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College Area Community Council 
P.O. Box 15723 San Diego, CA  92175-5723 

E-mail:  info@cacc-sd.org   Web: http://www.cacc-sd.org 
 

EXECUTIVE BOARD MINUTES – SPECIAL MEETING 
Faith Presbyterian Church Community Room 

July 25, 2007 • 7:00pm 
Present: 
Doug Case 
Judi Hopps 
Rosary Nepi  
John Mullen  
Dan Cornthwaite 

Mike Matthews 
Tyler Sherer 
Tom Phelps 
Sidney Jones 
Martin Montesano 

Jim Boggus  
Steven Barlow 
Ann Cottrell 

Absent: 
Jan Riley (excused)  
Sally Ellis (excused) 

Charles Maze (excused) 
Rob Nelson (excused) 
 

Harold Webber 
Doug Knutson-Keller 
 

I. CALL TO ORDER – Doug Case called the special meeting to order at 7:06pm.  The agenda 
for today’s meeting is limited to review and approval of proposed comments received from the 
public and the CACC Planning Committee in response to the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report for the Proposed SDSU 2007 Campus Master Plan Revisions.  Doug reviewed the time 
limits and other rules for each section for which comments have been received. 

  
II. PROPOSED CACC COMMENTS TO DEIR FOR PROPOSED SDSU 2007 MASTER 

PLAN REVISIONS 
 

Section 1.0 - Project Description 
 
Comment 1:  Explain how SDSU’s “fair share” proportion of the CSU enrollment increase 
was determined.  Can other campuses with less enrollment and/or with greater access to land 
for development, including CSU- San Marcos, take a greater proportion of the increase? 
 
Motion: It was moved and seconded (Boggus/Phelps) to approve Comments 1 (amended 
by consensus), 2 and 3.  Motion carried, 11-1-1 (Sherer votes “no”; Chair abstains) 
  
Comment 2:  Update the demographic statistics using the recently released SANDAG 
population growth statistics for San Diego County. 
 
(See action under Comment 1) 
 
Comment 3: Identify the projected enrollment increase necessary if students from out of the 
county were to be capped at existing numbers and students from within the county were to 
increase proportional to SANDAG population growth estimates for the 18-24 age group. 
 
(See action under Comment 1) 
 
Section 2.0 - Cumulative Impacts 
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Comment 4:  Update Table 2.0-1.  Confirm development plans for Mesa Commons I & II.  
Provide information on the Lindo Paseo Apartments, Montezuma South and El Cerrito 
Gateway since members of the CACC are unaware of those projects. Include proposed project 
changes for Centrepoint.  Clarify the status of the Sorority Row Housing Project and Aztec Inn 
at SDSU. (Will plans for Aztec Inn at SDSU remain if the Alvarado Hotel is built?) Include 
plans for new student apartments at the current Collwood Pines site. 
 
Motion: It was moved and seconded (Boggus/Phelps) to approve Comment 4 as 
submitted.  Motion carried, 12-0-1 (Chair abstains). 
 
Comment 5:  Since SDSU and the SDSU Research Foundation own the majority of the land in 
“the former Paseo at SDSU” site, identify the University’s and San Diego City 
Redevelopment Agency’s plans for future redevelopment of the site. 
 
Motion: It was moved and seconded (Boggus/Phelps) to approve Comment 5 (amended by 
consensus).  Motion carried, 9-2-2 (Sherer, Cornthwaite vote “no”; Matthews. Chair 
abstain) 
 
Section 3.1  - Aesthetics and Visual Quality 
 
Comment 6:  Provide assurances that the architecture of the future buildings will conform to 
the Spanish /Mediterranean heritage of the past.  
 
Motion: It was moved and seconded (Boggus/Cottrell) to approve Comment 6 as 
submitted.  Motion carried, 10-1-2 (Cornthwaite votes “no”; Sherer, Chair abstain) 
 
Section 3.8  - Land Use and Planning 
 
Comment 7: The Consistency Statement in Table 3.8-3 “Navajo Community Plan Consistency 
Analysis” is inaccurate. For the first Goal/Objective, “Maintain and enhance the quality of 
existing residences…” the introduction of multifamily housing (Adobe Falls) in a single-family 
neighborhood is inconsistent this objective of the General Plan.  Based on the project site’s 
single-family zoning and General Plan designations, residents who live in this area of Del 
Cerro did not have a reasonable expectation that sharing their streets with residents of a multi-
family development was a possibility.  The proposed housing is contrary to the area’s single-
family residential character. 
 
(See action under Comment 9) 
 
Comment 8: The DEIR states (3.8-26) that the introduction of multi-family housing (Adobe 
Falls) in a single-family neighborhood is not significant because SDSU is not subject to local 
regulation. This is incorrect.  A significant impact experienced by a neighborhood does not 
disappear just because it is created or brought on by a State entity.   
 
While it is true that SDSU, as a state agency, is not subject to the City’s zoning regulations, it is 
subject to the CEQA process.  CEQA is a mandatory process to disclose a project’s scope, 
impacts, and mitigation.  If impacts are not mitigatable, the discussion of whether or not the 
development should be implemented should be discussed under the EIR’s Overriding 
Considerations, where the merits of the project are balanced against the impacts. 
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(See action under Comment 9) 
 
Comment 9: The DEIR states (3.8-26) that the Adobe Falls development is inconsistent with 
the “Park” designation of the Navajo Community Plan.  A determination of an inconsistent land 
use is in normal circumstances a significant land use impact.  The discussion of whether or not 
the development should be implemented should be discussed under the EIR’s Overriding 
Considerations, where the merits of the project are balanced against the impacts. 
 
Motion: It was moved and seconded (Boggus/Phelps) to approve Comments 7, 8 and 9 as 
submitted. Motion carried, 8-4-1 (Sherer, Matthews, Cornthwaite, Jones vote “no”; Chair 
abstains) 
 
Section 3.10 - Noise 
 
Comment 10: The noise study done at Campanile Dr. and Montezuma Road was extrapolated 
to estimate the Collwood Blvd. to 55th  St. segment   The two segments are topographically 
different such that the Collwood Blvd. to 55th  St. segment would have higher volumes.  The 
extrapolation needs to be revisited due to the topographical differences. 
 
Motion: It was moved and seconded (Boggus/Nepi) to approve Comment 10 as submitted.  
Motion carried, 11-0-2 (Sherer, Chair abstain) 
 
Section 3.12  - Population and Housing 
 
Comment 11: The University needs an active and comprehensive marketing and public 
information program to assist students to find housing near bus and trolley routes and stops.  
Such a program would reduce the demand for housing in the immediate areas of the campus 
impacted by so-called “mini-dorms.” 
 
Motion: It was moved and seconded (Boggus/Phelps) to approve Comment 11 (amended 
by consensus) and Comment 15.  Motion carried, 10-1-2 (Sherer votes “no”; Cornthwaite, 
Chair abstain) 
 
Comment 12: Table 3.12-3 “SANDAG Local Population Forecasts” indicates that the total 
percentage increase of population in the College Area between 2004 and 2030 is 48%.  Clarify 
how this number was determined.  It appears that much of 48% may have based on the 40% 
FTES growth SDSU reported to SANDAG in 2005 as well as housing that was to be provided 
in the now stalled The Paseo project. 
 
Motion: It was moved and seconded (Boggus/Phelps) to approve Comment 12 as 
submitted.  Motion carried, 11-0-2 (Sherer, Chair abstain) 
 
Comment 13: Provide data showing the number of students currently living in single-dwelling 
units and privately-owned and managed multi-family units in the College Area. 
 
Motion: It was moved and seconded (Boggus/Nepi) to approve Comment 13 (amended by 
consensus).  Motion carried, 11-0-2 (Sherer, Chair abstain) 
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Comment 14: Table 3.12-10 “Projected Student Housing Units On or Nearby SDSU” includes 
215 beds in the Sorority Row project and 1,300 beds in The Paseo project, both of which are 
indefinitely stalled and therefore should be deleted. 
 
Motion: It was moved and seconded (Boggus/Phelps) to amend the comment adding, 
“…and therefore should be deleted.” to the end of the sentence.  Motion carried, 9-3-1 
(Sherer, Matthews, Cornthwaite vote “no”; Chair abstains) 
 
Motion: It was moved and seconded (Boggus/Phelps) to approve Comment 14 as 
amended. Motion carried, 9-3-1 (Sherer, Matthews, Cornthwaite vote “no”; Chair 
abstains) 
 
Comment 15:  Justify the conclusion (3.12-23) that “… any potential impacts associated with 
an expanded student body resulting in the additional use of single-family homes in the 
surrounding community would be speculative and, in any event, less than significant.” As long 
as living in single family housing is more economical, students will pursue this option in lieu of 
renting new and expensive apartments. 
 
(See action under Comment 11) 
 
Comment 16:  SDSU has commissioned a housing demand and market study, scheduled for 
release in Fall 2007 (3.12-15).  The final EIR Public Comment period should not be prepared 
be extended until the results of this study can be incorporated into the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report. 
 
Motion: It was moved and seconded (Boggus/Cottrell) to approve Comment 16 (amended 
by consensus).  Motion carried, 9-3-1 (Matthews, Cornthwaite, Sherer vote “no”; Chair 
abstains) 
 
Comment 17a:  In the section regarding measures to control nuisance rental properties (3.12-
21), it is incorrectly stated that City of San Diego Municipal Code Section 59.5.0502 regulates 
“music or crowds clearly audible 50 feet from a sensitive receptor’s property line between the 
hours of 10:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m.”  That code section only applies to amplified sound.  
 
Motion: It was moved and seconded (Boggus/Jones) to approve Comment 17a as 
submitted (original comment divided into two questions by consensus).  Motion carried, 
12-0-1 (Chair abstains) 
 
Comment 17b:  Also, include the proposed Rooming House Ordinance in the list of possible 
mitigation measures for nuisance rental properties. 
 
Motion: It was moved and seconded (Boggus/Phelps) to approve Comment 17b as 
submitted.  Motion carried, 11-1-1 (Sherer votes “no”; Chair abstains) 
 
Section 3.14 – Transportation/Circulation and Parking 
 
Comment 18:  No additional parking is proposed to be built to accommodate the additional 
parking for the approximately new 2,000 beds in the residence halls on the southeast corner of 
the campus. Presumably residents with cars in the new residence halls will park in Structures 3 
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and 6, displacing vehicle parking for commuter students who currently park in those lots.  This 
will have a significant impact on parking and traffic circulation in surrounding neighborhoods 
and other areas of the campus; however, the DEIR fails to address this issue. 
 
Motion: It was moved and seconded (Montesano/Boggus) to approve Comments 18 
(amended by consensus), 19 (amended by consensus), 21, 22, 23, 25 and 27.  Motion 
carried, 10-1-2 (Matthews votes “no”; Sherer, Chair abstain) 
 
Comment 19: Consider as a parking and traffic mitigation measure prohibiting freshmen living 
on-campus from having cars on campus, as many institutions currently do. 
 
(See action under Comment 18) 
 
Comment 20: As a mitigation measure, consider increasing campus fees to provide for 
providing free trolley and bus passes to all students as other institutions in California do. 
 
Motion: It was moved and seconded (Boggus/Phelps) to approve Comment 20 (amended 
by consensus).  Motion carried, 11-0-2 (Sherer, Chair abstain) 
 
Comment 21:  Parking destinations to encourage trolley ridership need to be identified such 
that commuters can park away from campus and then ride the trolley to campus. 
 
(See action under Comment 18) 
 
Comment 22: Clarify plans for a shuttle service to bring students parking in outer parking 
lots/structures to the center of campus. 
 
(See action under Comment 18) 
 
Comment 23: The Traffic Technical Report (3.14-20) assumes a static automobile/ pedestrian 
circulation pattern.  SDSU’s automobile/pedestrian circulation is unlike other standard uses.  
The DEIR is unclear as to how many and what time the traffic study’s traffic counts occurred in 
September 2006 and February 2007.  It is also unclear (and not discussed) how pedestrians 
impact vehicular circulation.  The impact of pedestrians on traffic flow is particularly 
significant on Montezuma Road and College Avenue adjacent to the campus.  Analysis should 
include detailed discussion of these variations in the College Area’s circulation patterns.  
Pedestrian circulation and its interaction with traffic patterns should be fully analyzed.  
Mitigation should include timely synchronization of traffic lights to improve automobile and 
pedestrian circulation. 
 
(See action under Comment 18) 
 
Comment 24: Section 3.14.14, “Level of Significance After Mitigation,” states that the project 
would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to “College Ave. / I-8 interchange, 
Montezuma Rd. (between Fairmount Ave. to Collwood Blvd.), Alvarado Rd. (between East 
Campus Drive to 70th St.), and I-8 (between Fairmount Ave. to Fletcher Parkway.).”  The 
project’s ability to contribute its fair share to the impacts is dependent on funding from the 
State Legislature.   If the Legislature is unable to adequately fund mitigation for project 
impacts, the scope of the project should be reduced accordingly, and discussed in detail in the 
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EIR’s Alternatives Section the affected parts of the projects should not be built until the 
associated mitigations are provided. 
 
Motion: It was moved and seconded (Boggus/Cottrell) to amend Comment 24 as shown 
above.  Motion carried, 11-1-1 (Sherer votes “no”; Chair abstains) 
 
Motion: It was moved and seconded (Boggus/Nepi) to approve Comment 24 as amended.  
Motion carried, 9-2-2 (Cornthwaite, Sherer vote “no”; Matthews, Chair abstain) 
  
Comment 25: As part of a program to mitigate traffic/pedestrian circulation, the University 
needs an active and comprehensive marketing and public information program to encourage 
students and staff to carpool and to take other modes of transportation to minimize automobile 
trips.   
 
(See action under Comment 18) 
 
Comment 26: Identify the specific intended mitigation measures to be taken to provide for the 
additional traffic on Alvarado Road that will be generated by the hotel, new academic buildings 
and parking structure, including the impacts on the Alvarado Road/College Avenue, and 
Alvarado Road/70th Street and Alvarado Road/Reservoir Drive intersections. 
 
Motion: It was moved and seconded (Boggus/Phelps) to approve Comment 26 (amended 
by consensus).  Motion carried, 10-1-2 (Cornthwaite votes “no”; Sherer, Chair abstain) 
 
Comment 27:  Consider utilizing part of Parking Lot C to realign Alvarado Road near College 
Ave. and/or to redirect bike paths. 
 
(See action under Comment 18) 
 
Comment 28:  Increasing the number of lanes on Alvarado Road between Reservoir Drive and 
70th Street would require the removal of on-street parking currently utilized to capacity by the 
multi-family developments along Alvarado Road.  No vViable mitigation measures need to be 
is proposed for this significant impact. 
 
Motion: It was moved and seconded (Boggus/Cottrell) to approve Comment 28 (amended 
by consensus).  Motion carried, 11-0-2 (Sherer, Chair abstain) 
 
Comment 29: The Fair Share Percentages for traffic improvements (Table 3.14-36) seem 
unrealistic.  If an improvement is necessitated by the Master Plan Revision that would normally 
not be considered in the absence of the plan, the CSU should fund the majority of the expense. 
The Fair Share Percentages only range from 1% to 39%, with only 5 of the 33 mitigation 
measures exceeding 20%. 
 
Motion: It was moved and seconded (Boggus/Phelps) to approve Comment 29 as 
submitted.  Motion carried, 9-2-2 (Sherer, Cornthwaite vote “no”; Matthews, Chair 
abstain) 
 
Section 5.0 – Alternatives 
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Comment 30: The University fails to give serious consideration to the development and/or 
expansion of off-campus centers because past efforts have not been cost-effective and because 
students who utilized the centers still made trips to the main campus to take other courses and 
use facilities such as the library, student union, etc.  Certainly, the university can be more 
creative in the use of off-campus centers.  For example, some centers can be designed 
specifically for graduate students in certain majors, joint programs can be instituted with 
community colleges, and student services can be provided at off-campus centers. 
 
Motion: It was moved and seconded (Boggus/Phelps) to approve Comments 30 (amended 
by consensus) and 31 as submitted.  Motion carried, 9-2-2 (Sherer, Cornthwaite vote 
“no”; Matthews, Chair abstain) 
 
Comment 31: The analysis of Alternate Locations (Section 5.5) is inadequate and seems to be 
oriented toward reaffirming the University’s site preferences.  The cursory analysis (5.0-32) 
seems to be based primarily on financial cost to the university not environmental impacts. 
 
(See action under Comment 30) 
 
Comment 32:  Unless the State Legislature agrees to fully-fund the CSU’s fair share of 
necessary mitigation measures, the “5,000 FTES Alternative” (5.0-2) should be selected. 
 
Motion: It was moved and seconded (Boggus/Nepi) to approve Comment 32 as submitted.  
There was a tie vote, 6-6-1 (Phelps, Sherer, Cornthwaite, Matthews, Barlow, Jones vote 
“no”; Chair abstains).  With a tie-vote, Chair has prerogative to break the tie.  The Chair 
votes “aye”, motion carries, 7-6-0 (Phelps, Sherer, Cornthwaite, Matthews, Barlow, Jones 
vote “no”) 
 
Motion: It was moved and seconded (Boggus/Phelps) to extend the meeting time for 5 
additional minutes to 9:05pm.  Motion carried, 10-2-1 (Cornthwaite, Sherer vote “no”, 
Chair abstains) 
 
Comment 33: The Draft EIR fails to address traffic increases (volume) on main feeder streets 
within the College Area (i.e. Saranac Street, Mohawk Street and El Cajon Blvd.). 
 
Motion: It was moved and seconded (Boggus/Phelps) to approve Comment 33 as proposed 
by a member of the audience.  Motion carried, 10-1-2 (Sherer votes “no”; Matthews, 
Chair abstain) 
 
Comment 34: The EIR should consider adjusting the University’s admission policy to reduce 
the number of students from outside its service area to increase capacity for students within its 
service area. 
 
Motion: It was moved and seconded (Boggus/Jones) to approve Comment 34 as proposed 
by a member of the audience.  Motion carried, 8-3-2 (Sherer, Cornthwaite, Matthews vote 
“no”; Cottrell, Chair abstain) 

 
III. ADJOURNMENT – The meeting adjourned @ 9:05pm 
 

Minutes respectfully submitted by Dan Cornthwaite (for Charles Maze), CACC Secretary 


