the EIR, including recent geotechnical 
studies, is the most up-to-date information regarding the project site conditions. As stated 
in Section 4.3, Geology and Soils, specific study was made of the potential for landslide; 
no evidence of such conditions on site were found.  

 

  

 

 



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.2-201 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

JK-1 

JK-2 



Chapter 10 

10.2-202 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

JK-2 
(continued) 

JK-3 

JK-4- 

JK-5 



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.2-203 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

JK-6 



Chapter 10 

10.2-204 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

10.2.2.28 Response to Letter from John Keisler 

Comment 
No. Response 

JK-1 

The commenter requests a cost comparison for the H12/H16 alternative and the 
proposed site. The EIR does not reject the H12/H16 alternative; decision makers may 
adopt the project as mitigated, apply additional mitigation, adopt and alternative, or other 
alternative subject to specific findings and statements of overriding consideration.  

JK-2 

As stated in Section 4.5, Public Services and Recreation, of the EIR, the University’s 
agreements for emergency services are subject to periodic renegotiation. Text on pages 
4.5-4 and 4.5-5 will be amended as follows to clarify the process for agreements: 

“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 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.” 

JK-3 EIR Section 4.6, Traffic and Circulation, notes that the transit agreements are subject to 
regular renegotiation, and will be reviewed prior to occupancy of the project.  

JK-4 The EIR notes supply and capacity impacts in Section 4.7, Utilities, and identifies where 
agreements may require alteration.  

JK-5 The EIR notes supply and capacity impacts in Section 4.7, Utilities, and identifies where 
agreements may require alteration.  

JK-6 The EIR project description is based on the most recent information available regarding 
the site plan and project development.  

 

  

 

 



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.2-205 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

RKe-1 

RKe-2 



Chapter 10 

10.2-206 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

RKe-2 
(continued) 

RKe-3 

RKe-4 



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.2-207 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

RKe-4 
(continued) 

RKe-5 



Chapter 10 

10.2-208 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

10.2.2.29 Response to Letter from Rebecca Keisler 

Comment 
No. Response 

RKe-1 
An analysis of parking demand and redistribution associated with the project is provided 
in Section 4.6, Traffic and Circulation. 

Please refer to MR-6. 

RKe-2 

Events are addressed on page 4.6-24 of Section 4.6, Traffic and Circulation. The 
University Parking Department manages event parking through special signage, including 
directional signage to designated parking facilities, special payment arrangements, and 
shuttles or bussing if necessary. 

RKe-3 

Please refer to MR-1. Section 4.6, Traffic and Circulation, outlines potential impacts 
related to bicycle and pedestrian safety, and includes mitigation to improve conditions in 
the vicinity; this includes providing pedestrian walkways along Slack Street fronting the 
project.  

RKe-4 

The evaluation of the severity of impacts related to lighting are based in part on existing 
lighting in the area; Section 4.1, Aesthetic Resources, of the EIR finds that there are 
substantial existing lighting sources in the area; the project lighting, as mitigated, is 
determined not to constitute a substantial increase over existing conditions.  

RKe-5 Comments and responses are being included for consideration by planners and decision 
makers as part of the project review process.  

 

  

 

 



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.2-209 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.2-210 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

RKo-1 



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.2-211 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

RKo-1 
(continued) 

RKo-2 

RKo-3 



Chapter 10 

10.2-212 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

10.2.2.30 Response to Letter from Rachel Kovesdi 

Comment 
No. Response 

RKo-1 

The commenter references CEQA mitigation and decision-making criteria and processes. 
The mitigation program in the EIR for aesthetics, air quality, and traffic, has been 
amended to incorporate additional mitigation options. The feasibility of alternatives will be 
addressed in more detail through the decision-making process by the Board of Trustees. 
The commenter is referred to MR-8, 9 and 10.  

RKo-2 Please refer to MR-1. 

RKo-3 
The commenter states that general deficiencies exist in sections of the EIR. No specific 
information is provided. The EIR has been amended in response to comments received, 
and may be further altered through the decision-making process.  

 

  

 

 



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.2-213 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

N-1 

N-3 

N-2 



Chapter 10 

10.2-214 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

N-3 
(continued) 

N-4 

N-5 



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.2-215 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

N-5 
(continued) 



Chapter 10 

10.2-216 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.2-217 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  



Chapter 10 

10.2-218 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

10.2.2.31 Response to Letter from Neighborhood Commenters 

Comment 
No. Response 

N-1 
The commenters state general opposition to the project, and list environmental concerns 
addressed more specifically in the following paragraphs. The comments are noted and 
specific responses are provided below where particular issues are raised.  

N-2 The commenters note preference for the H12 and H16 parking lot alternative. The 
commenter’s statement will be considered by the Trustees and project decision-makers. 

N-3 

Based on information provided in Section 4.6, Traffic and Circulation, of the EIR, the 
project reduces vehicle traffic in the project vicinity, rerouting trips to other major campus 
gateways. The EIR provides specific information about potential uses of the former 
Pacheco Elementary school site in Section 4.5, Public Services and Recreation, and 
includes operations at the school in discussions regarding safety presented in Section 
4.6, Traffic and Circulation.  

N-4 Please refer to MR-2. Pedestrian safety is addressed in Section 4.6, Traffic and 
Circulation.  

N-5 
Impacts to aesthetic resources are addressed in EIR Section 4-1 Aesthetic Resources.  
Please refer to MR-2 regarding nuisances. The commenter’s statement will be considered 
by the Trustees and project decision-makers. 

 

  

 

 



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.2-219 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

JWh-1 



Chapter 10 

10.2-220 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

JWh-2 

JWh-3 

JWh-4 



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.2-221 
Environmental Impact Report 

10.2.2.32 Response to Email from Jeniene White 

Comment 
No. Response 

JWh-1 
The commenter raises issues related to student behavior, not the environment; please 
refer to MR-2. Comments will be included in materials reviewed by the project decision 
makers.  

JWh-2 The EIR notes concerns over distance to existing communal dining as among the site 
selection criteria discussion in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis.  

JWh-3 

The EIR states in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis that it is the preference of the Housing 
program to coordinate and co-locate the freshman or first-year housing program. The EIR 
references different programming and living arrangement concerns (i.e., dormitories 
versus apartments with kitchens) among the issues associated with locating first-year and 
upper division student housing together.  

JWh-4 Please refer to MR-5. 

 

  

 

 



Chapter 10 

10.2-222 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

SN-1 



Response to Comments on the 2014 Recirculated Draft EIR 

Student Housing South 10.2-223 
Environmental Impact Report 

 
  

SN-1 
(continued) 



Chapter 10 

10.2-224 Student Housing South 
Environmental Impact Report 

10.2.2.33 Response to Letter from Scott Nichols 

Comment 
No. Response 

SN 

The commenter’s generally supportive comments are noted. Further clarification 
regarding buffers can be found in MR-3. The parking structure and additional setback 
alternatives are addressed in Chapter 5, Alternatives Analysis, but are not part of the 
proposed project at this time. 
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