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California State University, Channel Islands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Preface

PREFACE

This document, along with the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report dated June 4, 1998,
constitute the Final Program Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the California State
University, Channel Islands Master Plan. The information presented in this document has been
provided in accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and the State EIR Guidelines. Per Section 15132 of the Guidelines, this Final Program
EIR incorporates the Draft Program EIR, includes the comment letters received regarding the
adequacy of the Draft Program EIR, responses to those comments, a list of persons,
organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft Program EIR, and revisions to the
Draft Program EIR in response to comments and to add informational clarifications.
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California State University, Channel Islands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A. Response To Comments

SECTION A. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

This section of the Final Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the California State
University, Channel Islands Master Plan contains all of the written cornments received
regarding the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report during the 45 day public review
period of June 5, 1998 to July 21, 1996. Each comment received by the California State
University (CSU) has been included within this report. Responses to all comments have been
prepared to address the concerns raised by the commentors and to indicate where and how the
EIR addresses environmental issues. Where appropriate, changes made in the Draft Program
EIR in response to these comments are indicated in the response and the actual EIR revisions
are contained in Section C of this volume. This document in conjunction with the Draft
Program EIR constitutes the Final Program EIR to be presented to the Trustees of the University
of California for certification prior to decisions on acceptance of control of the former Camarillo
State Hospital site from the State Department of General Services and adoption of the proposed
Master Plan,

The specific comments contained within any particular written letter has been numbered if not
previously done in order to provide a reference to it in the response. Hach letter is presented
first, with the responses following. In some instances, comments were numbered already, but
in order to properly address the issues raised, they have been renumbered.

A total of 11 public agencies prepared written comments on the Draft Program EIR. They are
listed below in the following order: state agencies, federal agencies, and regional and City
agencies. A total of 26 comment letters were received from public agencies, organizations, and
citizens. The following lists those individuals and agencies from whom comment letters were
received. This list will be used for referencing in this comment and responses section.

Antero Rivasplata, California Office of Planning and Research

Cherilyn Widell, California Office of Historic Preservation

Stephen Buswell, California Department of Transportation

Arthur E. Eck, National Park Service, Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area
Stephen Beal, Department of the Navy, Pt. Mugu NAWS

Stephen Beal, Department of the Navy, Pt. Mugu NAWS

Matthew Boden, City of Camarillo

Richard Hajas, Camrosa Water District

Richard Burgess, City of Thousand Qaks

10. Thomas Berg, County of Ventura Resource Management Agency

11. Ginger Gherardi, Ventura County Transportation Commission

12. Richard Baldwin, Ventura County Air Pollution Control District

13. Deborah Bechitel, Community & Children’s Advocates Against Pesticide Poisoning
14. Kathy Brooks

15. Arla B. Crane

16. Janis McCormick, Environmental Coalition

17. Kim Uhlich, Environmental Defense Center

18. Alyson Kaye

F N - CSZUACY
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19. John Kerkhoff

20. John Kerkhoff

21. Matthew Lorimer

22. Scott Mitchell

23. David Ruth, Save Our Somis
24. Alan Sanders, Sierra Club
25. Robert Silva

26. Mike Stubblefield

A-2
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State of California O

GOVERNOR'S QOFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH

_ 1400 TENTH STREET
PETE WILSON : SACRAMENTO 95814
GOVERNDR
PAUL FMINER
RIRECTOR

July 21, 1598

GEORGE DUTRA

CALIFCRNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, CHANNEL ISLANDS
1878 SOUTH LEWIS ROAD

PO BOX 2862

CAMARILLOH, CA 93011-2862

Subject: CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY CHANNEL ISLANDS SCH #:
98021052 .

Dear GEORGE DUTRA:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named environmental

document to selected state agencies for review. The review period

is closed and none of the state agencies have comments. This
letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State

/\ Clearinghouse review requiresments for draft environmental

documents, pursuant to the Californiz Environmental Quality Act.

Please call at (916) 445-0813 if ¥ou have any questions regarding
the environmental review prxocess. When contacting the
Clearinghouse in this matter, please use the eight-digit State
Clearinghouse number so that we may respond promptly.

Sincereliy,

/am/ﬁ% L

ANTERO A RIVASPLATA '
Chiefr, State Ciearingnouse

r o CSZICV



Notice of Completion _ [SCH # 98021053 ]

il o7 State Clearinghouse, 1400 Tenth Swuvet, Sacrumenls, CA 938 14

Projact Title: Campus Master Plan of the California State Upivemity, Chennel lsiands

i.ead Agency: California Statg University, Chagoel Islands
Contact Person; M. George Dutra, Directar, Facilitics Planning . ’ "
Phane: (805) 123-8400 - £ 0
. 10
Address; 1878 South l.ewis Road : 1w ] F\;- :
). B sk
P.O. Box 2862 . cwm'*-\"“-‘-"”“"‘e

Camarilln, CA 83011 -2862

County: Venniya

Project Location:

The CSU Cl campus is lacated 4.5 miles south of U.5. Highway 101 at 1870 Lawis Road, south of the
City of Camarillo, California. ‘The propery was formerly operated as a Catifomia State Hospital, caring
for paticnts with menlal and developmental disorders, The property consists of 634 acres that was
developed 48 a hospital beginning in 1932,

.

Docurnant Type:

Program Environmental Impact Report

Local Action Type:

Master Plan

Devatopment Type:

University with 15,000 Full Time Equivaleat Students; Residential with 900 dwelling units; Scicnce and
Technology uses with 340,000 Grass Square Fecr; K-8 School/Day-care Center.
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State of California

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE QF PLANNING AND RESEARCH

1400 TENTH STREET
PETE WILSON SACHRAMENTO 95814
GOVERNDR
PAUL F MINER
DIRECTOR MEMORANDUM
July 6, 1998

TO:  Lead Agencies and Consultants

FROM: State Clearinghouse Staff ~|{2— -

RE: 11 Copies Now Required for Distribution

The State Clearinghouse is responsible for circulating draft environmental documents to
state agencies for their review and comment. For many years, we have required lead agencies to
send us 10 copies of their draft Negative Declarations and EIRs for circulation.

Unfortunately, we now find that in many cases this does not provide us encugh copies to
consistently provide drafl docurnents to trustee, as well as responsible, agencies. From now on,
B please submit a minimum of 11 copies of each draft Negative Declaration or EIR to the State
Clearinghouse. As always, if you have a project requiring a more extensive state agency review
and wish to have additional copies distributed, we are more than happy to do so. Conversely, if
you have a small project which you believe does not warrant sending 11 copies, give us 2 call
and we will consider a lesser number on a case-by-case basis.

Thank you for your assistance. The additional copy will help the lead agency fulfill its
copsultation duties and avoid delays by ensuring that an adequate number of copies is available
for distribution to state responsible and trustee agencies. It will also help state agencies meet
their CEQA,. obligation to provide you with timely and germane comments. If you have any
questions on this matter, please feel free to call Terry Rivasplata, Chief of the State
Clearinghouse, at (916) 445-0613,

r CSZCV



State of Californin

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH

1400 TENTH STREET

PETE WILSON SACRAMENTQ 95814
GOVERANOR

PauL F MINER
INAECTON

July 23, 1998

GEORGE DUTRA

CATL.IFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, CHANNEL ISLANDS
1878 SQUTH LEWIS ROAD

PO BOX 2862

CAMARILLOH, CA 93011-2862

Subject: CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY CHANNEL ISLANDS SCH #:
58021053 S

Dear GEORGE DUTRA:

The enclosed comments on your draft environwmental documents were
received by the State Clearinghouse after the end of the state
review period. We are forwarding these comments to you because
they provide information or raise issues which may assist you in
(: Droject review.

Lead agencies are not regquired to respond to late comments.
However, you may wish to incorpqrate these additional comments
into the preparation of your final environmental document.

Please contact at (916) 445-0613 if you have any guestions
concerning the review process. When You contact the Clearinghouse
in this matter, please use the eight-digit State Clearinghouse
number so that we may respond promptly.

Sincerely,

ANTERO A. RIVASPLATA
Chief, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures '
¢Cc: Resources Agency

r R CSZICY
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Califomia State University, Channel Islands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A. Response To Comments

Letter 1

Commentor: Antero Rivasplata, Chief State Clearinghouse
California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

Dates: July 21, 1998 and July 23, 1998
Responses:

A, Information provided by the State Clearinghouse indicating compliance with CEQA
review period requirements. No response is necessary. It is noted that several state
agencies did have comments, which are included in this section.

B. The State Clearinghouse indicates that 11 copies of Negative Declarations and EIRs
should be provided to the Clearinghouse rather than 10, as had been customary. The
comment is noted.

C. The Chief of the Clearinghouse notes here that letters were provided to him by other
state agencies after the close of the official comment period, and that there is no legal
requirement to respond to them. Nevertheless, these letters, from the Office of Historic
Preservation and from the Department of Transportation, are included and responded
to herein as numbers 2 and 3.

o c;gacw
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA — THE RESOURCES AGENCY

OFFICE OF

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

P.O, BOX 942858

HISTORIC PRESERVATION

SACRAMENTO 34290-0001

(918) B53-8624

FAX: (918) 653-0824 @

July 15, 1998

George Dutra, Director Facilities Planning
California State University, Channel Islands
PO Box 2862

Camarillo, California 93011

Dear Mr, Dutra:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft EIR for the Channel Islands
Campus Master Plan, The State Office of Historic Preservation is the principal state
agency charged with administering federal ang state historic preservation programs in
the State of California. The SHPO makes det;:rmmanons of eligibility for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places and the California Register of Historical
Resources. The State Office is mandated undf:r Public Resources Code section
5024.6(j) to confer and comment on publiclyifunded projects and programs undertaken
by state and local agencies. In addition underf/section 5024.5 state agencies must confer
with the State Historic Preservation Officer on proposed projects which may affect state
owneq historical resources.

The proposed Channel Island campus of CSUS will be located on the site of the former
Camarillo State Hospital and will adaptively ;euse a large majority of the existing
hospital facilities. The hospital and its planned and landscaped grounds are eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Blaces due both to their significance in the
history of public health and social policy andfito their architectural distinction.

The conversion of the historic hospital to a yniversity campus is an adaptive reuse
project of unprecedented scale. The SHPO c;nncurs with the EIR conclusion that the
adaptive reuse of the majority of the historic bulldmgs within the site would be
considered a potentially environmentally beneficial effect of the propased project.

However, the SHPO has some concetns regarding the adequacy of the EIR impact
analysis and feels that some of the proposed-mitigation are not adequate: tQ insure less
than significant impacis.

- - —
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CSUS, Channel Islands
July 15, 1998
Page 2

Alteration and Adaptive Reuse of Historic Bmldmgs and Grounds

The State Office of Historic Preservation is weH aware that the university has taken
steps to insure that the adaptive reuse of the f(:rmer hospital facility will not result in
loss of historic integrity of the resource. Thejuniversity has undertaken a study to
identify significant components of the building complex and site, as well as
archeological resources, and has conferred with the OHP regarding prclxmmary reuse
planning and archxtecmrai design.

Although the EIR clearly states the mliversitw s intention to preserve the historically
significant buildings and grounds, it is silent j in regard to how this outcome will be
assured. The EIR does not inciude any mmgqnon measures in the form of plans,
programs, standards, or procedures that clear]y lessen the potential for substantial
adverse change in the significance of the resﬁhrce. Despite the university's stated
intentions, and its good faith efforts, the EIR!must recognize and address the potential
that modifications and alterations to the histofic buildings and the historic site plan may
cause significant impact. The EIR must include clear, enforceable mitigation that would
reduce impacts. The EIR should include a mmganon provision that the Secretary of the
Iraerior’s Standards for the Treatment of Hmanc Properties and Guidelines for
Historic Building Prajects will be used as the standard for historic building
rehabilitation. Mitigation should also mcludq continued consulmtion with the SHPO on
a project specific basis. The inclusion of these mitigation measures should result in a
conclusion that alteration of the historic buildings will result in no significant impact.

East and West Campus Development

The project description for development of tt;e East and West campus does not provide
adeguate information regarding the propuseditlemolmon of the five National Register
eligible “employee housing” buildings. To the extent that the Master Plan EIR is
intended to also serve as a praject specific EIR for the phase 1 development of 900
residential units in the East campus area, it fails to address adaptive reuse or
incorporation of the contributing buildings into the planned residential development. It
does not provide any information as to whetlier such an alternative was considered and
rejected, or determined to be infeasibile. 'Without such analysis, there appears to be no
evidence in the record to support a finding of overriding consideration,

CSZICY



CSUS, Channel Islands
July 15, 1998
Page 3

Archeclogical Resources:

The EIR addresses the possibility of discoverJ{ of previously unknown sites in the
course of construction. However, the proposed mitigation provision for such accidental
discovery only addresses work stoppage and ¢valuation of significance. Identification
and evaluation of significance do not mitigatel the impact of damage or destruction.
Provision for the recovery of scientifically consequential information from significant
sites should be included as a part of this mitigation provision.

If you have any questions, or wish to discussiﬁny of the comments of the OHP, please
contact Carol Roland (916) 653-9514 or Dwight Dutschke (316) 653- 9134.

Sincerely,

Rl A

Cherilyn Widell
' State Historic Preservation Officer

CSZUCT
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California State University, Channel Islands
Campus Master Pian Final Program EIR
Section A. Response To Comments

Letter 2

Commentor: Cherilyn Widell, California Office of Historic Preservation

Department of Parks and Recreation

Date: July 15, 1998

Response:

A, The commentor, the State Historic Preservation Officer, concurs with the conclusion of
the EIR that the adaptive reuse of the majority of the historic buildings within the site
would be considered potentially environmentally beneficial effect. No response is
necessary.

B. The commentor states that the outcome of the CSU’s intention to preserve historically

significant buildings and grounds is not assured. When the lead agency considers the
EIR for certification and action on the Master Plan, the EIR will be accompanied by a
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan, as required by state law. This will commit
the CSU to an implementation schedule and specific monitoring actions for any of those
mitigation measures that the CSU adopts as part of the EIR.

The commentor states that the EIR must recognize and address the potential that
modifications and alterations to historic buildings and the historic site plan may cause a
significant impact. Page 5.4-6 of the Draft EIR states that “efficient reuse of the facility
would nonetheless require demolition of some buildings...” and that some of these
“contribute to the historic district nature of the facility.” Therefore the Draft EIR does
recognize a potential for an adverse impact. However, with the mitigation measures
proposed, the impacts are considered less than significant.

The commentor recommends that the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment
of Historic Properties and Guidelines for Historic Building Projects be used to further
safeguard the historical features of the site. CSU notes this opinion. In the past, CSU
has determined that these guidelines are overly stringent, can conflict with other
regulatory requirements, and are not economically feasible for the adaptive re-use of
buildings. At the project site, the primary historical resource is the exterior architecture
of the buildings and their grouping pattern within the site, rather than the interior
space, much of which has undergone various revisions over the years. However,
inclusion of the Secretary’s standards would restrict alterations needed to make the
interior space usable for academic facilities, essentially eliminating the feasible use of
the site for the proposed university. This is equivalent to the “no project” alternative,
the impacts of which are described in Section 7.1 of the Draft Program EIR. Itis
considered more effective from the standpoint of re-use feasibility and preservation of
the critical elements of the historic resource that the C5U maintain a continuing dialog
with the State Historic Preservation Officer as design plans for the individual buildings
are developed. Therefore, the following mitigation measure will be added to the EIR:

a7/ [alV]



California State University, Channe! Islands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
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C-3(c) The CSU will continue to consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer for
individual adaptive reuse building rehabilitation projects.

C. Specific design details of the East Campus development will not be known until
sometime in the future, as acknowledged in the EIR. However, the Master Plan as
currently designed would include demolition of the residential housing units during
Phase 1, as stated in the Draft EIR under Effect C-3 (see Table 5.4-1). Mitigation measure
C-3(b} addresses the reduction of this significant impact through preservation by
photographs and documentation. At this time, CSU officials are also investigating the
adaptive re-use potential for the Monterey-style Employee Housing Unit No. 1.

Alternatives to this component of the project are analyzed in Section 7.0, Alternatives.
Both no project alternatives, all of the alternative sites, and the No Redevelopment of
East Campus alternative all assume no change to the employee housing area. With
respect to this issue, they would be superior alternatives. However, it is questionable
whether or not the overall benefits to cultural resources that would be yielded by the
adaptive reuse of the core campus buildings would be achieved under these alternative -
scenarios. The project is preserving the major California Mission style exteriors and
significant interior design features so as to maintain the historic architecture of the site.
A portion of the former employee housing has been identified as potentially significant
given its architecture, but particularly its relationship to the core campus. This
relationship and the stylistic components of the buildings can be adequately conserved
through detailed historic documentation. No statement of overriding considerations
would be deemed necessary since, while the employee housing buildings contribute to
the historic district, their loss would not in itself eliminate the potential for listing of the
campus as eligible to the National Register. As noted above, the employee housing
buildings as a group are not considered feasibly re-usable, however, it is possible that
the Monterey-style Employee Housing Unit No. 1 may be preserved.

D. In response to this comment, the mitigation measure C-1 will be appended as follows:
If significant resources are encountered or inadvertently damaged, the CSU shall implement the

recommendations of the archaeologist with respect to documenting and safeguarding the
resource, and restoring or repairing any damaged artifacts or resources.

A-12
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STATE OF CAUFORMNIA-—BUSINESS AND TRANSPORTATION AGENCY PETE WILSON, Govermor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 7, 120 S50. SPRING ST.
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012-3804

July 15, 1998

MR. GEORGE DUTRA

Director, Facilities Planning

California State University, Channel Islands
1878 Sauth Lewis Road

P.O. Box 2862

Camarilio, CA 93011-28562

Re: IGR/CEQA #9806642/NP
Draft Program EIR
Campus Master Plan of the California State
University, Channel Islands
City of Camarillo
Ven-034-12.84
SCH NQ., 98021053

Dear Mr. Dutra:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments regarding the above-named Campus Master Plan of the
California State University, Channel Islands in the City of Camarillo, The project is a development of a
15,000 full time equivalent student university campus, residential with 900 dweiling units, Science and
Technology uses with 340,000 gross square feet, and K-8 School/Day-care Center.

We have the following comments:

1) State Routes 101 and 34 are expected to operate at an unacceptable level of service at year 2010,
The proposed project will have a significant impact on State facilities.

2) The proposed mitigations should be extended to include the modification of US 101/Las Posas
Road Interchange (replacement of the Las Posas Road overcrossing may be necessary) to
aileviate the anticipated traffic impact.

3) Proposed mitigations should be fully discussed in the document, These discussions should
include:

s financing

e scheduling

s  implementation responsibilities

*  monitoring

Any cost for mitigation including widening, signalization, etc., should be paid by the developer.

If you have any questions regarding this response, pilease feel free to contact the undersigned at
(213) 897-4429 and refer to our IGR/CEQA #980642/NP.

Sincerely,

PRI~ sat s S A

STEPHEN J. BUSWELL

Program Manager
IGR/CEQA

cc: Chris Beisky ~ State Clearinghouse

A-13
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California State Univefsity, Channel Isiands

Campus

Master Pian Final Program EIR

Section A. Response To Commenis

Letter 3

Commentor: Stephen Buswell, California Department of Transportation

Date:

July 15, 1998

Response:

A

As detailed in the DEIR, the Campus Master Plan project would have a significant effect
on State Route (US Highway) 101. The project would not, however, generate significant
impacts on State Route 34, as it would add relatively minor amounts of traffic north of
Daily Drive (about 1,416 ADT). Funding for the statewide program is generated by a
combination of state and federal fuel taxes and motor vehicle fees. Students and staff who
own and/or operate vehicles would be subject to these taxes and fees. The DEIR notes
that U.S. Highway 101 will require widening with or without the CSUCI project. Also see
response to Comment C below for further information on mitigation funding.

A supplemental analysis has been completed for the Lewis Road and Las Posas Road
interchanges at U.S. Highway 101 to account for the Lewis Road/U.S. 101 interchange
improvement project. The interchange improvement project is anticipated to make Lewis
Road the preferred freeway access for CSUCI (it will be signed for CSUCI). With the
alternative freeway access plan, the traffic additions from the project to the Las Posas Road
interchange will be insignificant, and the interchange will operate at acceptable levels of
service with buildout traffic volumes. The supplemental traffic analysis is provided in
response to Comment A of Letter 7,

Mitigation financing and responsibility are discussed in Section 2.3.3. I the Site Authori
is approved by the legislature, it may contribute funds to aid in the financing of
improvements needed to accommodate traffic associated with the project site. Scheduling
of any mitigation and its financing will be dependent on the actual growth that is
experienced in the future at the project site and in the region. Monitoring for the
mitigation actions to be conducted by the CSU will be contained within the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Plan to be adopted by the CSU Board of Trustees if they
approve the proposed project. Implementation of road improvements will be the
responsibility of those agencies with direct legal jurisdiction for such roads. For example,
Caltrans will be responsible for road improvements associated with Highway 101 and
partially responsible for improvements on State Route 34. The City of Camarillo will be
responsible for local roadway improvements within the city limits. The County of
Ventura will be responsible for roadway improvements in unincorporated county
jurisdiction, which includes portions of Las Posas Road, Lewis Road, Pleasant Valley
Road, Cawelti Road, and Potrero Road. Monitoring for construction work on state and
local roads will be the responsibility of the agency with direct jurisdiction for the road
alterations.
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United States Department of the Interior @

NATTONAL PARK SERVICE
Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area
sk 3 401 West Hillerest Drive
IN REPLY REFEAL T ) Thousand Qaks, California 91360-4207
L76 (SAMCQ)
July 21, 1998

George Dutra, Director of Facilities Planning
California State University, Channel Islands
P.O. Box 2862

Camarillo, CA 93011-2862

Re: California State University, Channel Islands draft Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mr. Dutra:

Thank you for including National Park Service staff in several meetings held to discuss
environmental impaets of the proposed California State University, Channel Isiand campus. We.
support the conversion of the Camarillo State Hospital to a state university; however, we have
reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and believe the following concerns need.
to be more fully addressed.

Traffic Impacts

The draft EIR does not provide any planning for public transportation programs other than to
offer a list of ideas for public transportation. Potential road widenings are discussed in great
detail, from the number of new lanes and increased traffic volumes to necessary additional
campus parking. We are disappointed that the only acknowledgement of public transportation
was to list programs that might be explored. A prime concern of the National Park Service is the
university’s potential to promote urban growth and result in permanent loss of unique natural
resources in the surrounding western escarpment of the Santa Monica Mountains and in the
agricultural Oxnard Plain. The best way to discourage strip development and urban sprawl is to
aggressively implement public transportation programs from the outset of the university's
operation. The EIR should use trip generation data to calculate numbers of parking places needed
at off-site parking lots and numbers of busses needed to bring students, faculty, ancd visitors to
campus. The EIR should then list off-site locations where parking can be implemented and
preferably linked to other public transportation hubs and commercial/entertainment centers.

The EIR essentially plans for the worst possible growth scenario without offering adequate mitigation for
environmental impacts. We expect a revised EIR to demonstrate willingness to immediately implement

public transport programs and offer a strategy for offering increasingly extensive public transportation as
university build-out approaches.
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Private Housing

Given the need to reduce car trips to and from campus, the proposed residential units should be
for faculty, staff, and students, with only a minor percentage of units devoted to convalescent and
senior citizen housing. The EIR does not make clear how the housing will be allocated to serve
school-related housing needs and serve, as well, as a revenue-generating source for school
operation. We wish to reiterate the importance of reducing car trips as a way to mitigate
environmental impacts generated by aggravating traffic congestion, strip development, and air
pollution. Students and faculty should be cacouraged to stay on campus as much as possible by
providing on-campus commercial facilities and by offering frequently running busses to outside
shopping centers. The EIR should address alternative programs and on-site facilities for
encouraging the university population to stay at the campus.

Natural Resource Protection

The EIR states that there is significant funding available in next year's state budget for acquiring
ecologically significant land. We strongly recommend that the university use its state-level
partnerships to bring into public ownership the private land that lies directly west of the campus.
The National Park Service maintains a land protection plan to guide future land acquisition
priorities for the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area. The adjacent property is
the westernmost slope of the Santa Monica Mountains and ranks as a state parkland priority fee
acquisition property. The entire eastern edge of the property borders on Point Mugu State Park
and is ecologically pristine. The property is a logical acquisition to complete parkiand
ownership to the geographic western edge of the Santa Monica Mountains. Bringing this land
into public ownership would be an excellent mitigation measure for environmental impacts. The
EIR cansultants should speak with Jand agents at parkland agencies, whether State Department
of Parks and Recreation, National Park Service, or the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy,
about acquiring the land. The EIR should then summarize strategies for obtaining the land.

The EIR does briefly discuss establishing a cooperative relationship with adjacent Iandowners to
create a natural reserve around the campus. The State University system operates “ecological
reserves” associated with several campuses, end Channel Islands could establish its own reserve.
As we noted in our initial comment letter, the National Park Service believes an excellent way to
mitigate the increased human presence at the university is to develop a better understanding of
causes and effects that influence the long-term integrity of the surrounding fragile ecosystem.
We stand ready as a willing partner to work with the school in designing the reserve and
identifying and implementing research opportunities.

The National Park Service still has considerable concern about trampling of resources on the
surrounding hillsides. The National Park Service recommended earlier that a “discovery" trail of
a short length be constructed to guide curious students and campus visitors through the fragile
vegetation. We did not see any conceptual plan or locations for such a trail in the EIR. Also
associated with acquiring the adjacent land is the opportunity to construct a regional trail
connector to over 12,000 acres of public parkiand in Point Mugu State Park and the federally
owned Rancho Sierra Vista/Satwiwa. The southeastern comer of the campus is less than two
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miles from the western border of the parkland, and the officially established trail connection
would offer planned, guided access. The EIR needs to fully address these recreational
opportunities that can also reduce random entry and trampling of the ecosystem,

We are still concerned about large numbers of students climbing the northeastern ridge of the
campus to view concerts at the proposed Ventura County Regional Park Amphitheater. The EIR
leaves the responsibility of patrolling the hillsides to amphitheater security. The university’s

£ | property extends to the top of the ridge above the amphitheater site, and therefore, we strongly
recommend the EIR include allocating a higher level of university security to the northeastem
area of campus on concert nights.

Elimination of the Golf Course

We are encouraged to learn that plans for the golf course have been abandoned. We believe a
walkway/bikeway that traverses the perimeter of the campus would be an excellent, more
versatile recreational apportunity for campus residents and visitors. Moreover, the facility would
be another way for campus users to observe and enjoy the surrounding hillsides without entering
them, while also establishing a fuel modification zone between residential units and the natural
landscape. A revised EIR should include a diagrammatic conceptual layout of the
walkway/bikeway. ’

Thank you for considering the National Park Service’s input on the draft EIR. We lock forward
to reviewing a revised draft EIR that addresses our and other interested parties’ concerns. We
know that the university is under a deadline to submit the EIR to the state review board, but we
feel strongly that shortcomings in the EIR, in particular traffic concerns, need to be addressed
thoroughly before the EIR becomes certified. We have enjoyed working with the university and
will continue to be available for consultation. You can reach Nancy Andrews, Chief of Planning,
Scicnce and Resource Management, or Melanic Beck, Qutdoor Recreation Planner, at our office
{805)370-2301.

Sincerely,

Superintendent

cc:  Honorable Elton Gallegly, U.S. House of Representatives
Honorable Judith Mikels, Ventura Couaty Board of Supervisors
Joe Edmiston, Executive Director, Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy
Russ Guiney, Superintendent, Angeles District, State Department of Parks and Recreation
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California State University, Channel Islands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A, Response To Comments

Letter 4

Commentor: Arthur E. Eck, National Park Service, Santa Monica Mountains National

Date:

Recreation Area

July 21, 1998

Response:

Al

CSUCT, CALSTART and the Ventura County Transportation Commission {(VCTIC) have
initiated discussions on how the three agencies will develop and implement alternative
travel mode service to the site, including transit. For the smaller Phase 1 development,
this will include provision of VISTA service to the campus. A dedicated fixed route
system serving the campus would be implemented and expanded as the campus grows.,
The DEIR also includes a TDM program to reduce vehicular activity generated at the site.
Growth-inducing impacts associated with the project were separately considered in
Section 6.1 of the Program EIR.

The DEIR addresses potential traffic and circulation impacts and includes mitigation
measures to offset project impacts based on a reasonable worst-case traffic generation
scenario. The DEIR also discusses the parking requirements for the campus. Determining
the size, location and design of an off-site parking program is beyond the scope of the EIR
for the project, as this program is not included as part of the project description. In
addition, offsite parking has not been identified as a feasible mitigation measure and off-
site parking could have its own significant impacts to agricultural resources, local traffic
congestion, and aesthetics. Implementation of this type of off-site parking program would
require an analysis of the potential impacts and mitigation measures that would be
required for its implementation. As part of the CSU'’s ongoing commitment to working
with local and regional agencies to implement a comprehensive alternative
ransportation system to serve the campus as it grows, CALSTART will be examining
the feasibility of offsite parking.

The commentor expresses the opinion that only a minor percentage of the housing
should be developed to convalescent and senior citizen housing. Itis further opined
that students and faculty should be encouraged to stay on campus as much as possible.

The Master Plan calls for a range of land uses that could accommodate the needs of
students, faculty, and staff on campus. These uses include not only employment centers
for research and development operations, but housing and ancx}lary retail uses to serve
the campus and residential community, as stated in Section 3.7 of the EIR. Housing is
proposed to be provided within the campus core for 1,000 students at campus build-out.
Therefore, the Master Plan area is likely to be more balanced than most campuses from a
land use perspective.

With respect to more direct strategies to achieve trip reduction, the CSU has formally
committed to work with the County’s principal transportation agency, Ventura County
Transportation Commission, to provide alternative transportation options to the
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California State University, Channel Islands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A. Response To Comments

campus. As indicated in the EIR, a range of distance learning and satellite programs are
also to be used so that while the campus would serve an FTES of 15,000, on-site FTES
would be 11,750, This represents a reduction of 7,735 average daily trips when
compared to typical campuses.

C The commentor states the opinion that the EIR consultants should speak with a range of
open space management agencies about acquiring adjacent land. The CSU has
committed to working with all of its neighbors toward regional planning goals
including agricultural and open space protection. To that end, the CSU facilitated
meetings with numerous open space agencies during the preparation of the Draft EIR to
solicit their concerns. However, under the California Environmental Quality Act, a lead
agency may apply mitigation measures only when a significant impact is identified.
With respect to open space and recreation, the proposed project is considered a
beneficial impact. Through the provision of renewed access to generously-landscaped
historic property and recreational opportunities associated with university and
residential use development, open space resources will be augmented for the
community. In addition, implementation of the proposed project would avoid impacts
at the Orchard Site, which is currently in agricultural open space. Since no significant
adverse impact has been identified, there is no requirement for the CSU to obtain
further land for open space purposes.

With regard to the operation of “ecological reserves” within the State University system,
it is the current intent of the CSU to operate the open space portions of the project site in
a similar manner.

The Draft EIR includes a mitigation measures that commits the CSU to cooperate with
any land conservancy organization devoted to agricultural land preservation or habitat

-restoration. Please see Mitigation Measure GI-3 in Section 6.0, Long Term Impacts.
Nevertheless, whereas the CSU has expressed its willingness to cooperate with open
space protection efforts, such efforts are not required to mitigate any significant impact
being created by the project and would interfere with the statutory responsibility of the
CSU Trustees for the regulation of the use of the campus land as provided under
Education Code Section 89031.

D. The commentor expresses a concern about the trampling of the resources on the
surrounding hillsides, and suggests a trail be designed that guides the curious through
the vegetation. Informal surveys conducted at California State University, San
Bernardino suggests that very few university users wander in to the surrounding

 hillsides in that location, which is adjacent to the San Bernardino National Forest lands.
In the case of the proposed project, surrounding hillside lands to the east and south are
privately owned, while the hillside area to the north is already dedicated to park use as
the Camarillo Regional Park. Preparers of the Master Plan believe that it is not desirable
to invite campus users into the hillside areas, especially those in private landholdings,
and have designed the East Campus area such that it is surrounded by its own
recreation/ open space. Given the development of a green space buffer area around the
East Campus development as indicated in the Master Plan, no significant off-site effects
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California State Univers‘ity, Channel lsfands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A. Response To Comments

caused by the local university population are expected. However, at such Hme that the
National Park Service may purchase property adjacent to the CSUCT to implement a
regional trail system, the CSU would engage in discussions with the Park Service to
assist in achieving each other’s mutual goals.

E. The CSU is committed to providing appropriate levels of security for areas within the
Campus Master Plan area for which it has jurisdiction, regardless of the timing or
nature of concert events on adjacent properties. It is noted that while a portion of the
amphitheater would be visible from the project site, the ridge directly above the
amphitheater is actually on both Camarillo Regional Park property and the adjoining
private land.

F, The suggestion that a revised Master Plan include a recreational bikeway is noted.
Bicycle access to the site may be enhanced through the revised traffic mitigation
measures requiring increased shoulder widths along Lewis Road and Cawelti Road (See
Section C of this report). It is also noted that pedestrian walkways around the core
campus and throughout the developed portions of the site already exist. The CSU has
committed to providing innovative transportation both to and around the university.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
NAVAL AIR WEAPONS STATION
521 9TH STREET,
POINT MUGL, CA 83042-5001

IN REPLY REFER TO:

5090
Ser 83J000E/A-1757

JUN 0 9 1938
Mr. George Dutra
Director, Facilities Planning
California State University, Channel Islands
P.0. Box 2862
Camarillo, CA 93011-2862

Dear Mr. Dutra:

Naval Air Weapons Station (NAWS) Point Mugu is encouraged by the progress California State
University, Channel Islands (CSUCI) is making to bring 2 new academic institution to Ventura
County. As we have stated at various prior meetings with CSUCI staff, we look forward to working
with you to develop a mutually beneficial curriculum and technology transfer base.

We were recently added to the mailing list for environmental documents and have completed our
review of the Initial Study for CSUCT Master Plan, of February 12, 1998. We would like to provide

the following comments to make you aware of our operations and related concerns regarding the
proposed master plan:

a. The project site is within the study boundary of a Navy planning document known as Air
Installation Compatibility Use Zone (AICUZ). For planning purposes, the document uses a daily
noise average known as Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL). The AICUZ Study indicates
that the project site is within one half mile of the 60 CNEL. The CNEL is only an average and is not
descriptive of specific incidences of aircraft noise. In other words, the relatively quiet periods
between loud passes of jet aircraft are averaged in. Daily noise occurrences may not be tolerable for
some university activities, such as outdoor events and perhaps indoors in the absence of noise-
attenuating building construction or when windows are open.

b. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must address aircraft noise issues in detail for the
“university compatible” uses, such as the proposed public elementary school, housing and senior
facilities. These uses may be less tolerable to noise and may require noise-attenuating construction
for indoor areas. Related outdoor activities may not be tolerable to noise. Our staff can provide
additional information for the EIR on our current and future operations.

c. A related concern is the growth inducement potential of the proposed activities. In the future,
our operations could become affected by the spread of university-related businesses, housing, and
facilities onto the agricultural area around CSUCI. This topic should have in-depth coverage and
mitigation in the EIR.

We are glad to see the Initial Study discussion on university involvement in the ongoing
watershed planning efforts of Calleguas Creek. On station, Mugu Lagoon is the receiving water of
Calleguas Creek. The lagoon contains several thousand acres of wetlands and is home to several
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5090
Ser 83J000E/A-1757

MUN 0 9 1998
D endangered species. NAWS Point Mugu participates in the Calleguas Creek Watershed
Management Committee, which may be of assistance to you in the preparation of the EIR.

If you have any questions, our point of contact is Mr. James M. Danza, Environmental Planner,
Code 83JC00E, (805) 989-9747.

Sincerely,

7 .
0

A

STPEPHEN D. BE
Captain, U.S. Navy
Commanding Officer
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California State University, Channel islands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A. Response To Commentis

Letter 5

Commentor: Stephen Beal, Department of the Navy, Pt. Mugu NAWS

Date:

June 9, 1998

Responses:

A,

The EIR states that the 60 dBA CNEL contour, a widely-accepted standard for
measuring the noise environment and one used in the Navy's documents, is Iocated
5000 feet to the northwest of the campus core area. Cumulative impacts to the noise
environment considered the transfer of E-2 squadrons to the Pt. Mugu base. This would
result in a revision of the 60 dBA CNEL contour to within about 2,400 feet northwest of
the nearest existing and future building area. This is considered a less-than-significant
impact.

As discussed in the EIR, these noise levels are expected to result in a nuisance effect, and
do not exceed the threshold level used to qualify them as “significant.”

The 60 dBA CNEL standard is considered the acceptable standard for all of the
university compatible uses accommodated in the Master Plan, including residential,
research and development office, and educational. No special noise-attenuating
construction techniques are considered necessary under the cumulative noise impact
assumptions.

The issue of growth-inducement is addressed in detail in the EIR in Section 6.0, Long
Term Impacts. The analysis illustrates how regional growth and development
projections within the foreseeable future can be accommodated within the existing
Spheres of Influence of western Ventura County’s cities. The agricultural lands adjacent
to the proposed project site are zoned for agricultural use and are not within any city’s
Sphere of Influence. From a land use regulatory perspective, adjacent land areas are
under the jurisdiction of Ventura County. Any urban development there could only be
allowed by General Plan Amendments and Zone Changes by the Ventura County Board
of Supervisors.

The Draft EIR includes three mitigation measures to further avoid the potential
secondary growth impacts associated with the proposed project, which include further
land use regulatory adjustments, a commitment to not use CSU property to extend
support infrastructure to adjacent land areas, and a cooperation statement with any land
conservancy organization devoted to agricultural land preservation or habitat
restoration.

The commentor states an appreciation of the CSU’s involvement in the Calleguas Creek
Watershed Management Committee, which the Navy participates in.
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TMENT OF THE NAVY .
DEPN%&L AIR WEAF‘?ONSTST ATION @
821 8TH STREET
POINT MUGLU, CA 83042-5001

™ REALY REFER TO;

3090
Seor 83JC00E/A~ 2188
July 21, 1998 .

Mr. George Dutra

Director, Facilities Planning

(California State [Iniversity, Chanpel Islands
P.0. Box 2862

Camarillo, CA 93011-2862

Dear Mr. Dut_ra:

The addition of a California State University campus in Ventura County will be an exciting
event. Naval Air Weapons Station (NAWS), Point Mugu is looking forward to working with
you and co-dcvcloping programs.

We recently forwarded comments to you on the Initial Study. We would like to take this

opportunity to provide specific comments regarding the Draft Programr Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) of June 4, 1998:

a. A review of aircraft noise impact on the university is needed, especially for sensitive uses,
such as instruction rooms, elementary school, housing and senior facilities. These uses are less
tolerable to noise and may require noisc-attenuating construction for indoor areas. Daily noise
occwTences may not be tolerable for some outdoor university activities.

Effect Land Use 4, aircraft fly-overs, states that because they are sporadic they are not
significant. Sectivn 5.8, noise, should more fully address the concerns raised above. Although
A | facilitis arc outside of the 60 Community Noise Equivalent Lovel (CNEL), individual noise
occurrences are comrnonly above 70 A-decibels.

The previous user, the state hospital, did not file complaints about noise. However,
compiaints arc often related to the sensitivity of populations or their cxpectations for low noise
levels, than to the noisc level. For exampic we don’t get noise complaints from those housed on
station, but we have received them from communities 10 miles from the station where noise
levels are considerably lower. By changing the use of the state property to a university, our
concern is that the university and other proposcd uses will be more sensitive than the previous
uscr. Therefore, we continue to recommend that facilities be upgraded or built with noise
attenuation.

b. The proposed Sitc Authority would have governmental powers to acquire and regulate
land in the master plan area. Because this wide-ranging authority may have the ability to make
B decisions that may impact NAWS operations, we request that wc participate in this authority.
An added benefit is that NAWS participation may encourage the growth of technology transfer

B XK,
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Scr 83J000E/A- 2188
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or other university and military programs.

¢. Several design considerations are included in the project to reduce pollutants in
surface and groundwater, which will help protect the aquatic environment of Calleguas Creek
and Mugu Lagoon. Water quality momtoring is an important part of the project, however, the
DEIR is not clear on the steps that would be taken if pollutant levels are unexpectantly high.

d. The potential for additional development near the university is an important issue. If
possible, steps should be taken-to reduce the potential for additional development, particularly on
agriculiural lmd. Wherever possible, new development should be restricted to the existing state

property.

€. Section 5.9.1 discuss wastewater generation. Would the proposed campus require a
need to increase the permitted discharge to Calleguas Creek? If 50, impacts to Mugu Lagoon
should be addressed.

f. Section 5.10 states that the Las Posas Road terminus is adjacent to Mugu State Park.
The terminus of Las Posas Road is at NAWS Point Mugu and is the most heavily used access to
the station. The impact on the intersection of Las Posas and State Hwy 1 does not appear to be
meluded in the DEIR. What is the impact, especially during the moming and afternoon
commute? )

The issucs we have raised arc important, however, we do not see any of them to be insuperabie.
Our staff is ready to assist you with any questions you may have. Qur point of contact is Mr.
James M. Danza, Environmental Planner, Code 831000E, (805) 989-9747.

Sincerely, ‘_p
%%HE D.BEAL

Captain, UJ.S. Navy
Commanding Officer

A-25
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California State University, Channel islands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A. Response To Comments

Letter 6

Commentor: Stephen Beal, Department of the Navy, Pt. Mugu NAWS

Date:

July 21, 1998

Responses:

A.

The EIR discusses aircraft overflight noise issue as an existing environmental condition
and as a cumnulative impact issue. Please see Section 5.8.1.c., Existing Noise Sources, and
5.8.2.c., Cumulative Impacts. The noise levels are determined to cause a nuisance impact,
but do not exceed the threshold of significance that would result in a significant impact
at the proposed location of noise sensitive uses.

The operation of aircraft is an inherently noisy activity, and as the commentor
acknowledges, it is an operation that may generate complaints from some members of
the community. Nevertheless, using the Navy’s documents and analyses as a basis for
this EIR, significant noise impacts to uses within the Master Plan area are not
anticipated to occur. No special noise-attenuating construction techniques are
considered necessary.

The request to be considered for inclusion as a member of the Site Authority is hereby
noted. Such a relationship with the project would require special State legislative action
and would result in a change to the currently proposed makeup of the Authority. Such
a change can only be considered within the current State legislation that would form the
Site Authority and would not effect the environmental impacts of the proposed project.

The implementation of the Mitigation Measures that address surface water runoff are
included in Section 5.6, Hydrology and Water Quality. These are considered to address
any potential increase in poltutant discharge to Calleguas Creek drainage systems.
Monitoring of these measures will be established as part of the Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Plan, which will be prepared for consideration by the California State
University Board of Trustees at the time of consideration of the project. Monitoring of
surface water quality in Calleguas Creek is an ongoing responsibility of the Regional
Water Quality Control Board, If a violation of water quality standards were to occur,
the Regional Water Quality Control Board has the regulatory authority to implement
corrective actions.

The issue of growth inducement and development pressure is discussed in Section 6.0,
Long Term Impacts. Though existing land use regulatory mechanisms would preclude
any development on adjacent lands without a special action by the County of Ventura,
additional mitigation measures have been included to further address the potential for
development to occur. Please see Response 5C above.

Please review Section 5.9.2.b., Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. The analysis of
wastewater outflow shows that wastewater generated would be processed by the
Camrosa Water District, which has adequate capacity to treat the project-generated
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California State University, Channel Islands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A. Response To Comments

wastewater effiuent. Though additional treatment allocation may be needed, Camrosa
officials state that their agreement can be modified. Camrosa would address any
discharge increase that they may require at such a time that an increased discharge is
necessary. In that event, Camroga would need to meet the discharge requirements of its
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit imposed by the
Regional Water Quality Control Board, which would be intended to prevent impacts to
Mugu Lagoon. ‘

F. Based on the demographics of students expected at the campus and the projected
student/staff travel routes, its was determined that the project would not add significant
amounts of peak hour traffic to the Las Posas Road/Route 1 interchange. A detailed
analysis of this location was therefore not included in the DEIR. The Final EIR text will be
modified to correct the textual reference to this location.

A27
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City Of Camarillo

601 Carmen Drive » PO. Box 248 e Camarillo, CA 93011-0248

Department of Planning and . @
Community Development
(BOS5)} 388-5360

Fax (805) 388-5388

Tuly 17, 1998

Mr. George Dutra, Director

Facilities Planning

California State University, Channel Islands
P. O. Box 2862

Camarillo, CA 93011-2862

Subject: Draft EIR for Campus Master Plan

The City of Camarillo is in receipt of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for
the proposed California State University, Channel Islands Campus Master Plan. We
appreciate the opportunity to provide continuing input into the environmental review
process. After reviewing the draft DEIR the city has the following comments:

Traffic

1. The trip assignment for the traffic analysis assumes that most of the university
traffic destined for the north U.S. 101 Freeway will use Las Posas Road to access
the freeway. However, due to a scheduled Lewis Road/U.S. 101 interchange
mprovement that will add a new set of ramps, Lewis Road will provide a more
direct route than Las Posas Road for traffic travelling between the university and
the north U.S. 101 Freeway. The traffic analysis should be modified to assign the
traffic to Lewis Road rather than Las Posas Road.

2. The EIR should be modified to more accurately account for how university traffic
will impact the Las Posas Road interchange. In the EIR, future northbound traffic
on Las Posas Road approaching the U.S. 101 southbound ramp intersection has
been loaded equally among all of the approach Ianes. However, a
disproportionately higher amount of the traffic would use the number three
northbound lane because it will be accessing the U.S. 101 northbound onramp.
Due to this disproportion, the intersection would operate at LOS F. The EIR
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Mr. George Dutra, Director
July 17, 1998
Page 2

should account for the disproportionate lane loading. It should be noted that when
traffic is reassigned to Lewis Road as outlined in comment number 1 above, the
impacts to the Las Posas Road interchange may diminish to less than significant
levels.

Mr. Tom Fox, the City Traffic Engineer, would be available to review the items above and
to assist in the revisions to the EIR. Tom may be contacted at (805) 388-5355.

Respectfully,

RobtivBrmion— .

Matthew A.. Boden, Director
Planning and Community Development

MAB:s (d:\myd-wd\csucieir)

cC: J. William Little, City Manager
Tom Fox, City Traffic Engineer

7 'L CSUCY

A-29



California State University, Channel Islands

Campus

Master Plan Final Program EIR

Section A. Response To Comments

Letter 7

Commentor: Matthew Boden, City of Camarillo

Date: July 17,1998

Responses:

A, A supplemental analysis was completed for the Lewis Road and Las Posas Road corridors
assuming implementation of the Lewis Road/U.S. Highway 101 interchange
improvements. The trip assignments for the University were modified based on this
improvement project to illustrate the effect of this alternative roadway system. Please see
Section C of this report for the supplemental text.

B. As shown on the City's ICU worksheets for buildout conditions, the critical volume on the

northbound approach at the Las Posas Road/U.S. Highway 101 Southbound Ramps
intersection is the northbound through lane which “traps” onto the southbound on-ramp.
The CSUCI project would add its traffic to the through lanes which cross the bridge, and
thus would not be critical to the ICU calculation.

Under the revised trip assigrnument scenario resulting from the Lewis Road/U.S. Highway
101 interchange improvement, the project would be expected to add approximately 94
northbound through trips to the Las Posas Road intersection. Even if all of these trips are
loaded into a single lane, the impacts would be less than significant, as the northbound
through lane which “traps” onto the southbound on-ramp would remain critical.

CS2ICY
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o f,',.- t ‘ Board of Directors

July 20, 1998 ALE. Fox

FER-98-276 ity e
: Divislon 2
Timothy M.
Divislon 3
Rm;iid ;ﬂ \;Wll
Mr. George Dutra T o
California State University “owin g
PO Box 2862

Camarillo, Ca 93011-2862 e Maregar

RE: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT FOR CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, CHANNEL ISLANDS
CAMPUS MASTER PLAN

Dear Mr. Dutra;

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Program EIR for the CSUCI Master
Plan. Camrosa Water District supports the CSUCKs goals of establishing a four-year university
on the Oxnard Plain and we look forward to working with you in realizing those goals. The
comments which follow are intended to be helpful in nature and, hopefully, will serve to
strengthen your EIR.

Page 5,6-12 Polnt of Discharge: The EIR states that "irrigation water for the golf courze would
be reclaimed water from Camrosa wastewater treatment facility, This water is currently being
discharged directly to Calleguas Creek south of the Lewis Road Bridge."

Camrosa now reclaims much of its effluent from the Camrosa Water Reclamation Facility. The'
water is pumped to storage ponds north of the main entrance to the CSUCI campus and is
currently marketed to area growers. Discharges of reclaimed water do occur during wet periods
when growers do not irrigate for an extended period of time. During those times, reclaimed
water is discharged into Conejo Creek in the vicinity of the storage ponds. There iz no discharge
point south of the Lewis Road Bridge.

Camrosa strongly supports the use of reclaimed water wherever possible. While no facilities
currently exist to deliver reclaimed water to the campus, construction of such facilities should be
8 top priority in designing the ultimate bulldout. Sufficlent reclaimed water will be available to
serve the campus, both from the reclamation process at the WRF and from water reclaimed from
Conejo Cresk

While irrigation water can be obtained from Camrosa for Bolf course irrigation, no agresment
currently exists to supply such water to the new campus. Camrosa is currently negotiating long
term water service and wastewater service agreements with the staff of CSUCL

7385 Santa Rosa Road * Camarille, CA 83012-9284
Phone: (805) 482-4677 » FAX; (805) 887-4797
Waebslite: www.camrosa.com

5 - CSUCT
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Page 3-19 Secondary Access Road; The discussion indicates that "A secondary access road
would be constructed during Iater phases to tie into the new parking structure to be located to the
northwest of the main campus. This extension of Santa Barbara Avenue, which presently is
along the north end of the North Complex, would be aligned adjacent to Long Grade Canyon
Creek channel north of Round Mountain and north of the Camrosa Wastewater Treatment
Facility (Figure 3-5),"

Camrosa's Water Reclamation Facility is designed to accommodate future expansion to meet
anticipated growth within the District. The proposed alignment of the road, adjacent to Long
Grade Canyon Creek channel, will likely create problems in implementing future expansion
plens. The District requosts that CSUCI provide the necessary flexibility in its planning and BIR

Appendix A - Page 14 Infrastructure; The Environmental Checklist Form, when addressing
the adequacy of existing infrastructure and water entitlements, indicates that thig project will
have a less than significant impact. The discussion indicates that "new Iaterals would need to be
developed in conjunction with new development, but demand would be accommodated within
the existing system.” The discussion further states ... water service from Camrosa Water
District to the site is adequate to meet expected needs

CSUCI is currently served by Camrosa through a 12-inch lins which hag limited flow capacity to
serve the campus. Camrosa's existing water facilities in the vicinity of CSUCI have reached their

development, Any new demands wil] require facility improvements, special operational
Management, and/or mitigation of potable water by reclaimed water, To the extent that the
University can reducs its historical demands, some surplus capacity can be created to serve new
demands, In order to evaluate the impact of the master plan build-out on the existing water
service infrastructure, a basic analyeis of water demands in Section 5.9 will be necesssry,
Included in the discussion should be projected flow rates required at fisll buildout, total projected
monthly demand by volume, a comparison of historical volumes used and projected volumes

concerns. We expect to work with you as moroe specifio information is nseded.

Immedintely northeast of CSUC], the proposed County of Ventura Amphitheater and Golf
Course project faces the same limitations in potable water capacity. The County’s project is
outside Camrosa’s Districe boundaries, but the County has indicated that it will request
annexetlon to Camrosa to serve the project. At the time of this letter, a challenge 10 the EIR for
the County's project is under a Judge’s deliberation. Ifthe County project proceeds, your

CSZACY
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Appendix A - Page 14 Water Supply: The discussion on Page 14 goes on to say "water supply
is considered adequate."

Treatment Plant and Camrosa’s own Reclamation Facility. The District also has established a
Broundwater management plan for the Santa Rosa Basin under the authority of the Groundwater
Managsment Act of the California Water Code (Sections 10750 et 8eq.)

Although Camross operates its fucilities in 2 manner intended to optimize the use of local water
Tesources, general Increases in potable water demands, whether resulting from the growth within
the community or changes in water use practices, must be met by additional imported water

An opportunity exists to mitigate the projected demand on potable water by maximizing the use
of reclaimed water, As stated previously, the analysis in Section 5.9 should contain & discussion
of water demands at full build-out, and the methods CSUCI would proposs to mitigate any
increased demands or reducs historical demand through the use of reclaimed water, The
conversion of existing irrigation Systems to reclaimed water should be included as part of the
campus rehabilitation plan, Using reciaimed water in now construction should be g priority
consideration during the design phases of the buiidout,

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on your EIR. We look forward to working
with you in establishing the CSUCI campus and to providing water and wastewater services to
you. If you have any questions sbout the comments we have made, or if you would like further
clarification, we would be happy 1o meet with Yyou to discuss them further.

Sincerely

Richard H. Hajas

General Manager

RHH:pe ' l
Enclosure )
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California State University, Channel Istands

Campus
Section

Master Plan Final Program EIR
A. Response To Comments

Letter 8

Commentor: Richard Hajas, Camrosa Water District

Date: July 20,1998
Responses:
A, The Final EIR will be corrected to address this factual error. It does not affect the

analysis of any significant impact.

The desire by the commentor that the CSU consider the design for and use of reclaimed
water for irrigation purposes is noted. Please note that the CSU has contemplated the
use of reclaimed water for irrigation, as indicated in Section 3.7.5, Public Utilities and
Infrastructure. At such a time that reclaimed water is brought onto the campus, the
distribution facilities will be constructed, but provision for such distribution lines is not
a significant constraint to the planning or development of the campus for its intended
uses. According to the Initial Study prepared in February 1998, which relied on a utility
infrastructure inventory (Psomas and Associate, 1977), water supplies are considered to
be adequate. In addition, though the site is currently served by Camrosa Water District,
the State retains rights to groundwater to serve onsite needs. Therefore, supply impacts
are expected to be less than significant.

The timing of the demand for the Santa Barbara Avenue extension suggests that design
and alignment studies will not be necessary for several years. Camrosa Water District
officials, other neighboring property owners, and Ventura County Public Works, will be
involved in the programming and planning stages of the roadway, providing an
opportunity for meeting multiple objectives of all parties. The potential need to realign
this conceptual roadway further to the northeast to meet the expansion needs of
Camrosa is noted for consideration by the CSU and potentially the Site Authority at
such time that the roadway is to be engineered.

Please see the response to comment 8B above. An existing utility inventory states that
water supply systems existing on site are adequate to serve the proposed project now
and in the immediate future. If an expansion becomes warranted as the campus
approaches full buildout, a subsequent environmental review by Camrosa, the CSU or
the Site Authority, or other concerned public agency (e.g. the County of Ventura in
relationship to uses on adjacent unincorporated land) would be prepared at such a time,
It is also noted that the Initial Study (Appendix A) and a Notice of Preparation of an EIR
was circulated to the Camrosa Water District in February 1998 and no comments
regarding this issue were raised in response to that notice.

The commentor has raised an issue related to a neighboring development proposal that
was the subject of an independent environmental review. The Camrosa Water District

would need to take a separate annexation acton to serve the project in question, which
does not involve the Campus Master Plan area.

CS2UCY
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California State University, Channel Islands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A. Response To Comments

F. The CSU supports the use of reclaimed water to offset additional demand for potable
water. Please review response to comment 8B above. As a program EIR, the analysis
has analyzed the buildout and development of a Master Plan. At such time that
detailed infrastructure plans are drawn up to serve new construction areas within the
Master Plan area, Camrosa Water District officials will be consulted further and detailed
design features will be jointly developed. If significant new infrastructure for capacity
or storage are in fact needed that have not been anticipated in this document, these
would be subject to additional environmental review prior to their approval.

r CSZICV
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City of Thousand Oaks 9@

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BUILDING DIVISION (805) 449-2500
DEPARTMENT PLANNING DMVISION (805) 445-2323
PHILIP E. GATCH, DIRECTOR

July 16, 1998

Mz. George Dutra

Director of Facilities Plarming

California State University, Chamnel Islands
Post Office Box 2862

Camarillo, Ca. 93011-2862

Dear Mr. Dutra:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Program EIR for the Campus Master Plan.
While we applaud the cultural enhancement which will result from the construction of the
university and the reuse of an existing major state asset, we do have some concems relative to the
issues addressed below. -

As noted, the operational emissions of ozone precursors associated with the project will exceed
the Ventura County Air Poilution Contro] District’s 25 pound per day (ppd) threshoid of
significance by 204.7 ppd of reactive organic compounds (ROC) and 229.3 ppd of nitrogen
A oxides. This will have a significant cumulative and regional adverse impact on the County’s air
quality. Since the predominant daytime wind direction is from the west, there is a possibility that
pollutants such as ozone and PM10 may be transported by prevailing winds into the Conejo
Valley. The EIR should evaluate whether the proposal will result in a deterioration of the air
quality in the Conejo Valley.

Oxe of the mifigation measures which can be used by projects which-exceed the APCD

significance thresholds is a monetary contribution to an off-site TDM program. This method is
& utilized by Ventura County as well as all of the cities in the county. An off-site TDM contribution
should be calculated for this project pursuan: to the Ventura County Guidelines for the
Preparation of Air Quality Impact Analyses.

Biolggical R ion 5,3 53-13-523-

The City of Thousand Qaks is concerned about the regional biclogical diversity. Many exaraples

of sensitive species are protected within the City’s extensive Open Space System. We applaud the
C/ University’s plan to manage open space areas as a biological preserve and encourage you 1o do
your utmost to minimize impacts to sensitive biological resources.

2100 Thousand Caks Boulgvard = Thousand Oaks, Californig 91362-2903 ~ Building FAX (BOS) 449-2575 » Planining FAX (805) 448-2350
ﬁ Printed on recegled poger

7 ) CSUCT
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A mumber of the bird species listed in Appendix €, such as black-backed woodpecker, yellow-
bilted magpie and verdin seem to be out of range and not at all typicat of expected fauna in this
part of Ventura County. What is the basis for their inchusion?

blic t ion 5. -2, pp3 - 35.9-6

Commeats in regard to Solid Waste Tssues are discussed in the attached memo from Gram Watts,
Environmeatal Programs Analyst.

Transportation/Traffic, Section 5,10

Comments in regard to Traffic Issues are discussed in the attached memo from Beth Baden of the
City’s Transportation Divisiorn.

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity of commenting on this jmportant project. Should you
have any questions, don’t hesitate to call me at (805) 449-232¢,

Sincerely,
%44@/
Ri A. Burgess
Associate Planner
ccC: MaryJane Lazz

Phil Garch

Don Nelson

Beth Baden

Grahame Watts
C:cdd:410-20/rab/esuci.com

| CSZUCY
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M E M O R A N D uy M
City of Thousand Oaks < Thousand Oaks, California

Public Works Department

To: Rick Burgess, Community Development
From: Grahame Watts, Public Works Department
Date; July 16, 1998

Subject: Cal State Channel Islands Master Plan - Comments

Thark you for forwarding the Surmmary Section of the EIR for the proposed Cal State Channel
Island Campus in Camarillo. ] have reviewed the document and I am offering the following
comments:

(30 days after opening) for implementing au on campus recycling program be set. The University
should be required to submit a Recycling Plan prior to opening that will identify all the details of
how on site waste will be managed. The document makes no reference to hazardous waste
mauagement or construction and demolition practices.

In addition to managing greerwaste on site, the University should be asked to consider the inclusion
of 2 commumity garder that could be used by faculty, students and staff for gardening needs,
F educational purposes and for small scale composting. This item should be spelled out and as part of

the organics recycling program (PS-2e).

Please contact me if you have any additional questions.

Grahant® Watts
Environmental Programs Analyst

ol [alV]
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TO: Rick Burgess, Associate Planner
FROM: Beth J. Baden, Senior Civil Engineer @37%&&_
DATE: July 16, 1998

SUBJECT:  Traffic Review of Program EIR for €CSU, Channel Islands Master Plan

The increase in traffic from the CSU traffic on Potrero Road should be corrected and discussed in
further detail in the EIR

Potrero Road east of the site is a two-tane road that does not meet Ventura County Road
Standards. It has steep grades, substandard curves and is substandard in width, The safety of
this substandard road as it currently exists is questionable, as is the ability of this road to
accommodate a significant increase in traffic from the proposed project. The EIR should be

Should Potrero Road require improvements to accommodate project traffic, the study should also
discuss growth-inducing impacts that those improvements could have on the City of Thousand
Qaks.

CS2UCY

r h A-40.



California State University, Channel islands

Campus
Section

Master Plan Final Program EIR
A. Response To Comments

Letter 9

Commentor: Richard Burgess, City of Thousand QOaks

Date:

July 16, 1998

Responses:

A.

The commentor has restated information included in the EIR regarding air quality
impacts, which have been described as significant and unavoidable. Since the Conejo
Valley is part of the Ventura County Air Basin, the EIR has implicitly stated that air
quality there will be adversely affected.

The California State University is not planning to pay mitigation fees suggested by the
commentor for the reasons discussed in Section 2.3.3 of the Draft EIR. Nor is the CSU
subject to any fees that may be imposed by the City of Thousand Oaks, in whose
jurisdiction the CSU has no development plans. However, the proposed project is
developing and committing to a range of transportation demand management strategies
and other air pollution reduction strategies that should mitigate impacts directly and for
a longer term as compared to the three-year buydown fee program associated with the
off-site TDM program. The Master Plan also includes a range of land uses that could
accommodate the needs of students, faculty, and staff on campus, thereby further
reducing the potential for air pollutant emissions.  These uses include not only
employment centers for research and development operations, but housing and
ancillary retail uses to serve the campus and residential community, as stated in Section
3.7 of the EIR. The campus is also intended to serve 3,250 FTES at campus buildout
through distance learning centers, thereby eliminating 7,735 potential trips and
consequential air pollutants. Please also review the mitigation measures included in
Section 5.2, Air Quality.

These species were inadvertently included as a result of a spreadsheet error and will be
deleted from the Appendix table. The Northern Flicker is added in place of the Black-
backed Woodpecker, the “observed” in the “urban” column for the Verdin” is moved
down one row to the Bushtit row, and the “observed” in the “urban” column for the
Yellow-billed Magpie is moved up one row to the Scrub Jay row. The analysis of
significant project effects and the nature of mitigation measures is not affected by these
changes. '

The commentor states that comments by two other City of Thousand Oaks officials
follow. These are addressed below.

The commentor suggests that more detail be added to the EIR section without including
specifics of what deficiencies exist in the section; no further response is possible. The
recommendation that an administrative position within the CSU with responsibility for
solid waste is noted for the decision-makers, but is not viewed as a necessary mitigation
measure. CSU campuses have historically developed recycling plans and such is
required by Mitigation Measure PS-2(a). Please also see Mitigation Measures PS-2(b)

CSZUCY
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Califomnia State University, Channel Islands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A. Response To Comments

through (e). The details of timing and responsibilities for these mitigation measures will
be developed as part of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, which will
be prepared for consideration by the Board of Trustees at the time of action on the
proposed project. Hazardous waste management at each CSU campus is handled by an
administrative person directly assigned responsibility for this issue. Construction and
demolition practices are conirolled through the standard construction contract that CSU
uses; please see also Mitigation Measure PS-2(d).

E. While a community garden may be an added attraction for the campus, it does not serve
to reduce either solid waste or green waste and so is not feasible as a mitigation
measure. Your suggestion is herein forwarded to the University planners for their
future consideration. The establishment of a community garden at the site is not .
precluded by the current plans (it could be located anywhere in the recreation/open
space lands) and several campuses in the CSU system do have community gardens.

G. The impacts of the project to Potrero Road were addressed in the DEIR and determined to
be less than significant. Phase 1 would add 724 ADT, while buildout of CSUCI would add
1,800 ADT to this roadway. These traffic additions were determined to be insignificant.
Given this level of traffic addition, no further analysis of project impacts within the City of
Thousand Oaks is required. It is also noted that traffic on surface streets within Thousand
Oaks would not increase as a result of CSUCL Surface street volumes in Thousand Oaks
are directly related to development within Thousand Oaks (i.e. residents of Thousand
Oaks will generate a fixed amount of traffic with or without CSUCTI).

H. The 2,800 ADT figure on Potrero Road represents the forecast volume of traffic adjacent to
the project site at Lewis Road. This volume is directly affected by development in the
study-area adjacent to the project site. The 4,260 ADT suggested by the commentor may
be correct for the segment of Potrero Road in Thousand Oaks, however this is not the
segment which is analyzed in the EIR.

1 See response to Comments G & H above.

J. Potrero Road has the physical capacity to accommodate the additional traffic generated by
CSUCT. Although CSUCI would add traffic to Potrero Road and thereby have the
potential to increase the number of accidents, the accident rate would not be expected to
increase. The accident rate, which is determined by the number of accidents per million
vehicles miles traveled, is related to the roadway design features. Improvements
necessary to correct any safety problems on Potrero Road are required with or without the
proposed CSUCI project.

K. See response to Comments G through J above.

r C&&CJ
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_RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY | ®

VEntura | mommg

Agerncy Director

dJuiy 20, 1998

George P. Dutra

Director, Facilities Planning

California State University, Channel Islands

1878 South Lewis Road

Camarillo, CA $3011-2862 e,

RE:  CSU-CI CAMPUS MASTER PLAN DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
Dear George:

Aftached please find County agency comments regarding the Draft EIR for the CSU-CI

. Campus Master Plan. Overall, the Draft EIR does a good job of evaluating project impacts.

A The attached communications identify technical corrections and offer suggestions for
improvements which we hope will be incorporated into the Final EIR. Any EIR issue areas

requiring further amplification or clarification can be addressed in the response to

commernts.

As you know, the County has on-going concems related to the mitigation of off-site impacts.
We expect that this and any other County concerms will be adequately addressed as we
pursue the preparation of a Mitigation Monitoring Program, Specific Plan and Development
Agreement. We look forward to working closely with you to develop these and any other
tools required for the implemantation of the new California State University, Channel
Islands.

Sincerely, ]
Thomas Bery, Director
Resource Management Agericy

Altachments

RECZ
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RESOURCE MANAGL JENT AGENCY
: ; Environmental Haaith bivision
;EE; : _ Donaig w, Koepp

Crrecter

DATE: July 10, 1998
TO: Dennis Hawkins
FROM: Melinda Talent |17

SUBJECT: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR) FOR CALIFORNIA
STATE UNIVERSITY, CHANNEL ISLANDS

1. EHD did not receiva the Notice of Preparation for the subject DEIR or

the future, piease include EHD in the distribution list for a) Netices of
Preparation for EIRs.

Control has identified on the Calsites list for an uncontrolled release of
C.. a hazardous substance(s). According to a summary report, the site
has been referred to the Califarnia Water Quality Control Board for
further action. There was no discussion in the DEIR regerding the site
or status from the Regianal Water Quality Control Board.

3. EHD records indicate that there is a Leaking Underground Fuel Tank
{LUFT) site on the Property for which closure has not yet been

. obtained. According to EHD records, there was groundwater and soils

D contamination at the site. |n addition, there are ather underground

tanks located on the site which are still in place. The final EIR should

address the status of the LUFT site and the future use or removal of

the existing tanks.

CSZACY
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CSUCI DEIR

July 10, 1998
Page 2
4. On page 5.9-5 under Publjc Services, Mitigation Measure PS-2(e}

5.

F
6.

G
7.

recommends the use of greenwaste mulching and small-scale
composting facility on-site. There are patential human health risks
associated with biovaerosols and composting operations. At this time,-
the public health significance of bioaerosols from compesting is
unknown. Since the on-site Composting is part of the propesed
project mitigation measure, the final EIR should include 3 discussian
on exposure 10 bioaerosols from the composting facility to nearby
sensitive receptors at the proposed daycare center and eldercare
facilities.

The project applicant should be awara that Title 14, California Code of
Reguiations (CCR}, imposes permitting requirsments and/or state
minimum standards pertaining to specified greenwaste chipping and
grinding and composting operations and facilities.

EHD records indicate that the project is located on or near a closed,
illegal or abandaned solid wasts disposal site, If during construction
evidence of a waste disposal site is encountered, the work shall cease
and EHD as the Local Enforcement Agency should be notified,

On-site retention in the form of detention basins, drainage swales and
other methods, are proposed as mitigation measures for water
drainage on the property. These drainage systams may provide an
area for mosquito breeding. The final EIR should include a discussion
on the design and maintenance of the systems in order to prevent
mosquito -breeding sources and protect sensitive populations at the
proposed daycare and eldercare facilities from exposure to vector
borne diseases.

It you have any questions please contact me at 654~_2811.

CSZICY
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HESUUHRCE MANAGLUMENT AGENCY

1 OT ...

Planning Divisio
Keith A, Turne

Ciractc

~ COUNTY OF VENTURA

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGENCY
PLANNING DIVISION

MEMORANDUM -
DATE: July 16, 1998

TO: Thomas Berg, Director
Resource Management Agency

FROM: Dennis Hawkinsm
Planning Division

SUBJECT: CSU-CI CAMPUS MASTER PLAN DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT (DEIR)

The Planning Division has reviewed the above environmental decument and offers the
following comments:

General Comments

In general, the EIR appearsto do a fairly good job of deseribing the environmental impacts
: of the proposed CSU project. Our main eriticism of the EIR are that the project description
I for the non-university land uses is still somewhat nebuious and the EIR identified mitigation
measures, particularly for off-site traffic impacts, are not detailed enough to assure their
effectiveness or feasibility. At some point these issues will need to be fully addressed by

means of a Specific Plan, Development Agreement and Mitigation Monitoring Program.

Intreduction

Page 1-1, 2nd paragraph - The original CSU site was not located in Somis. It was located
j in the western part of the Las Posas Valley, between Price Road and Aggen Road, south of
La Loma Avenue.

Page 1-8, 1st paragraph - The EIR indicates that Venturg County may become a lead
K agency invalved in the permitting and implementation of various off-site improvements {o
infrastructure (such as road improvemerts, traffic signals, etc.) that may be associated with

o RN,
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Thomas Berg
July 16, 1998
Page 2

campus growth and that the Flood Contro! District may be a responsible agency with
respect to any improvements to Long Valley Grade channel. The EIR should be revised to
indicate that Ventura County will also be a lead agency with respect to approval of tha non-
University land uses (golf course, senior and/or military housing, research and devalopment
offices and other revenue-generating land uses which are nat directly related to the CSU
academic program. Additionally, Ventura County will need to amend its General Plan to

Specific Plan and Development Agreement and amend the County General Plan Regional
Road Network and amend the County’s Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee Ordinancs.

Page 2-3, Section 2.1.3, 2nd paragraph - The EIR never axplains what an academic
enhancement center is. Earfier discussions with CSU staf indicate that this might ertail
avemight lodgings and meeting rooms for SYmposiums, seminars and private sector
training sessions. The EIR should describe the purpose, size and capacity of this facility.
The size of this facility may affect land use compatibility and traffic impacts.

The residential component of the project is variously described as faculty/staff housing,
senior housing, military housing or some combination thereof. The EIR shouid consider
that senior orfented housing would have differant effects than military or faculty/staff family
oriented housing. Senior housing may require greater emphadis on public ransportation
and medical care, elc., while family oriented housing may have greater impacts on schools
and parks etc.

Page 2-27 to 2-29, Section 2.3.3, Mitiqation Responsibility - The EIR discussaes mitigation
| responsibility and indicates that CSU cannot mitigate off-site impacts of the project. This
appears to be contrary to the spirit and requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act. We know of no other State agency that exempts itself from mitigating its off-
site impacts. We suggest that the section be revised to substitute language that says -
given the magnitude of tha off-site traffic improvements required for this project, and the
scarcity of education dollars, it may be financially infeasible for CSU to participate in
mitigation of these impacts, unless the Califomia State University, Channel Islands Site
Authority legislation is enacted. '

Tha issue of mitigation responsibility may become mute if SB 1923 is enacted by the
Legislature and signed by tha Govermor, as expected. Hawever, even if the legisiation is
approved creating a Site Authority, the EIR is not clear to what extent the Site Autharity will
in fact contribute to off-site mitigation efforts. This issue will ultimately be settled by a
Development Agreement signed by the County and the CSU Site Autherity. However, we
suggest that in order to make the EIR mitigation measures “real” - the EIR should embody

CSZICY
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Thomas Berg
July 16, 1988
Page 3

the concept that the Site Authority will pay traffic fees equivalent tg the University's “fair
- share” impact on the Regional Road systemn in the vicinity of the project. .

Project Description

Page 3-7, Section 3.6.2, Additional Permits and Approvals - The EiR shouid alsa indicate
that the County must amend its General Pian to elimi~ate inconsistencies with existing land
usa palicies for State or Federal Facilities and the Ursan Centers policy. Additionally, the
County must amend the General Plan Regional Rozd Network to accommodate the
widening of Cawelti Road and Las Posas Road as recommended in the Traffic section of
the EIR. Additionally, the County must approve a Specific Plan, Development Agreement,
zone change, and amend the Cournty’s Traffic Mitigation Fee Ordinance.

Page 3-8, 1st paragraph, page 3-20, 1st and 4th paragraphs - The EIR references Sarta
Barbara Avenue, Rincon Drive, Camarillo Drive, Santa Paula Avenue and Ventura Street.
A map should be provided shawing the location of these roads,

Cuitural I-'\"asourcw

Page 5.4-7, Table 5.4-1 - A map should be pravided to shaw té lacation of the referenced
buildings. It may be useful to include photographs of the buildings to be removed to
support the EIR conclusions regarding significance.

Page §.4-8, Paragraph C-3(b) - The EIR indicates that Employee Housing Home 1 *shiould
be considered” for reuse as part of a community center or pessibly the academic
enhancement center. Thisisa goad concept, but the languags “should be considersd”
needs to be reworded as this is not an effective mitigation measure. We suggest the
language be revised to "shall be required”. Wthere isa question regarding the feasibility of
the measure, the feasibility issue shouid be explored.

Nolse

| Page 5.8-2, paragraph N-2(a) - The EiR recommends that the University not approve the
Camarillo Regional Park amphitheater Noise Abatement Plan {NAP) unless certain noise
mitigation measures are included in the NAP. The University does net have approval
authority over the NAP. The CSU staff and consultant have reviewed the draft NAP and
their comments will be cansidered prior to approvsi of the final NAP.

Page 5.8-12, paragraph N-3 - The EIR recommends use of rubberized asphalt paving
materials ba used for any re-paving of roads effected by project and cumulative traffic. This
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measure is ineffective because the EIR fails to identify where this measurs should be
applied, who will be responsibie for this measure and how will it be paid for. We suggest
that the EIR require this measure to be implemented anly adjacent to noise sensitive land

amphitheater project if it were made a condition of the Traffic Management Plan which cSU
has approval authority aver.

Transportation/Traffic

Page 5.10-8, 3rd paragraph in Section b - The EIR does not propose any effective
mitigation for traffic impacts. The EIR merely provides a wish list of traffic improvements
that would need to be constructed. The EIR indicates that funding of traffic improvements
is discussed in Section 2.2.3 (Mitigation Responsibility). However, this section basically
disclaims any responsibifity for funding of transportation mitigation , except possibly some
unspecified contribution by the proposed Site Autharity, Wae suggest that additional detai
be provided to address funding of these improvements. This should include an indication
that the Site Authority will take responsibility for the CSU's fair share of traffic
improvements, while the balancs wouid be paid for through an increase in the County’'s
Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee Ordinance and through other funding saurces, including $4
million in TEA-21 funds which is budgeted for the improverment of Lewis Road in the
vicinity.

Page 5.10-28, last paragraph, continuing to page 5.10-29 - The EIR critiques a draft Traffic

Management Plan (TMP) prepared for the Camarillo Regicnai Park amphitheater project.

The draft TMP was rejected by the County Transportation Department. Furthermore, the

conditions of the pemmit require that the TMP be approved not ofily by the County, but also

by the City of Camarillo and the University. Further, sinca the State owns Camarillo Orive,

the State can dictate whatever terms it desires for the use of this facility or may choose not
to allow the expanded access required for the proposed amphitheater. -

Berg:OH
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GENERAL SERVICES AGENCY

mﬁ Recreation Sarvices

vE A== County Caverament Caner

! h'g&? Adrmimistration Buiiding, L #1030
X ‘_"r' 800 Seuth Veciona Avenye

LT E

Vantura. CA 23008
1805, 654-3853
Fax (80b) 654-3684

July 16, 1998
TO: Dennis Hawkins, RMA, Planning Division, L#1740

FROM: Theresa Lubin, Program Administrator, (#1030

SUBJECT:

university campus, the General Services Agency staff spant many hours working
with the CSU staff to identify and mitigate potential impacts from the Carmnarillo
Regional Park project, a northem neighbor to the future CSU site,

\/ course approvgl, mitigation measures were adopted that would reduce all noise and
traffic related Impacts to a less than significant levei. Several of the draft studies

Section 2.0 Summary, Table 2.3-1, Impact LU-3:

CSUCT
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The Final Noise Abatement Plan (NAP) dated July 10, 1998 has been completed
by Giroux & Associates, an independent consuijtant selected by the Ventura County
Planning Division. The County is committed to complying with the General Plan

noise standards through a varisty of mitigation measures, The following underlined -
and italicized sections are excarpts from the Final NAP:

The N

Effect LU-3;

The information contained under this section was obtained from the FEIR. The
fallowing information is from the Final NAP, a much more extensive and detailed
X naise analysis prepared by an independent consuitant Giroux & Assaciates:

CS2ICY
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The noise compliance standard s as follows (one hoyr energv-averaged loye/

LEQ))
' Sam - _Zpm 55 dgcA)
7om -10p.m, 20 dR(A)
10pm. - 6am, 45 dBrA)
T X, i / h

Two CCC sites o
the State Hospital grounds were inciuded as monitoring locations, The allowable
post 10 p.m. noise levels dus to amphitheater operations at these two sites wouid

along the higher ridge separating the CCC facility from the amphitheater.
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X ~receiver relationshi r / fj A
rQgressiv L distances, the uncertginty due fo sound wave bending and
r o iner nsider,
gis
a ~21

Section 2.0 Summary, Table 2.3.1:

Piease refer to the NAP excerpts under the d Planning section above |
for an explanation of anticipated sound levels at sensitive receptors during
Y amphitheater events. Calcuiations for post-10 p.m. exposure at the CCC camp
facility considered a number of factors including, assumed stage speaker sourca
strength, tower mounted delay speaker source strength, directicnality in speaker

af béing slightly lower). This is in compliance with the Genera| Plan standard of 45
dB(A) for noise in the 10 p.m. -7 a.m, time peried. .

P L o .
5.8 NOISE:

Please refer to the above Passages from the Final NAP pPrepared by Giroux &
Associates for the most recent information on peak noise level impacts from

=}
Effact N-2:

The number of events permitted at the amphitheater has been limited to a maximum
Z | of 30 per calender year

Effact N-2: )

A\ | The Final NAP offers a different sat of calculations than those included in the Draft
EIR. Please refer to the passages above from the NAP.
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Page 5.8-10
Effect N-2:

The second paragraph brings up the concern again that the amphitheater soung.
levels will exceed the County Generat Plan noise standards, The amphitheater
project is conditioned to prevent the noise levels from exceeding the County
General Plan noise standards.

Page 5.10-29

Effect T4

The Traffic Management Plan (TMP) as submitted far inclusion in'the Draft EIR was
also in draft form. A final County approved TMP will meet all County General Plan
traffic standards

CSZCY
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CcouNty OFf Venturse
Public Works Agency

Solid Waste Management Department

KAY MARTIN
Deputy Director o
Fublic Works
DATE: July 17. 1998
TO: Dennis Hawkins, RMA/Planning Division 1{3
FROM: Marialyce Pedersen, Recycling Specialist P

Lorraine Timmons, Recycling Specialist L1
SUBJECT: California State University Channel Islands—Draf: Environmental Impact Report

After review of the DEIR for the above-listed project, the Solid Waste Management Department
(SWMD) offers the following comments.

Estimate of Waste Generation

The DEIR provides waste generation estimares for the campus core and 900 residential units. To
AC' accurately determine what the actual solid waste impacts of this project will be, the waste generation
from the entire project during the three phases needs 1o be provided, including all uses within the
developable area.

Please provide, by each land use type, the expected annual lonnage generation. Included should be
the source of the waste generation rates used and the specific calculations (as well as the
assumptions within those calculations).

We suggest breaking out generation by the following land use categories, at minimum:

University Academic Buildings
Non-University Schools and Day Care Buildings
Ab Residential Units (including student housing, indicate density)
Maintenance Areas
Eating and Drinking Establishments
Office-Based Professional Services
Rerail Trade :
Other Mise. or Unknown Commercial Uses
Maintained Lawn
. Other Maintained Landscaping

The SWMD has developed standard waste generation factors, based on square footage or employee,
that may help with estimating waste generation by land use.

In addirion, the SWMD requests that an estimara of the construction and demolition wasta that will
AE disposed and recycled by the three phases of the project be included in the EIR.

CSZUCY
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Mitigation Measures - General Comments

In all of the mitigation measures listed on page 5.9-5, the word “should” needs to be replaced with
the word “shall.”

Each mitigation measure should address who, specificaily, will be responsible for implementarion of
the measure,

Each mitigarion measure should set forth a lime frame for implementatign.

Mitigation Measures - Specific Comments

PS-2(a)  Thisis a very important mitigation measure and therefore more specifics should be

The SWMD suggests the following rewording:

A long-term plan for waste reduction and-recycling shall be developed and
appraved by the Solid Waste Management Department prior to issuance of the first
Zoning Clearance. This plan will include the following:

e A statement that CSUCI shall abide by the requirements of Executive Order W-
7-91, which requires recycling, source reduction, and use of recycled-content
products by all State agencies;

e A statement that CSUCT shal] comply with all applicable Ventura County
ordinances with regard to recycling by commercial generarors.

e Shor- and long-term recycling goals, including plans for tackling harder to
recycle materials, such as food and textiles;

* Short- and long-term source reduction goals, including measures to eliminate
single vuse items, and ta encourage reuse of materials as well as use of more
durable materjals;

s University policies for buying materials made from recycled content, and

buying recyclable vs. nonrecyclable products;

Recycling program administration and staffing;

Space allocation for recyclables collection cantainers;

Required equipment (containers, vehijcles);

Plan for ongoing outreach and education to faculty and students:

Plan for tracking the tonnage of material disposed, recycied or otherwise

diverted from landfill; - )

Policies for training custodial staff for recycling as part of their jobs; and

A statement that CSUCI shall meet with staff of the Solid Waste Management

Department annualily to monitor the success of all waste reduction and recycling

efforts and work on improvements. '

PS-2(b) Incorporate this mitigation measure into PS-2(a).
PS-2(c)  Incorporate this mitigation measure into PS-2(a).
- PS-2(d)  The word “recycie” should be changed to “recycled,” for grammatical correctnass.
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PS-2(e)  This mitigation measure should be more specific as to what materfals will be recyeled
and provide more flexibility as to how this will be implemented. The SWMD suggests
deleting all of item {e) and replacing it with the following:

The University shall prepare and implement an organics tecycling plan. This plan
will outline the methods by which al] landscape trimmings, grass, wood and
manures generated at the University, except for those ilems not accepted by local

funimizing the generation of landscape trimmings, such as through the selection
of low waste producing plant species, grasscycling (leaving grass clj ppings on the
grass), and on-site grinding for muich or “Ompost production. The plan will also
address the feasibility of collecting and recyclin g food scraps generated ar the
University.

Cumulative Impacts

In Section 5.9.c (Public Services), cumularive impacts are stated as less than significant because
"The Toland Landfill and the Simi Valley Landfili are anticipated to accommodate solid waste
disposed within Ventura County for the next 29 years and 10 years, respectively." However, the
Toland Landfill currently operates near its permined daily tonnage limit of 1.500 tons per day, and
therefore may be unable 1o accommodare significant new generators. Similarl ¥, the Simi Valley
Landfill land use permits expire in 2004, and approval of proposed permir modifications cannot be

Additional Comments

The California State University Channel Islands Project is going to be quite large, and even with
achieving 50 percent diversion, will contribute considerable waste to the local solid waste
infrastructure. At the same tims, new Universities don't come along everyday. Even with the
considerable addition to the wastestream, the SWMD is excited about the opportunities this facility
will offer. CSUCT could become a mode! for other universities and furure developments. We have
the chance with this project to implement, from the very beginning, large-scale, innovarive waste
reduction and recycling strategies. .

We would like to invite the CSUCT project development team to consider some measures that go
beyond standard recycling mitigation measures. Here's just a sampling of measures that could be
implemented by the Unjversity 10 demonstrate a strong long-term commitment to resource
responsibility: - - .

» Construct one, if not more, buildings from as much recycled-content materials as possible
(carpet, wallboard, roofing, insulation, tile, asphalt, etc.). Use it as an educational model, with
signage to explain the materials that were used.

* Implement an on-site composting operation that would convert the University's landscape
trimrnings and food scraps into soil amendments and malch to be used in on-site landscapes. To

4
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20 beyond this, the University could work with the SWMD and loca} regulators to explore the
possibility of setting up a facility for receiving materials from off-gire for compesting. This could
even be a possible revenue generator for the University, A southern California facility for
teaching composting is much needed and could also be considered.

The Solid Wasie Management Department would be glad 10 offer assistance with developing and
implementing any of these or other innovagve programs. - :

Please cali Murialvee Pedersen at (805) 654-3506 or Lorraine Timmons at {803) 648-9226 if you
have any questions abour this Department’s DEIR comments.

Enclosures

- Ce: Carole Trigg, Public Works Agency

Flusers/everyon e/word/ceqal1 998/ cscicir2

CSZICY

r ~ A58



AK

AL

AM

AN

MEMO

REVISED July 16, 1998

additions/corrections shown in bold/iralic

Tao: Tom Berg, Director
Resource Management Agency
07 b .
From: Butch Britt, Deputy Director of Public Works
Transportation Department

Subject: California State University, Channe] Islands Campus
Master Plan Program Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
Section 5.10 Transportation/ Traffic
Replaces July 15, 1998 Memo

Date: Tuly 16, 1998

GENERAL COMMENTS:

The DEIR identifies several road improvements in the unincorporated area as potential
mitigation to increases in traffic generated by the University project and associated commercial
development. [t does not, however, indicate the cost of these improvements, a source of
funding, responsibility for implementing these improvements, or timing for implementation.

The DEIR, in several places, discusses the project’s net inerease of trips over the traffic thar
would be generated by a fully active state hospital facility. This comparison is irrelevant and
references to net increases shoulc! be deleted.

The DEIR suggests construction of an alternate entrance/exit to the University site from Lewis
Road. The Public Works Agency also suggests that various realignments of other existing area
roads, such as Laguna Road to irtersect with Lewis Road at this new entrance, be considered.
This would seem to have the potential of being an effective alternate route for linking

.University wraffic to Las Posas Road. This would raduce traffic volumes on Lewis Road, and

improve overail access to the site. This DEIR should contain an analysis of these additional "
alternatives,

Lewis Road is identified a5 a two lane highway on the 2010 County Regional Road Netwaork,
but it is not currently included in the Congestion Management Plan (CMP) system. Cawelti
Road is not curremly identified in the County Regional Road Network or the CMP. The
projected traffic levels, road re-classifications/re-designations and road Improvements
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recommended in this DEIR will require an amendment to the County General Plan, and CMP
system. Cawelti Road is also not on the Federal Ajd System and is not eligible for use of
Federal Aid Funds.

The roads in this vicinity are relatively low volume rural roads ip a predominately agricultural
area. There are drainage ditches, utility poles or other structures immediately adjacent to the
travel way. Because of the maganitude of projected traffic increases, and the changes in
character of traffic resulting from the University project and the associated commercial
development, the impact on safety as well as the capacity of these roadways should be
addressed in the DEIR. Additionally, the DEIR needs to address the direct impacts on
agriculture of the acquisition of rights of way to accommodate the widening of roads in the
project vicinity. The full impacts of road widenings need to be disclosed, quantified, and
analyzed. :

There is no mention in the DEIR of the frequent presence of farm vehicles or other siow
moving traffic. Slow moving farm equipment or extensive parking on the road shouider by
farm workers is common. There are also a number of designated {arm equipment crossings that
should be included in the analysis of the ability of these roadways to safely and effectively
handle the projected additional traffic resulting from the University project and the associared
commercial traffic. '

A minimal traffic increase on Potrero Road is identified in the DEIR. While additional traffic
i not recommended on Potrero Road because of its rugged mountainous terrain, we believe
that some additional traffic will migrate toward this roure. This should bé discussed within the
DEIR. Mitigation measures might include improving the safety of this rugged mountainous
road or, alternatively, developing effective restrictions for its use.

To place this project in context, at full build out it increases trafSic volumes on Ventura County
roadways by as much as 700 percent. The immediate szbset of roadways expected 1o carry this
additional traffic consists of two lane roads that do not meet current road standards and that
have slow moving or agricultural traffic with the limitations described above. Additionaily,
there is little safety lighting (the DEIR projects that night traffic will increase with University
operation).

The transportation impacts (including both safety impacts and capacity impacts) of 36,535
additional vehicles on Ventura County roadways and adjacent agricultural operations must be
fully disclosed and evaluated. The DEIR fails to adequately do this.

CSZCY

A-60



Tom Berg
July 16, 1998

-

Page 3

SPECIFIC COMMENTS:

Comment

The discussion of Las Posas Road as a route between U S, Highway
101 and the campus needs to be clarified. If Las Posas is to be an
dccess route 1o the campus., the distribution of traffic exiting U.S,
Highway 10! 1o Las Posas and waveling to Pleasant Valley Road,
East 5th Street and Cawelti Road must be analyzed The discussion
of East Sth Street says the intersection of Pleasant Valley Road and
East Sth Street is controfled by a traffic signal. This is partiallv
correct, the westerly Pleasant Valley Road/ East Sth Street
intersection is signalized, the easterly intersection near Dawson
Drive is not.

In Table 5.10-, the formula for calculating net project added trips
is incorrect. [t should be reversed, with (short term plus hospital)
subtracted from (short tarm plus CSU Phase 1).

The comparison of CSU traffic 10 former hospital wraffic is
irrelevant. Comparison must be 1o existing conditions (existing
environmentaf setting). Thus the Effect T-1 of the University is an
addition of 14,484 ADT to the roadways adjacent to the site. The
implication that this ig only a net increase of 5178 ADT is
misleading. We believe that the level of traffic artributed to a return
to hospital use is grossly overstated. Historical records of traffic
volurmes on Lewis Road and other adjacent roads do not approach
the levels assumed in the DEIR if the hospital was in ful! operation.

Mitigation T I(a) should include improvement of Lewis Road to
current road standards for safety as well as capacity reasons, and
should also include the segment from Pleasant Valley Road to
Cawelti Road. Lewis Road currently functions primarily as a farm
access road with a relatively low volume of traffic. There are
drainage ditches, utility poles and other rigid encroachments closcly
adjacent 1o the traveled way that will require modification prior to
the incresses in traffic that are projected in the DEIR. .

l Number ] Page/Reference

L. 5.10-3
AT

2. 5.10-7
AU

3. |s510-13
AV

4, 5.10-15
Aw

3 5.10-17
AX -

Mitigation T1(c) should incorporate the comments regarding safery
improvements required to convert a relatively low volume road
primarily used for agricultural use to a commuter routs.
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Number | Page/Reference Comment

6. 5.10-22 Sez comment 2 above. The unplication that the traffic ncrease is
ouly 27,229 instead of 36,535 which has to be accommodated by
improvements to the Regional Road Network is misleading, The
mitigarion measures (T3} address cumulative impacts. The DEIR
should specifically identify project specific impacts. For example,
Lewis Road between Cawelri and Camarillo Drive wouid require
widening to 4-Janes based on CSUCT traffic alone.

7. - | 5.10-28 The comments regarding the Camarillo Amphitheater Project

, Traffic Management Plan (TMP) are appreciated. However, the
TMP has not been approved. The only document that has been
approved is the project EIR and the wraffic projections contained
therein, We recognize the amphitheater traffic will impact the
University with regard to the use of Camarillo Drive and thar the
University's approval of that portion of the plan is required prior to
any amphitheater use of Camarillo Drive. It is also recognized that
the draft TMP utilizes different maffie distriburion factors on the
roads, but the TMP is not an environmental docurnent. i i
intended to be an operational shortFange document which will
require modification over time as additional traffic from the
University is added to the road system, or traffic distribution
patterns change.

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS RF UIRED: :
The following are not comments on the DEIR. They are an atrempt to quantify the costs of
road improvements necessary to support the CSU. These are preliminary cost estimates only.

Minimum Improvements: .

Lewis Road - increase from two to four lanes and improve to current road standards from
Camarillo Drive to Pleasant Valley Road. Improve existing Lewis Road to current road
standards (two lanes) from Camarillo Drive to Hueneme Road. Various intersections from
Hueneme Road to Pleasant Valley Road will be improved or signalized.

Estimated Cost: 312,000,000

The projected volumes of traffic on Lewis Road north of Camarillo Drive approach the
threshold for requiring a six lane roadway using the adopted County General Plan Standards.
They exceed the design capacities contained in other engineering reference literature. Lewis
Road between Camarillo Drive and Pleasant Valley Road may thus.require widening to six
lanes within the life of the project. The extension of Laguna Road to Lewis Road at Camarilio
Drive, to connect Camarillo Drive to Las Posas Road may also be required.
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Probable Required Improvements;

Reroute and improve Laguna Road (current rwo lane road standard) from the intersection of
Camarillo Drive and Lewis Road 1o Las Posas Road (includes new bridge over Calleguas
Creek).

Estimated Cost: $7.000.000
Widen Lewis Road north of Camarillo Drive from four to six lanes.

Estimated Cost: $3.500,000
Widen Cawelti Road from two 1o four lanes.

Estimated Cast: 34,300,000

Estimated Total Cost; 326,800,000

Discussion:

The above costs estimates are based on an average cost of $1,000,0Q0 per lane mile of roadway
(typical development cost per lane mile in Ventura County). The above estimates do not
include cost of improvements within the City of Camarillo, such as widening Lewis Road from
Pleasant Valley Road to Route 101, improving or widening Pleasant Valley Road from two to
four lanes, widening Pleasant Valley Road between Pancho Road and Lewis Road, intersection
improvements (within the City) or freeway interchange improvements. They also do not
include widening of Lewis Road beyond that needed to bring the road to current road standards
south of Camarillo Drive or widening of the bridge at Calleguas Creek which would be required
if the traffic distribution varies significantly. Additionally, they do not include improvements
to Potrero Road (which would be extremely expensive), but may be necessary in the future,
If the assumed project traffic or trip distdbutions vary significantly after more analysis, the
improvements required and associated costs will change accordingly.

MAINTENANCE REQIUIREMENTS:

Road Maintenance: :

The average annual cost of road maintenance per lane mile in the county is approximately
35,000 per lane mile. Adding approximately 6-8 lane miles of roadway will increase County

maintenance costs approximately $30,000 - $40,000 per year.

Public Transit:

The average cost to run a shuttle bus is about $50/hour including operator, maintenance, fuel,
etc. Assuming operation for 12 hours per day, 6% days per week, the cost of providing public
transportation services to the University from Camarillo would be approximately $202,800 per

year. :
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ADDITIONAL FUNDING REQUIRED:
Capital Improvements: '

The only known potential source of funding for road improvements of the scope identified in
the EIR is the federal-aid program. This was formerly authorized under the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA). Congress has recently reauthorized the program by
passing the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21).

The federal-aid program funds are allocated by the Ventra Counry Transportation
Commission (VCTC). -

Prior to passage of TEA-21, it was estimated that $16 million would be made available on a
competitive basis for the Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) under the
reauthorization act for the period 1998-2004. OF this amount, the Counry of Ventura has
already been allocated $4 million for improvement of a portion of Lewis Road (northerly of
Camarillo Drive). It is anticipated that TEA-21 may result in the availability of a3 much as an
additional $6 million for the RSTP. However, there is no assurance that any of these additional
funds will be made available to address University traffic impacts. Cawelti Road will have to
be added to the Federal Aid System. .

Qur expectation and planning have been based on the assumption that the University will grow
gradually from approximately 1000 students to 10,000 students over & period of years. We did
not anticipate commercial or residential development building out concurrently from the
beginning of the project. Our intent was 1o phase construction of the road improvements as
they are needed, or as the University grows. Even if this assumption is correct, additional
funding sources will have to be found to fisnd fisll build out level improvements. If University
traffic increases at an accelerated rate, the transportation improvements and finding sources
will be required at an earlier date.

Based on the current county traffic impact mitigation fee (Ordinance #4071) and the reciprocal
traffic agreement with the City of Camarillo, the university development would normally be
required to pay a traffic impact fes of approximately $6.3 million dollars ($4.2 million County/
$2.2 million City of Camarillo). The traffic impact mitigation fee is necessary to fund
improvements to County (and City roadways when applicable) necessitated by the cumulative
traffic impact of the project: While State agencies may normaily be exempt from traffic impact
fees, there is a demonstrable adverse environmental impact on the County road system caused
by this development. Under CEQA, the project proponents are required to mitigate these
impacts (both specific and cumulative impacts) where a mitigation measure is reasonably
available.

Anticipated Revenue

1. TEA-21 Funds £ 4,000,000
2. TIMF Funds 3 4,200,000
Total $ 8,200,000 ~ Includes unincorporated ares revemics and

cequirements only.
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Requirements
l. Minimum
2. Maximum

Shortfal] *
. Minimum
2. Maximum

Additional road maintenance and public transit o

312,000,000
526,800,000

$ 3,800,000
518,600,000

* I the vniversity or site authority docy not

woribuie townrd road improvements, the shortfal]
will be $4.2 million gresior i e3ch cost, Sormm fimae

Ry 1o be available from future federal
2w but this can ot be asnuned,

perating costs will have to be accommodated

within future operating budgets of the Public Works Agency unless the site authority or
benefitting cities are willing to participate in the co

WBB-REB-GPD:H

c: Arthur E. Goulet
Robert B. Brownie

TATN D oM
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Califomia State Uhiversity, Channel Islands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A. Response To Comments

Letter 10

Commentor: Thomas Berg, County of Ventura Resource Management Agency

Date:

July 20,1998

Responses:

A.

The commentor introduces a series of Ventura County memoranda directed to his office
regarding the Draft EIR. These are addressed directly below.

The commentor states that the Environmental Health Division did not receive the
Notice of Preparation, and requests to be included by the Resource Management
Agency in the future. This is an internal Ventura County matter and no response is
NeCcessary.

This issue is discussed in Section 5.11.3, Hazards. The reason for listing was an
underground storage tank that had been leaking; this tank was removed and
remediation complete, as stated in the EIR. The Final EIR will include updated and
corrected information to respond to this comment.

Presently, four underground storage tanks are located within the Master Plan site.
Three of these are diesel tanks, and one is a gasoline tank. One of the diesel tanks is
located on the eastside of the S & T building. The other two diesel tanks and the
gasoline tank are located near the boiler plant. All four are scheduled for removal and
replacement with above-ground tanks by October 1998. The removal and replacement
efforts are being overseen by the State Department of General Services. As part of the
removal process, the State Department of General Services will be required to test the
remaining soils for any contamination. The commentor’s agency will be required to
review the assessment at that time, and will oversee any remediation efforts that may be
required. Ultimately, the commentor’s agency will rule on closure of these sites.

The Mitigation Measure PS-2(e) specifies that greenwaste mulching operations should
be sited at the facilities maintenance yard, to be located at the southern edge of the
campus core along Potrero Road. This location is remote (at least 900 feet) from all
educational and residential facilities and on the other side of a small hill. The day care
center will be located more than 2,000 feet from the future facilities maintenance yard,
while the nearest eldercare facilities would be more than 3,600 feet from this yard. At
the time that more information regarding the public health significance of bioaerosols
from composting is known, the use of such methods will be re-evaluated by the CSU.

The commentor provides information related to greenwaste chipping and composting
requirements of the State, which are hereby noted.

The comment is noted and the recommendation is hereby incorporated as part of the
Final EIR. Site officials currently responsible, including the State Department of General
Services Chief of Public Works Operations, are unaware of this condition, and will
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inquire with the commentor’s agency regarding this condition. In any case, the CSU
would comply with state law in the event that an unidentified landfill were discovered
during grading or construction activity.

H. Mosquito breeding problems that might arise on the campus would be addressed as
part of ongoing grounds maintenance activities and would be addressed by facilities
maintenance professionals.

L The project description for the revenue-generating uses is necessarily somewhat
nebulous since the project under consideration is a Master Plan and not a specific
development proposal, as explained in the DEIR. The commentor also expresses the
opinion that mitigation measures, particularly for off-site traffic impacts, are not
detailed enough to assure their effectiveness or feasibility. The DEIR presented and the
FEIR will present currently available information from responsible sources, including
the County’s own transportation records, regarding previously planned right-of-ways
and buildout geometrics. The EIR also includes analysis prepared by the EIR traffic
consultant that specifically states the recommended changes in the geometrics of the
road fransportation system to accommodate both project-related traffic and cumulative
traffic growth. The measures are effective for the level of growth forecasted by the
traffic engineer, provided that right-of-way and funding are available. Whereas CSU
and County officials continue to work on these issues, the EIR acknowledges that in the
case of traffic impacts, if recommended augmentations to roadway systems are not
funded, unavoidable significant impacts may occur.

J. The correction is noted. The Final EIR will reflect the commentor’s correct information.

K Issues regarding the role of the County relative to the proposed Site Authority remain
unresolved, though both CSU and County officials continue to work on the issues
jointly. In addition, whether the County would be the lead agency is also not yet
determined. To the extent that these issues are not resolved through the Site Authority
legislation, the County would have normal regulatory authority over some private,
proprietary activity. The County and CSU have acknowledged that this activity would
be reviewed through the County’s adoption of a Specific Plan and Development
Agreement. Because of this unresolved status, it would be speculative to further assert
details relative to lead agency responsibilities. Amendments of the Ventura County
General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and similar policy documents and ordinances within
the County’s jurisdiction are at the County’s discretion. The EIR notes (page 3-7) that
the CSU has agreed with the County of Ventura to prepare a Specific Plan and
Development Agreement.

L. The commentor has highlighted details about the project description that remain
unknown. The academic enhancement center’s ultimate size is unknown, but carrent
planning has established it at 40,000 gross square feet (page 3-19). Its function is
implicit in the description provided in the EIR. It will serve for small to medium sized
conferences or seminars that support the educational mission of the CSU.

Consequently, its traffic generation is contained within that which is typically generated
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by a university of this size, and such traffic would typically not occur during the critical
peak hours of traffic movements. The seminars may involve overnight stays, which
would be at least partially accommodated by the limited lodging. Lodging for this
center may also be included within the proposed student housing portion of the core
campus. The ultimate design and program will be developed by the CSU and the Site
Authority along with the development team at a future date.

Likewise, details about the actual mix of type of housing have not yet been determined.
Nevertheless, an ultimate numerical cap on dwelling units has been prescribed for
purposes of analysis in the EIR. As stated in the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15146,
the “degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity
involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR.” In this instance, the
impacts of the 900 dwelling units were assessed based on multi-family style units, using
the typical generation rates associated with such uses. Because of this, the EIR may
overstate the level of impact, for example, when applying the trip generation rate for
multi-family housing instead of the lower rate associated with senior housing,.

M. The commentor correctly states that the details of mitigation responsibility remain to be
resolved. At stated in Section 2.3.3, Mitigation Responsibility, the California Constitution
prohibits the CSU from being placed under the jurisdiction of a local government. The
CSU is not exempting itself from mitigation responsibility, rather it is indicating what it
is legally required and intends to do. As indicated in the State CEQA Guidelines Section
15040(e): “the exercise of discretionary powers for environmental protection shall be consistent
with express or implied limitations provided by other laws.” The CSU has been exempted by
the courts from most special assessments, such as traffic impact mitigation fees.
Consistent with CEQA, mitigation measures have been considered within the EIR that
are outside of the responsibility and jurisdiction of the CSU, and consistent with CEQA
Section 21081(b), findings will be made regarding such measures if and when the
property is accepted by the Trustees and the Campus Master Plan is approved.

As discussed in the EIR and in this comment, the Site Authority as currently proposed
would have the authority to provide funding for off-site mitigation. Since this is still an
active legislation not yet adopted by the State, it is not possible for the EIR to determine
the extent to which the Site Authority may contribute funds to off-site mitigation efforts.
As indicated by the comment, this may ultimately be settled by the Development
Agreement to be signed by the County and the CSU Site Authority. The CSU is
continuing to work with the County of Ventura on details of the financial responsibility
of infrastructure augmentations, including what the appropriate “fair share”
contribution by the CSU to off-site traffic effects may be. Nonetheless, the mitigation
measures contained in the EIR are still “real” no matter who becomes the ultimate
funding agency. In the event that such measures are never implemented, the EIR
considers offsite traffic impacts to be an unavoidable adverse impact of the proposed
project since the C5U does not have the jurisdictional authority for such off-site
improvements. We agree it is infeasible to divert CSU education dollars to offsite
roadway improvements, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations respecting these
impacts will be made if the Trustees approve the project.
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N.

Amendment of the County’s General Plan, Regional Road Network, zone changes, and
ordinances are at the County’s discretion and are not required permits or approvals of
the proposed Campus Master Plan at this time. While it makes logical planning sense to
amend the General Plan to eliminate inconsistencies regarding the proposed uses on
State-owned lands, such inconsistencies do occur within other jurisdictions. Itis
anticipated that such actions would likely occur at the time that the Specific Plan is
finalized. The EIR has been amended to indicate that the County would likely conduct
the actions described in this comment.

These roadways, except for Santa Barbara Avenue, are illustrated on Figures 34 and 3-5,
however, the text is small and difficult to read. Camarillo Drive is the main entry to the
site and is well marked on Figure 3-3, while the text clearly explains the location of the
Santa Barbara Avenue extension. Figure 3-4 will be supplemented to more clearly show
these streets.

Maps and extensive photographs illustrating the historical architecture of the site are
contained in the historical resources report, which was incorporated by reference and is
therefore an integral part of the EIR. Because of the technical nature of this study, it is
appropriate per the State CEQA Guidelines that such information be so incorporated.

Comment noted. The feasibility of reuse of this structure is still undergoing analysis;
the initial discussions have indicated that it is not. Therefore, the language in the
measure is correct in its intent; the requirement for detailed documentation of this
historic resource is the primary mitigating action.

The comment is correct in that the CSU does not have jurisdictional approval authority
over the Camarillo Regional Park amphitheater NAP. As indicated in the EIR text in the
paragraph prior to Measure N-2(a), the CSU only has the right of review. “Approve” in
this context meant “to accept without comment” rather than a jurisdictional approval.
Since the CSU does have discretionary authority over whether or not it accepts the NAP,
that word shall be used in place of “approval.”

The location for the application of rubberized asphalt is clear from the context of the
environmental issue; namely that it would serve to reduce noise impacts along Cawelti
and Lewis Roads at those locations adjacent to noise sensitive uses. Responsibility and
payment for this measure are dependent on whether or not the Site Authority is
approved by the State Legislature, as discussed in Section 2.3.3 of the Draft EIR. The
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program will further discuss potentially
responsible parties. This measure may be considered ineffective in that it would not
reduce cumulative noise impacts at these sensitive uses to below the County thresholds
and it may also therefore be deemed infeasible. It is noted that current noise levels
already exceed County thresholds at many of these properties, and cumulative noise
impacts are considered significant and unavoidable.

The issue of mitigation responsibility for roadways is a central issue regarding the entire
Campus Master Plan project. Please refer to comments and responses 101, 10K, and 10M
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above. As stated in Section 2.3.3 of the EIR, if the Site Authority is enacted by the
legislature, it is possible for that entity to take on mitigation responsibility for impacts
on the road system. In the event that the Site Authority is not enacted, then the
responsibility for maintaining a suitable road system lies with those public entities that
are specifically authorized by legislation to do so and receive tax monies for that
purpose, which is local governments. The CSU has no access to such funding for road
systems that are used not only by those using the CSUCI, but by the genera] public as
well. Similarly, the responsibility and authority for providing higher education is
invested in the California State University, University of California, and the California
Community Colleges systems. Local governments do not make any, contribution to the
construction and maintenance of university and college facilities. The CSU and County
officials continue to work on the details of the roadway mitigation program. The EIR
does not address the funding of mitigation measures, nor is it required by CEQA to do
so. The EIR identifies mitigation measures; the feasibility of these measures both from a
physical and a funding standpoint will be considered at the time that the CSU Board of
Trustees makes its CEQA findings and considers adoption of the Campus Master Plan
and acceptance of the property from the State Department of General Services.

u. Comment noted. A discussion of the Draft TMP developed for the Camarillo Regional
Park project was included in the DEIR as this was the most current version of the plan
available at the time the DEIR document was prepared. Because of the significant traffic
issues involved with the Camarillo Regional Park project within the study-area, a
discussion of the most current proposal was required in order to provide an adequate
CEQA review.

V. The commentor notes that several draft studies commissioned by the Ventura County
General Services Agency that were referenced in the EIR have been updated. The
comment is noted.

W.  The commentor notes that the Final Noise Abatement Plan dated July 10, 1998 includes
five new conditions to address noise-related land use compatibility conflicts. The
information is hereby incorporated into the Final EIR. The conclusions and
recommendations in the EIR would not change as result of this information.

X The commentor provides additional information regarding noise characteristics that
may be expected for portions of the Master Plan area. As discussed in the EIR (page 5.8-
9), the conclusion of the NAP regarding the expected noise level at the proposed
university housing appears to be low and does not reflect the potential annoyance
nature of low frequency sound levels. The conclusions and recommendations in the EIR
do not change as result of this information.

Y. The commentor requests consideration of new information provided by the County’s
General Services Agency noise consultant regarding noise characteristics that could be
expected for portions of the Master Plan area. This information represents a different
view of possible noise effects, and suggests that peak noise levels may not exceed
threshold criteria for residential uses in the East Campus area. This information is
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AB.

AC.

AD.

AE.

herein noted. Please refer to page 5.8-9 in the Draft EIR for a discussion of the
calculations of the Giroux &Associates report, which do not appear to have changed
since the earlier version reviewed by the EIR consultant.

The comment is noted, and the Final EIR will be corrected to address this change.

The new information is noted and acknowledged. The comment does not provide the
actual calculations, and the Leq as a result of the amphitheater reported for the project
site is the same as that previously reported in the NAP. In addition, the NAP based on
these excerpts still does not appear to address several of the issues regarding noise that
were previously raised by the CSU and its noise consultant (Dohn and Associates).
While the amphitheater may be conditioned against exceeding the County General Plan
noise standards, the NAP still apparently does not contain those measures that would
aid in this enforcement, such as the use of monetary penalties for non-compliance and
use of sound-limiting equipment, as recommended in Mitigation Measure N-2(a).

The comment is noted. The EIR preparers worked with the most current information
available at the time, even delaying the release of the Draft EIR until additional details
regarding the Traffic Management Plan could be provided.

Please refer to Table 5.9-2, Solid Waste Generation, on page 5.9-4 of the Draft EIR. Solid
waste generation is provided for each of the three phases. Given the level of accuracy
associated with waste generation factors, an inventory for each segregated use is not
considered necessary. Please see the following response for further information.

The commentor suggests a more detailed disaggregation of the categories of waste
generating land uses be devised. However, such a breakdown would impart a false
level of accuracy to information which is better analyzed in a general fashion. The solid
waste generation rates used for campus activities are derived from another California
State University campus that has been operational for 30 years. This actual data was
then applied to known square footage totals for the proposed uses for the campus-
related uses. Uses at the CSU campus which are included in this waste generation
factor include residence halls, day-care facilities, theaters, Alumni Center, animal care
facilities, museums, eating and drinking establishments, football stadium, and extensive
lawn and landscape area. Since the EIR is a program-level document, we believe it is
most prudent to use empirical data from a similar facility applied to known square
footage estimates for the proposed project to derive expected solid waste generation
totals.

With respect to residential uses, the Ventura County factors were employed.

Section 3.7.6 of the Draft EIR contains an estimate of the approximate amount of
material that would be generated during demolition of existing structures. The amount
of material that can be recycled is unknown at this time since it will be dependent on the
actual nature of the buildings to be removed. It appears that much of the material
within structures to be demolished on the West Campus and part of the old employee
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AG.

AH.

Al

housing can be recycled as non-structural fill. Please see Mitigation Measure P5-2(d),
which partially addresses the concern of solid waste generated from demolition
activities.

Increasingly, demolition contractors are engaged in recycling demolished materials.
This has resulted from the economic benefits to the contractors, which will can generate
revenue by selling salvageable materials while avoiding tipping fees at landfills.

The comment is noted. The word “should” was used I part because the EIR is not the
document that adopts mitigation measures, rather it is The CSU Board of Trustees that
has that responsibility as Lead Agency during its deliberations regarding the project.
For convenience, the word “should” will be replaced with “shall” for mitigation
measures I'5-2 (a), (b), {c), (d), and (e} in the Final EIR. The timing and responsibility for
implementing mitigation measures will be defined in the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program, which will be reviewed by the California State University Board of
Trustees at the time they review the proposed project for final action.

The commentor’s suggestions as to modifications of Mitigation Measure P5-2(a) are
noted. With respect to Executive Order W-7-91, the CSU is already subject to the law so
its inclusion as a mitigation measure is not necessary. The CSU is not subject to Ventura
County ordinances. However, Mitigation Measure P5-2(a) requires a plan that would
contemplate each of the numerous suggestions included here. The grammatical
correction to Mitigation Measure P5-2(d) will be made for the Final EIR.

The suggestions to modify Mitigation Measure P5-2(e) are noted and can be considered
by the Board of Trustees as an alternatively worded measure.

The information provided by the commentor contradicts that supplied by Dan Vidal of
the Simi Valley Landfill and Greg Warren of the Ventura County Solid Waste
Management Department. It is the responsibility of the County, not the CSU, to meet
the mandate of AB 939. The disagreement with the conclusion about cumulative solid
waste effects is noted. In addition, cumulative solid waste effects do not necessarily
need to be met within the County. Riverside County recently approved the Eagle
Mountain Landfill, which at a capacity of 20,000 tons per day could serve almost all of
southern California. Transit of solid waste to this landfill is readily available by rail.

The commentor suggests additional mitigation measures which could serve to enhance
the CSU’s ability to expand its academic mission to include waste reduction
technologies and study. The CSU has already established relationships with

transportation technology concerns, and may expand its mission further to address

other environmental science research and development issues. The comment is
appreciated, and the CSU welcomes continuing dialogue with the commentor and the
commentor’s agency.

Mitigation financing and responsibility are discussed in Section 2.3.3. See also Response
to Comments M & T above.
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AL.

AQ.

AQ.

CSUCT impacts were measured against existing conditions. Trip generation and level of
service data for the State Hospital is provided for comparative purposes (showing what
would happen if the Hospital were to re-open in the future). All impacts and mitigation
measures identified in the DEIR are based on the full level of traffic generated by the
CSUCI project added to existing and buildout traffic volumes.

Realignment of Laguna Road to intersect with Lewis Road opposite the secondary
entrance would provide a more direct route between the southern portion of the campus
and traffic draws to/from the west. However, with the new Lewis Road/U.S. Highway
101 interchange improvement project, a significant amount of traffic would shift from Las
Posas Road to Lewis Road (see response to Comment A and B in Letter 7), thus the
usefulness of the Laguna Road extension would be reduced. It is estimated that with the
Lewis Road/U.5. Highway 101 interchange improvement project, the Laguna Road
extension would carry 2,000 ADT to 3,600 ADT (5% to 10%) generated by buildout of the
project. While this shift in project traffic would reduce volumes on Lewis Road and
Cawelti Road, it would not eliminate the need for the improvements outlined in the DEIR
and the revised analysis completed for the Lewis Road,/ U.S. Highway 101 interchange
alternative. As stated in Section C of this report, it is difficult to predict the actual -
behavior of motorists more than a decade in the future and it is possible that a Laguna
Road extension could serve more traffic. The recommendation and implementation for
future roadway improvements are expected to be made at such a time as monitoring of
traffic growth in the area indicates that such improvements are justified.

Comment noted. The text on Page 5.10-20 discusses the need for amendments to the
County General Plan. As noted above, widening and reclassification of Caweli Road
would not be required with the Lewis Road/U.S. Highway 101 improvement project.

As stated in the DEIR, “Recommendations for roadway widening may require additional
right-of-way and relocation of drainage facilities and utility poles, particularly along the
two-lane roadways segments south of Pleasant Valley Road (e.g. Cawelti Road, Lewis
Road). The County's existing Circulation Element and Traffic Fee Program may also
require amendments to include the recommended improvements. Funding of the
Improvements is discussed in Section 2.3.3.”

The capacity improvements recommended for the rural roads would be designed
according to County design standards. County standards provide for motor vehicle
safety. The roadway widenings recommended in the DEIR would provide standard
width travel lanes and shoulder areas for slow moving vehicles. If parking along the
roadways becomes a safety issue, it could be restricted by the County. Itis noted that in
the area of question (Cawelti Road in particular), anecdotal observations indicate that
parking by farm workers is generally well off the pavement.

The DEIR estimated that Phase 1 would add 724 ADT and Buildout of CSUCT would add
1,800 ADT to Potrero Road. These traffic additions were determined to be insignificant
and mitigation measures are therefore not necessary. It is the University's intention to
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AT.

AU.

AV.

AW.

AY.

restrict the use of Potrero Road by focussing access to and from the campus away from
this area.

Comment noted. No response is necessary.

The EIR consultant disagrees with the commentor’s opinion. The DEIR does identify
significant traffic impacts that would result from development of the CSUCIT project as
well as buildout of the City of Camarillo and the surrounding areas of Ventura County. A
comprehensive set of traffic improvements have been identified to mitigate the impacts of
the project.

Impacts to the Las Posas Road corridor and linked routes are identified and mitigation
measures are recommended. Itis noted that very few project trips would be expected to
travel on Las Posas Road to Pleasant Valley Road to access Lewis Road, as the connecton
to Cawelti Road provides a more direct route. Furthermore, no project traffic would travel
on Las Posas Road to East 5t Street to Lewis Road, as this is an extremely circuitous route.

Subsequent analysis was completed for the Lewis Road and Las Posas Road interchanges
to account for the Lewis Road/U.S. Highway 101 Interchange project. The interchange
project would make Lewis Road the preferred freeway access for CSUCI (it will be signed
for CSUCI) and estimated university-related traffic at the Las Posas Road interchange
would be reduced. See response to Comments A and B of Letter 7 for more information
on this alternative.

Net project-added trips are correctly shown in Table 5.10-6, however the footnote is
incorrect and will be revised.

See response to Comment AL above.

Lewis Road would be widened to four lanes between Cawelti Road and Camarillo Drive
according to County design standards, which would provide additional capacity as well
as safety enhancement. Widening Lewis Road to four lanes between Cawelti Road and
Pleasant Valley Road would not be required for Phase 1 traffic. The text for Mitigation
T1{a) on page 5.10-15 will be revised to address the County's safety concerns (see Section
C of this report for EIR text revisions).

As outlined in the DEIR Cawelti Road would carry 7,400 ADT with buildout of Phase L.
With the Lewis Road/U.S. Highway 101 improvement in Place, Cawelti Road would carry
similar volumes (7,000 ADT - 8,000 ADT) with buildout of the campus, thus negating the
future need for a 4-lane section. The text for Mitigation T1(c) on page 5.10-17 will be
revised to address the County's safety concerns (see Section C of this report for EIR text
revisions).

As noted in response to Comment AL, trip generation and level of service data for the
State Hospital is provided for comparative purposes (showing what were levels generated
in the recent past from the site and what would happen if the Hospital were to re-open in
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BA.

the future). All impacts and mitigation measures identified in the DEIR are based on the
full level of traffic generated by the CSUCI project added to buildout traffic volumes, The
cumulative analysis examines long-term traffic improvements required for buildout of the
City of Camarillo, the surrounding area of Ventura County, as well as the University.

Comment noted. A discussion of the Draft TMP developed for the Camarillo Regional
Park project was included in the DEIR as this was the most current version of the plan
available at the time the DEIR document was prepared. Because of the significant traffic
issues involved with the Camarillo Regional Park project within the study-area, a
discussion of the most current proposal was required in order to provide an adequate
CEQA review.

Costs of potential funding of roadway system improvements are noted. No response is
necessary.
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VENTURA COUNTY
TRANMSPORTATION CONMISSION

950 Caunty Square Drive Suite 207
venwry, CA 93003
. [805) 654-2888

{B05) 642-1591
FAX [805) 442.0850

July 17, 1998

Mr. Handel Evans '
California State University, Channel Islands
1878 South Lewis Road
-.."P.O. Box 2862 _
Camarillo, CA 93011-2862

Dear

Thank you for the opportinity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for

- the California State University, Channel Islands, The Ventura County Transportation
Commission (VCTC) has completed its review of the DEIR and offer the following comments
conceming transportation and circulation referenced to page numbers.

Page ~ Comment
2-7 Section 2.3.3 Mitigation Responsibility - The DEIR fails to clearly state who has

the responsibility for mitigating impacts on the road system. This section states
that mitigation measures suggested within the DEIR are the responsibility of the
County or other public agencies and then goes on to state that a “Site Authority”
may be formed and that the Site Authority may be responsible for funding

A |} mitigation measures. ' ' - '

The DEIR should clearly define the roles and responsibilities of all agencies
involved in impact mitigation. Local agencies have been willing to enter into
partnership with CSU and provide funding opportunities such as the four million
dollars already programmed by VCTC for Lewis Road' University Access
improvements. CSU’s responsibilities and commitments need to be clearly laid
out within this document.
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5.10-7

B

5.10-15
-3.10-28

-3.10-13 &
5.10-20

H

California State University, Channel Islands
Page 2

Camarillo State Hospital Trip Generation - The discussion of hospital reuse or
historic use is non-applicable and misleading. CEQA requires that projects be
analyzed in comparison to current conditions, i.¢. those current uses specified in
section 5.7-1. Any discussion of trip generation or tables throughout the DEIR
should be made in the context of additional project generated trips only.

Mitigation Measures - Although the DEIR lists a full range of near and long
term road fmprovements that will be required for impact mitigation, it does not
contain a discussion of the cost or phasing associated with those improvements.

The DEIR is not clear whether agricultural activity such as slow moving farm
vehicles and the many tractor crossings in the area have been considered when
calculating road capacity for mitigation measures. Ifso this should be clearly
stated. Additionally, the mitigation measures should clearly discuss roadway
safety especially as it relates to agricultural activity in the zrea.

The DEIR suggests the construction of an alternate entrance to the University
from Lewis Road. VCTC agrees with the coruments made by the County that a
realignment of Laguna Road could greatly improve access to the University and
should be included the Traffic/Transportation analysis.

Mitigation T1(a) Lewis Road - Lewis Road improvements should include the

provision of bicycle lanes. :

Mitigation T-3 - Mitigation T-3(a) identifies U.S. Highway 101 as needing

- widening as a result of buildout in Ventura County. Are the other road

improvements listed this section similar in that improvements are required
because of buildout? If so, this should be stated and the University’s share of the
cumulative impacts should be discussed particularly as it relates to the County’s
current Traffic Mitigation Fee Program. ‘ '

. Tables 5.10 - 4/5.10 - 8 Campus Master Plan Trip Generation - These tables

should specifically identify the land uses and trips generated that are not
connected with CSU’s educatiénal and research mission so that Jocal
jurisdictions can accuratély assess any traffic mitigation fees that private
development will be responsible for. ‘
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Page 3

5.10-16 & |
5.10-23

..-r

"

5.10-30

5.10-32

Figures 5.10 - 6,8 & 9 CSUCI Traffic Volumes-- The DEIR does not take into
account the Lewis Road/U.S. 101 interchange improvements that will be
completed within Phase I of the project. These improvements will likely shift
traffic from Las Posas Road to Lewis Road and consequently change the
mitigation measures needed. VCTC suggests that traffic distribution and
associated mitigation measures be reevaluated.

Transit - The DEIR incorrectly states that South Coast Area Transit (SCAT)
serves the City of Camarillo. . Additionally, this section does not discuss the role
of Metrolink or Amtrak in serving the project, '

Although the VCTC is aware of the work in progress to develop transit services to
the project, the DEIR needs to clearly discuss CSU’s current plans for serving the
campus’ transit needs. The DEIR should discuss the use of campus parking fees
to subsidize transit use, the use of smarteards to access transit, the number and
location of park and ride lots that will serve as off campus parking, the clean
shuttle service to and from those lots, and the partnerships with VCTC, local
agencies and CALSTART.

Congestion Management Program - The DEIR incorrectly states the criteria set
forth in the Ventura County Congestion Management Plan (CMP). Level Of
Service (LOS) F is only allowed at those locations that were operating at LOS F at
the time of the original CMP’s adoption. Any other locations operating at LOS F
would be subject to the CMP regulations.

Again, thank you for this opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report for the California State University, Channel Islands. If you have any questions regarding
- our comments please feel free to contact Steve DeGeorge at (805) 642-1561" ’ o

Sincerely,

it

Ginger Gherardi
"Executive Director

CSUCT
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Letter 11

Commentor: Ginger Gherardi, Ventura County Transportation Commission

Date:

July 17,1998

Responses:

Al

The issue of mitigation responsibility for roadways is a central issue regarding the entire
Campus Master Plan project. Please refer to comments and responses 101, 10K, and 10M
above. As stated in Section 2.3.3 of the EIR, if the Site Authority is enacted by the
legislature, it is possible for that entity to take on mitigation responsibility for impacts
on the road system. In the event that the Site Authority is not enacted, then the
responsibility for maintaining a suitable road system lies with those public enfities that
are specifically authorized by legislation to do so and receive tax monies for that
purpose, which is local governments. The CSU has no access to such funding for road
systems that are used not only by those using the CSUCI, but by the general public as
well. Similarly, the responsibility and authority for providing higher education is
invested in the California State University, University of California, and California
Community College systems. Local governments do not make any contribution to the
construction and maintenance of university and college facilities. The CSU and County
officials continue to work on the details of the roadway mitigation program. The EIR
does not address the funding of mitigation measures, nor is it required by CEQA to do
so. The EIR identifies mitigation measures; the feasibility of these measures both from a
physical and a funding standpoint will be considered at the time that the CSU Board of
Trustees considers adoption of the Campus Master Plan and acceptance of the property
from the State Department of General Services.

CSUCI impacts were measured against existing conditions. Trip generation and level of
service data for the State Hospital scenario is provided for comparative purposes
(showing what has happened in the recent past and what would happen if the Hospital
were to re-open and be fully active in the future). All impacts and mitigation measures
discussed in the DEIR are based on the full amount of traffic added by the CSUCI project
to existing and future traffic volumes. This methodology is explained on Page 5.10-7 of
the DEIR.

Cost estimates for mitigation measures are not required by CEQA. The DEIR does discuss
the improvements which would be required for Phase 1 and for buildout of the campus.
Implementation of the improvements as the university grows would occur on an as
needed basis by the appropriate agency (State, County, City of Camarillo). Also see
Section 2.3.3 of the DEIR for a discussion of mitigation implementation.

The mitigation measures outlined in the DEIR assume that the improvements outlined for
the study-area roadways would be completed to County standards, which would include
adequate shoulder areas for slow-moving vehicles or disabled vehicles. Such
improvements have been added to the mitigation measures (See Section C of this report).

CSZACV
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E.

The Campus Master Plan proposes (rather than “suggests”) construction of a secondary
access to the campus core via the Santa Barbara Avenue extension for the buildout
analysis. The traffic analysis does not, however, include an analysis of the realignment
and extension of Laguna Road to the secondary entrance as this roadway extension is not
part of the project description nor is it a funded improvement. Also see response to
Comment AM of letter 10 above.,

Improvements to Lewis Road would have to be designed to meet current County road
standards, including bike lanes if required by the County.

The DEIR notes that U.5. Highway 101 will require widening with or without CSUCL
With respect to other mitigation funding issues, please see Section 2.3.3 of the DEIR.

Tables 5.10-4 and 5-10-8 do show the trips which would be generated by the University
portion of the project versus the trips which would be generated by the ancillary
development proposed within the Campus Master Plan. The trips for each of these two
use types are subtotaled within the tables.

See response to Letter 7, Comment A.

Text changes will be made to the Final EIR to reflect this comment. See Section C of this
report.

CSUCIT, CALSTART and the VCTC have initiated discussions on how the three agencies
will develop and implement alternative travel mode service to the site, including transit.
For the smaller Phase 1 development, this will include provision of VISTA service to the
campus. A dedicated fixed route system serving the campus would be implemented and
expanded as the campus grows. While the specific details of the future transit service
have not been defined at this time, it is anticipated that many of the measures outlined in
this comment will be incorporated. The DEIR also includes a TDM program to reduce
vehicular activity generated at the site.

Text changes will be made to the Final EIR to reflect this comment. See Section C of this
report.

CSZACY
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Ventura County 449 Counry Squara Driva tel BO5/8451400 Richard H. 8aldwin @
Air Pollution Vonhra, California 93003 fox BOS/645-1444 Air Pollution Control Cfficar
Cantrol District '

July 16, 1998

George P. Dutra, Director

Facilities Planning

California State University, Charnel Islands
1878 S. Lewis Road

Camarillo, CA 93001-2862

SUBJECT: Draft Program EIR for California State University, Channel Islands

Dear Mr. Dutra:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Program EIR for the California State

University, Channe! Islands Campus Master Plan. Upon review, APCD staff has the following
comments:

1) Page 5.2-1. italicized paraeranh, line 9: delete “but less than the on-site population
: of the former site.” And delete “nonetheless” and replace with “Therefore growth...” The
statemnent as currently written is not relevant to AQMP population projections.

2) Page 5.2-3, Sensitive Receptors Line 2: delete “considered sufficient with an adequate
margin of safety.” Line 3, delete “They” and replace with “The ambient air quality
standards...” This section should also discuss the sensitive receptors near this project, such
as the ARC facilities, Casa Pacificia, and Las Posadas.

3) Page 5.2-5. paragraph 2, line 4: The APCD strongly recommends that construction-related
ROC and NOx emissions be mitigated regardless of the pounds per day generated by
construction activities,

4) Page 5.2-5. paragranh 2. line 3: insert “air quality” after “cumnmiative.”

[ 5) Page 5.2-5. Project Impacts and Mitisaton Measures: Paragraph 1, line 1: identify “various
air pollutants.” Paragraph 2, identify which buildings are to be demolished and whether
asbestos removal is required. Paragraph 4, delete the last sentence or make the following

1PN 1)

revision: insert “a” before “significant” and insert “air quality impact” after “significant.”

6) Page 5.2-6, AQ-1{a) Dust Control Measures: Add the following mitigation measures:
Water areas to be graded prior to grading or land clearing., Application of water (preferably
reclaimed water) should penetrate to the depth of the proposed cuts. Inactive disturbed
surface areas shall be watered or be treated with dust suppressants applied in sufficient
quantity and frequency to maintain a stabilized surface or establish 2 vegetative ground

"A-81
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7

&)

9)

covering within 21 days after active operations have ceased. The ground cover should be of

sufficient density to have 70 percent coverage within 90 days of planting and all times
thereafter.

Page 5.2-7. Impact AQ-2. Paragraph 2. line 5: delete “to an acceptable level” and rcplécc
with “to prescribed levels.”

Page 5.2-7, last paragraph: APCD staff does nat agree with the last paragraph, which states
“The estimated emissions probably are over-stated.” Most vehicle emissions occur during
start-ups and, to a lesser extent, during cool down. With the new campus, all motor vehicle
start-up and shut-downs will occur within Ventura County. There also will be nuMmerous
other trips associated with the campus that do not now oceur, such as service deliveries,
Special events on campus, and students traveling off campus. Therefore, the vehicle-
emissions probably are not overstated. Additionally, do the estimated emissions take into
account motor vehicle trips associated with the proposed golf course, banquet facility,
maintenance vehicles, gardening equipment, trash hauling, and deliveries? Paragraph 3, line
1, Table 5.2-3 shows air emissions not “traffic emissions.”

Page 5.2-8. Mitigation Measures: Many of the mitigation measures the District suggested
during the NOP process do not appear in this document. All should be reconsidered for
inclusion in the final EIR. District staff recommends the following revisions be made to this
section:

* AQ-2(c) should read: “New structures should be oriented to facilitate the use of passive
solar energy and existing structures should be retrofitted to use solar energy, if feasible.”

* AQ-2(d) should be replaced with a mitigation measure that recommends the University
provide funding for clean-fuel transit shuttles between the campus and Camarillo.

* All campus vehicles should be clean-fuel or electric-powered.

= Include a mitigation measure that calls for the University to fund and implement a utility
equipment exchange program to compensate for the ajr emissions generated by this
project. ' :

e Include a mitigation measure that calls for the University to establish 2 Transportation
Management Association (TMA) to coordinate on-campus and off-campus
transportation needs of the facility, students, and employees.

e Ifthe California State University Channel Islands Site Authoﬁty is enacted, District staff
suggests that a portion of the tax revenue generared be used for programs that will reduce
air emissions and mitigate the project’s cumulative air quality impacts.

CSZUCI
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10) Page 5.2-10. Mitigation Measures: Line 3 should read “Section 5.10, Transportation and
Traffic.” However, the nﬁﬁgation measures in Section 5.10 of this DEIR address traffic
congestion and do little to reduce automobile trips in Ventura County.

11) Page 5.2-10, Effect AQ-4. Consistency with the AQMP: ‘The AQMP consistency analysis
in the DEIR was not done according to the procedures in the Guidelines. The base year used
to forecast exissions for the most recent AQMP is 1990 and did not include a four-year
college. Therefore, the AQMP emission forecasts do not account for the increase in on-site
population associated with ultimate project buildout.

The previous hospital population of 7,000 persons is irrelevant to the discussion of AQMP
emissions forecasts and should be deleted. As stated in the DEIR, by the 1990s, the patient
population dramatically decreased from the all time high of 7,000, and by, June 1997, all
patients had been removed from the site. The section entitled “Mitigation Measures” is not
relevant to the discussion of AQMP inconsistency.

12) Page 5.2-11. Significance After Mitigation: The population forecast for the most recent
AQMP did not account for a four-year college in Ventura County. Therefore, the project is
"inconsistent with the AQMP, resulting in a significant cumulative adverse air quality
impact. The AQMP has never been revised to accommodate a specific project. However,
when the next AQMP revision occurs, the plan could be amended to accommodate the.
University and eliminate the project’s inconsistency with the AQMP.

13) Page 5.2-11. Cumulative Impacts: This analysis should be redone in accordance with the
AQMP Guidelines procedures. Are the cumulative impacts considered significant and
unavoidable after mitigation?

14) This project may be subject to the federal Transportation Conformity and General
Conformity regulations. Section 176{c] of the federal Clean Air Act requires that the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) develop criteria and procedures for determining
the conformity of transportation and non-transportation (general) projects that require
federal approvals for funding with the applicable air quality plan. In Ventura County, the
applicable air quality plan is the Ventura County Air Quality Management Plan. The EPA
promulgated its transportation conformity regulation on November 24, 1993, and the general
conformity regulation on November 30, 1993. The federal agency that permits, licenses,
funds, or has approval authority for a project subject to the conformity regulations is
responsible for making the required conformity determinations.

The air quality section of the EIR should include a summary of the federal Transportation
Conformity and General Conformity regulations, any actions related to the project that may
require conformity analyses, and any agencies that may be involved with the conformity
determinations. If you have conformity questions, contact Ben Cacatian of the APCD at
805/645-1445. ' : :

B CSZAICY
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If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Janna Minsk at 805/645-
1436.

Sincerely,

s

Richard H. Baldwin
Air Pollution Contrel Officer

¢: Tom Berg, County of Ventura Resource Management Agency
Kim Hocking, County of Ventura Planning Division
Scott Johnsoi, Air Pollition Control District = -
Chuck Thomas, Air Pollution Control District
Janna Minsk, Air Pollution Control District
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Califomia State University, Channel Islands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A. Response To Comments

Letter 12

Commentor: Richard Baldwin, Ventura County Air Pollution Control District

Date: July 16,1998

Responses:

A, Comment noted. The statement is factually correct. It is relevant in that the AQMP
forecasts did not consider the residential population that formerly existed at the site.

B. Comment noted. The EIR statement is derived from Section 109 (B)(1} of the Clean Air
Act, which states: “National primary ambient air standards ... shall be ambient air
quality standards the attainment and maintenance of which in the judgement of the
Administrator, based on such criteria and allowing an adequate margin of safety, are
requisite to protect the public health.” The text of the second sentence is grammatically
correct and understandable. The end of this paragraph will be appended to include
mention of the nearest off-site sensitive residential receptors.

C APCD recommendations are noted herein for the decision-makers.

D. Text modification noted.

E. “Various air pollutants” are identified in the second sentence of this paragraph. See
Section 3.7 and Table 5.4-1 of the EIR regarding which buildings are to be demolished.
Several of the buildings in the West Campus area and the original Employee Housing
have asbestos at varying levels that would need to be removed. Textin paragraph 4 is
clear without the suggested changes.

E. Comment noted. The mitigation measure already includes the use of dust stabilization
techniques.

G. Comment noted. “Prescribed levels” are those that the APCD have set at a
regulatorially “acceptable” level.

H. Comment noted. The APCD is in error regarding the location of vehicle start-up and

shutdowns. This campus is expected to serve not only Ventura County, but Santa
Barbara County as well, and a certain number of commute trips from Los Angeles
County can be anticipated. About 20% of the students that attend the existing OCC
currently commute from out of Ventura County. Both the initial start-up, engine warm-
up, and final shutdown of the complete home-to-school commute for these students
occur outside of Ventura County. The other trips (service deliveries, students off-
campus, trash-hauling, off-campus maintenance vehicle travel, etc.) discussed in this
comment are included within the trip generation factor used to compute the mobile air
pollutant emissions because this generation factor is based on driveway entrance and
exit surveys and not on the type and nature of the vehicle. “Special events” are a
negligible contributor to the annual mobile air pollutant emissions inventory, as are the

CS2UCY
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effects of local maintenance vehicles and gardening equipment. The latter are already a
part of the air pollutant emissions that occur within the County since the State has been
maintaining these facilities for more than 60 years. The word “traffic” will be changed
to “mobile source pollutant” in the Final EIR.

L Comment noted. The mitigation measures submitted by the APCD during the NOP
process were duly considered for feasibility and effectiveness and the Draft EIR text
reflects those that were determined to be most applicable and effective at reducing air
pollutant emissions. Several of the APCD measures were land use features that are
already part of the proposed Campus Master Plan, including such items as the provision
of onsite retail and other services, which is intended to reduce off-campus trips. The
retrofitting of historically significant buildings to incorporate solar heating is not
desirable, nor necessary given the energy-efficient use of cogenerated steam heat. Use
of clean-fuel transits is already incorporated within measure AQ-2(a). Text of the
mitigation measures will be revised in part in response to this comment. Please see
Section C of this report for these revisions.

J. Text revision to Final EIR will be made. Section 5.10.2.e includes suggestions for TDM
measures that are directly applicable in reducing the air pollutant emissions associated
with the mobile sources of the proposed Campus Master Plan. Mitigation Measure AQ-
2(a) will be revised to require the design of the Trip Reduction Program to consider
several of these measures (see Section C of this Final EIR),

K As stated in the EIR, the AQMP consistency guidelines do not specify a methodology
for institutional use, therefore, there is no applicable procedure to be followed. Given
that the base year for the AQMP is 1990, it does, or should have, considered the State
institutional use of the site as a hospital that contained a significant residential
component (over 400 separate residential units, not mncluding the dormitories for
patients). Since consistency is based on the 1990 base year as stated in the comment, the
discussion regarding the previous onsite residential population is a relevant fact, even if
it is not used in the consistency finding statement. Comment noted regarding the
“Mitigation Measure” section.

L. Comment noted. The findings of the APCD regarding consistency are the same as those
stated in the EIR.

M. The APCD Guidelines do not contain a specific procedure for estimating cumulative
emissions, rather it states that if the thresholds are exceeded, than a project has both an
individual and cumulative impact. As stated in the text, the air pollutant emissions of
the proposed Campus Master Plan even with all reasonable and feasible mitigation
measures would have a significant and unavoidable air quality impact.

N. Comment noted. The proposed Campus Master Plan is not subject to Transportation
Conformity regulations since it does not receive any direct federal funding and does not
require approvals for such funding. As stated in the comment, if and at the time thata -
conformity determination is decided to be necessary for any portion of the project, it is
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the federal agency that permits, licenses, funds, or has approval authority for that
portion of the project that would need to make the conformity determination.

A-87
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Subj:  Re: Braft EIR - CSU-CI :
Date:  6/29/98 8:15:3C AM Faciiic Daylight Time

From: george_dutra@qmbridge. calstate.edu {George Dutra)

To: Secondpest@aol.com, rinconvia@aol.com (Steve Swete), noel_grogan@gmbridge. calstate.edu (Noe! Grogan)
CC: LUVLUXMBRG@aol.com, pestiwatch@ige.org

6/29/98 8:10 AM

Thank you for your E-Mail, Deborah, | have forwarded your concems to Steve Svete of Rincon Associates. Rincon is our
consultants on the preparation of the EIR.

Date: 6/28/98 8:12 PM

To: Gearge Dutra

From: Secondpest@aol.com
Dear Mr. Dutrs;

Community & Children's Adwocates Against Pesticide Poisoning, of Ventura
County, is concemned that the EIR for the new CSU-Cl campus has not addressed
the issue of bringing a large number of students into an agricultural area

that releases millions of pounds of toxic chemicals into the emronment every
year. Cerfainly, the full operation of the campus will hawe some negative

impact on Ventura County. However, this may be a unigue situation where the
existing environment could have more of a negative impact on CSU students,

staff and programs. State requirements might not mandate looking at this

unusual condition but we hope you will decide to do so. CCAAPP would be happy
to attempt to answer any questions you may hawe about this issue. 805-654-4186

Thank you for your consideration,
Deborah Bechtel
for Community & Children's Adwocates Against Pesticide Poisoning

A-88
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Letter 13

Commentor: Deborah Bechtel, Community & Children’s Advocates Against Pesticide
Poisoning

Date: June 29, 1998 (via Internet)
Response:

The Master Plan area is adjacent to active agricultural operation lands to then north, west, and
south of the site. A number of row and orchard crops typical to Oxnard Plain are cultivated on
these nearby properties It is likely that a range of pesticides and other production-related
chemicals are used in association with agricultural activities.

The CalEPA’s Department of Pesticide Regulations establishes regulations regarding
agricultural chemical use. These regulations are designed to prevent pesticides from being
used in such a way as to jeopardize or cause injury to others. Section 6614 of Title 3 of the
California Code of Regulations reads as follows:

(b) Notwithstanding that substantial drift will be prevented, no pesticide application shall
be made or continued when:

(1) There is a reasonable possibility of contamination of the bodies or clothing of
persons not involved in the application process;

(2) There is a reasonable possibility of damage to non-target crops, animals, or
other public or private property;

(3) There is a reasonable possibility of contamination of non-target public or
 private property, including the creation of a health hazard, preventing normal use
of such property.

The Ventura County Agricultural Commission enforces these regulations through permitting
and site investigation to verify compliance.

Restricted pesticides are those pesticides whose use is restricted by the CalEPA Department of
Pesticide Regulations due primarily to the toxicity of the chemicals. Zinc can be applied as a
foliar spray from the air by helicopters or by ground spraying. Because zinc is not classified as
a pesticide, only general spray drift restrictions that limit the application to the property line
apply. The Ventura County Agricultural Commissioner’s Office sites no problems with
applications of zinc (Buetiner, 1998).

The most commonly used chemical on strawberry crops is methyl bromide. A soil fumigant,
methyl bromide is typically used prior to the planting of strawberries. It has a decay rate of
approximately 6 to 14 percent per day and is usually completely dissipated within 20 days. The
USEPA has scheduled a phase-out of sales and production of methyl bromide in 2001. Use of
existing stocks may continue until 2005, when the use of methyl bromide must end.

r - QSZICV
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Methy! bromide has recently been publicized as creating nausea and other effects for residents
adjacent to areas in which fumigation has occurred. A 100-foot setback between methyl
bromide fumigation and proposed uses is required by the CalEPA Department of Pesticide
Regulations. This buffer and other regulatory mechanisms pertaining to the use of agricultural
chernicals (i.e., restrictions on drift) would be expected to reduce pesticide-related health effects
to a less than significant level.

The land uses proposed in the Master Plan are all more than 100 feet from active agricultural
production. Buildings are separated from these areas by landscaped areas on site, as well as by
private and public roads: Camarillo Drive, the Santa Barbara Avenue extension, and Potrero
Road.

Compliance with existing state regulations pertaining to the use of agricultural pesticides
would be expected to reduce impacts to levels that regulatory authorities consider acceptable.

r - N CSZACY
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Date: 7/14/98 3:48 PM
From: -
Dear Mr. Dutra,

I hope that you do continue to provide more University level courses and plan
an appropriate amount of space to accomodate the leaming & study needs of
Ventura county & surrounding areas.

After retuming from a month of vacation | heard some about the proposed
expansion at the old Camarillo Hosp.
Has anything been decided yet?

| have 2 important concerms.

1. As a registered voter & taxpayer, |do not beliewe that golf course is
needed or appropriate.

2. lam very concemed about the conversion of more than 11 acres of prime
farmland to be used for this project. Couldn't the space/ land needs be
reasssessed?

Thank you, Kathy Brooks
PS Please do not give or sell my name or # to others.

A-91
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Letter 14

Commentor; Kathy Brooks

Date:

July 14, 1998 (via Internet)

Response:

A,

The Master Plan includes residential and research and development space to address a
State requirement that a university at this site be financially self-supporting. All of
these uses will have some connection to the academic mission of the university. For
example, some of the housing will be available to faculty, staff, and students of the
university. Other senior care and assisted-living facilities may be associated with
programs in public health and gerontological studies. The research and development
leases will tie in to technology programs at the CSUCI, and will provide an employee
base for part-time students as well as a continuing learning opportunity for other
employees. The golf course could be part of the recreational and sports academic
programs that may develop at the CSUCT, serve as recreational opportunity for the
resident population, or both. The personal opinion of the commentor that it would not
be needed or appropriate is noted.

The 11 acres of prime farmland that would be eliminated would result from the
construction of the Santa Barbara Avenue extension and the widening of Camarillo
Drive, both of which may be required in the future to address vehicle traffic demand
and adequate site access. The total given represent a worst-case scenario directly related
to the proposed campus access. If trip numbers do not warrant the expansion of
roadways, or if roadway standards are modified in a way that would alleviate right-of-
way dedication needs, all of the roadways may not be built at the width assumed in the
EIR and this amount of acreage would not be required for roadway dedications. In
addition, other road widenings in agricultural areas may be needed as a result of
campus and cumulative growth. These widenings are not expected to exceed an
additional 20 acres. The proposed project is subject to a range of other mitigation
measures that would otherwise safeguard agricultural properties near the campus.
Please review mitigation measures in Section 6.0, Long Term Effects. In addition, use of
the project site for the proposed CSU campus would eliminate the need to convert the
already approved 260 acre Orchard Site from agricultural use to educational use, as
discussed in Section 7.0 Alternatives.

CSZUCY
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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, CHANNEL ISLANDS - CAMPUS MASTER PLAN
Open Houss/Draft EIR Public Review Meeting ~ Junie 30, 1998 - 6:30 PM

Comment Sheet @

Please provide any mput on the analysis presented in the EIR...
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We are pleased with the plans to establish a university on the Hospital site. We feel the
EIR needs to expand its plans for traffic abatement in the following ways:

1. Establish bike paths for non-motorists
2. Give preferential parking to electric-powered
vehicles
3. Give preferential parking to carpools
4, Individual parking permits for gas-powered autos
at $35.00 per day.
5. Re-establish a “Red-Car” service as LA once had.
6. Copy, where feasible, the “Getty Center Model.” for
transportmg large numbers of people
We share the concerns of the Sierra Club. We applaud your efforts to have free bus
passes. This alone will not solve the parking “Crunch.”
: Again, we feel students, teachers, books, libraries, and programs are not the
problem. This area can absorb all of these entities with little 1mpact on the environment,
The enemy is the gas-powered auto.
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Letter 15

Commentor: Arla B. Crane

Date: July 21, 1998
Response:
A The commentor suggests a number of measures that would address traffic and

associated air quality problems. Mitigation Measure AQ-2(a), inlcuded in Section 5.2,
Air Quality, requires the preparation of a Trip Reduction Program. In
Transportation/Traffic Section 5.10.2.e., Transportation Demand Management, a list of trip
reduction strategies is included that may be considered, which encompass suggestions
presented by the commentor. The utilization of parking fees and/or “Red Car” services,
etc., are additional measures the commentor recommends to be considered by the
University. The University will develop a parking fee program that includes incentives to
reduce vehicle miles traveled on a per person basis. The parking fee program, however,
will also nee to be consistent with providing reasonable access to students and visitors,
meeting revenue bond obligations, and other financial needs connected with State policy
that parking be self-funded. “Red Car” services, namely light rail transit, is not available
in Ventura County nor are there any plans for such to be implemented in the forseeable
future. Heavy rail transit, namely MetroLink and Amtrak, is available at Camarillo.

In order to clarify the intent of air quality Mitigation Measure AQ-2(a), improve its
effectiveness, and to address this comment, this measure will be revised to require that
the Trip Reduction Program initially evaluate those optional strategies that appear most
feasible and include them within the plan. A list of these strategies will be included in
the mitigation measure. Also, Mitigation Measure AQ-2(a) has been revised to include a
requirement for annual review of the program. This would facilitate the timely
incorporation of new strategies as they become feasible. Please see Section C of this
report for the revisions to this measure.
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ENVI'RONMENTAL o \
COALITION | ' ‘7/21'/98

'Rincon Consultants, Inc.
for California State University, Channel Islands

Comments to the Draft Environmental impact Raport for
California State Univergity, Channel Islands

Campus Master Plan

dated June 4, 1998

A primary concern is that the University does not treat this
Program EIR as the final public discussion and disclosure of
information regarding building on the future University site.
Rather, this should bé a first conversation in the ongoing

discussion of what the University is developing at this site.

We have seriocus concerns of the potential volume of development
for this site and in turn the. potential impacts on the
surrounding area. This Program EIR list a smorgasbord of
potential structures and associated businesses. I£ a lot of
these are build, especially the commercially driven such as
unrelated housing,.sefvice businesses and semi-related businesses
(already existing in nearly Camarillo); it could result in
serious impacts here and in the adjacent area due to the
excessive numbexrs of people, traffic, etc.

It is impoxtant, that as the University site is developed; that
the unrelated housing, associated businesses, commercial
buildings and activities, as well as major University structures
and development revisit the CEQA process including disclesure and
individual EIRa. ‘ ~

The University needs to continue to impart information and'engage
in public discussgion with the larger Ventura County community.
Each time, discussions need to look at what is good for the whole
community. Decisions should not just be driven by this campus’
unique mandate to generate commercial money - unlike all the
‘other California state. campuses. - Trying to genarate commercial
monays could push the development of this campus out of conmtrol
beyond the capacity of this site and the adjacent areas. This

' CSZICT
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site would not support a large scale development - trying to be
all things to all the occupants. It is important to remember
this is to be the site of a new university - not the next new
city in Ventura County. :

This site and the adjacent area are bound by otherx important uses
- that ‘need to-be protected and enhanced throughout the
development and. life of the future University, including;

agriculture : ' c

nearby parks and wildlife habitats -

Calleguas Creek. :

It is eéncouraging to ‘see discussion of renovation and reuse of
the existing structures.. This has value environmentally,
financially and historically. We hope that this in fact, becomes
a realicy. '

The Program EIR has still not provided a discussion of the site,
the future University and other uses’ Water Rights under
California Water Laws. In a future drought & through time, this
will be a critical issue. This is not about what is available
today, rather thé future.  and, is especially critical regarding
unrelated and only semi-related activities to the University.

To quote this EIR ...~“The ancillary uses that are not directly
part of the University may be considered inconsistent with
policies of the Ventura County General Plan and the Guidelines
for Orderly Development...” The acknowledged special status of
the University should not convey carte blanche to build unrelated
or inappropriate developments that will seriously impact the
adjacent area. ' : ‘

Janis McCormick .
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Califomia State University, Channel Islands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A. Response To Comments

Letter 16

Commentor: Janis McCormick, Environmental Coalition

Date:

July 21,1998

Response:

A.

The commentor expresses the concern that the Campus Master Plan Program EIR not be
treated as the final public discussion of the university site, but rather the opening of an
ongoing discussion about onsite development. The comment is noted. If the Campus
Master Plan were approved, it would represent the vision for the long term
development of the campus area. However, individual building approvals developed
over time will be subject to independent environmental review under CEQA. If the
program EIR has not contemplated and analyzed such future development in enough
detail, or if information becomes outdated, or if plans change in such a way that they
are no longer consistent with what has been analyzed in this EIR, new environmental
review under CEQA may be warranted.

The Program EIR for the Campus Master Plan includes a discussion of the impacts
associated with buildout of the housing, office, and retail services that would be located
within the project site. Section 6.1 of the Program EIR specifically addresses the growth
inducing impacts of the proposed project on the adjacent area.

Apart from the CEQA process, the CSU has already initiated involvement and will
continue to grow in its involvement in questions of regional planning importance. For
example, the CSU has been involved in discussions with the County and the City of
Camarillo, and will be a partner with the County and other local governmenits in the
Site Authority if that entity is enacted by the State legislature. The CSU has recently
joined the discussions involving the Calleguas Creek Watershed Management Plan.
Finally, the CSU has initiated cooperative dialogue with Ventura County Transportation
Commission regarding transit and trip reduction strategies, and with open space
management agencies regarding open space and habitat conservation. In short,
community dialogue, which has been facilitated by this EIR process, can be expected to
grow over time. ‘

Please see the response to comment 16A. When discretionary actions, such as major
building or infrastructure construction, that may have an adverse effect on the
environment are undertaken by the CSU or the Site Authority subsequent to the
certification of this program EIR, those actions will be subject to the CEQA process. If
this program EIR has not adequately contemplated and analyzed the potential impacts
of those projects, supplemental review may occur. While this will involve the CEQA
process, it will not necessarily require individual EIRs for each portion of the site. In
general, the applicability of a program EIR diminishes over time, as background
environmental conditions, regulations, and project plans change.

CSZICV
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California State University, Channel Islands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A. Response To Comments

C The commentor expresses the opinion that engaged discussion with the Ventura County
community is necessary despite the unique mandate to be self-supporting financially.
The commentor reiterates the importance of protecting and enhancing surrounding uses
such as agriculture, wildlife habitats, and Calleguas Creek. The comment is appreciated
and is noted herein for the decision-makers.

D. The commentor states the opinion that it is encouraging that the project involves
extensive reuse and renovation of existing facilities. The comment is noted for the
decision-makers.

E. The issue of water supply was discussed in the Initial Study, page 13, Section XVI,
Utilities and Service Systems. The issue of supply was determined to be less than
significant based on an infrastructure assessment by Psomas and Associates and
discussions with Camrosa Water District, the local supplier, Please review the letter
from Camrosa Water District and the responses thereto, included as Letter 8, above.
The State possesses ground water rights and could legally pump and treat its own
supply, though it does not presently intend to do so.

F. The CSU, as expressed in the Campus Master Plan and its current leasing activity, is
committed to use the site in a way that complements and enhances the educational
mission and provides financial support for the university. The Board of Trustees and
the Site Authority will be charged with regulating development at the site. As
addressed in the response to comments 16A and 16B above, any definitive deviation
from the Campus Master Plan will be subject to CEQA review and the accompanying
public oversight.

A-98
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July 21, 1998

George Dutra

California Stare University

P.O. Box 2862

Camarillo, CA 93011-2862 VIA FACSIMILIE AND US MAIL

RE:  Draft Program EIR for the California State University, Channel Islands Master Plan

Dear Mr. Dutru:

Thank you for the appertunity to comment on the Draft EIR for the California State University,
Channel Islands Master Plan.

Project Allematives

The State CEQ Guidelines reguire alternatives to be limited to those which would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the proposed project , even if those
alternatives could impede attainment of all project objectives or be more costly. [Guidelines Sec.
15126(d}(1)&(5)]. Furthcrmore, as the subject EIR states, the evaluation of alternatives should
focus on the comparative merits of the alternatives relative to the proposed project for each
environmental issue. It scems clear that the three alternative sites wete not chosen primarily 1o
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of developing the preferred site. Conversely, it
appears that the alternative sites could result in grearer impacts overall (regarding agricultwral
land conversion, aesthetics, geology/soils, air quality, traffic, and growth inducement) as
compared with the preferred site. This conclusion is somewhat unclear, however, as the impact
analysis of the three other sites were not compared to those of the preferred site. Such “straw
man” elternatives do not conform with the fundamental purpose of CEQA.

The EIR includes an alternative Master Plan concept of deleting the proposed 9-hole golf course.
For the purpose of reducing water quality, biological resources, and water quality impacts, we
stirongly urge the elimination of the goif course from the project. A recreational golf course is
compictely unnccessary for development of a university. Alternarively, the area should be left as
open space with a guarantee that it be left so in perpetuity. Perhaps & network of low impact
bicycle trails could instead be added to support an alternative campus-wide transportation access.
By not developing a golf course, Iand would become available upon which biologically valuable
coastal sage scrub habitat could be restored.

We furthermore urge consideration of an alternative that eliminates ancillary, revenuc-generating
development from the project to minimize unavoidable significant impacts. As revenue
gencration 18 stuted as a project objective, and the proposed methed of generating the revenue (via
development of the site} would in itself create significant impacts, other alternatives for meeting
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[ the revenue-generating objective should be more carefully scrutinized. It also appears that at
least some of the proposed ancillary uses may be infeasible given the relative remoteness of the

c site. [s it wisc to locate a congregate care facility approximately six {o ten miles (along mostly

rurul roadways) from the nearcst hospitals in Camariilo and Oanard? '

[ Air Quality Impacts
We strangly oppose VCAPCD's practice of classifying any project’s construction emissions as
temporary and thus essentially exempt under CEQA. Temporary emissions of ozone precursors
b contribute significantly to Ventura County’s ozone problem, individually and cumulatively.
There are a number of mitigation measures which should be required to offset the emissions
associated with project construction. These include emissions offsets from the VCACD
cmissions bank, the VEMP program, use of clean fucled heavy duty and light duty construction
equipment, etc, Temporary emissions should be considered significant and mitigation should be
required.

The project’s inconsistency with the AQMP has significance beyond CEQA. The AQMP is the
basal planning document for air quality purposes, thus, any project inconsistency confounds
Ventura County's progress toward attninment of the health-based state and federal ambient air
E_ quality standurds. Offsetting emissions reductions for any project emissions, from both the
construction and opcrational phases, must be required. If this is not feasible, other emissions
reductions stratcgies must be pursued. AQMP inconsistency will furthermore prevent CSU from
obtaining federal, and possibly state, funding due to conformity requirements of Sec. 176(c) of
the Clean Air Act.

[ The EIR notes that the AQMP emission forecasts may already account for the increase in on-site
population associated with the proposed project because the previous hospital use serving and on-
site population “...as high as 7,000 (patients in addition to)...( 2} number of staf{”’ {(p. 5.2-11) was
F included in the AQMP. Although this “offsel” is not actually credited in the emissions analysis, it
is used to imply that the emissions impacts from the proposed project are overstated (and actually
even lower gverall than the emissions generated by the hospital use during its peak use). The
assumption used to quantify maximum hospital-generated emissions cannot be based upon
averall population, however. Because few, if any, of the 7,000 patients drove vehicles, the whoie
paragraph is inaccurate and thus should be doleted from the Draft EIR,

Aesthetic Impacts

The photographs representing the existing visual character of the project vicinity do not allow for
GD a contextual pre- and post- project comparison. Without a visual representation of the proposed
project (i.e., linc of sight artist's renderings) it is impossible for the public and decision makers to
understand the extent of potential visual impact from the project. As such, it is difficult (o judge
whether the proposed mitigation measures would reduco acsthetic impacts to less than significant.

Proposcd mitigation measures pertaining to proposed campus development arc inconsistent in
scope, redundant and/or somewhat contradictory. Some measures (AES-1(g), (h) and (i)) apply
to speeific siructures and others (AES-2(a), (b) and (c)) apply to all structures. At the master
planning level, mitigation (such as that pertaining to height limits, setbacks, architectural

H standards, reflectivity, massing, etc.) must apply to the overall campus. As such, we recommend
integration of the above refercnced measures into 2 comprehensive campus development
standards plan to ensure that mitigution for visual impaocts is applied uniformly and consistently
ucross the full project. If the CSU does not succeed in gaining “site authority™ staius, it seems
that the County would share authority regarding development standurds. As such, has the Cuunly
agreed to the stated mitigation moasurss?
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Placing a truffic signal/tuming lanes on Lewis Road at the intersection of Santa Barbara Road
extension and widening Camarillo Drive to four lanes with traffic signals would significantly
alter the existing rural character of the area. As envisioned for the residential areas of the campus
(p. 5.1-19), every effort should be made to utilize alternative traffic calming mechanisms in lieu
of traditional traffic controls throughout the entire project including the adjacent access roads.
Furthermore, if C5U is truly serious about featuring mass transit, the campus circulation design
should hinge upon mass transit being the primary means of transpoctation to and from the
campus. As such, the need for road widening may be eliminated.

The EIR concludes that the aesthetic condition in the vicinity of Calleguas Creek on the
southeastern edge of the Oxnard Plain is not expected to “undergo major (cumulative) changes
within the buildout period of the Master Plan...” (p. 5.1-20). This conclusion is unwarranted. No
analysis way included regarding the adverse cumulative gesthetic impact that would resull from
implementing the mitigation measures which recommend extensive road widening in the region
surrounding the project site, as required by CEQA (Guidelines Sec. 15126(c)). The seriousness
of such a deficiency is significant given the rural character of the surrounding area which is
dominated by two-lane farm roads. Together with the EIR conclusion (p. 5.1-20) that the
cumulative changes to the Lewis Road corridor would be significant, mitigation measures must
be proposed or a conclusion of unavoiduble cumulative gesthetic impacts must be made
{Guidelines, Sec. 15130). -

Mitigation measures which call for one-for-one replacement for tree removal should be modified
to require at least a two-for-one replacement. A size-equivalent requirement should also be
included. Increasing the net number of trecs will at lenst partially compensate for addition of the
proposed structures.

Tmnsportgtion/Traffic Impacts

Although we understand that the detuils of campus development are still in the conceptual stage,
preliminary planning seems to focus on serving single occupancy vehicles. Although CSU has
frequently referred to the use of alternative transportation, the EIR contains few specifics which
require any level of binding commitment. The discussion of altcrnative transportation measures
(p 5.10-30), for example, is mercly & iaundry list of recommendations rather than enforceable
mitigation measures. The Air Quality mitigation measures include the requirement for & Trip
Reduction Program incorporating van and car pools. However, the California Clean Air Act was
amended in 1995 (SB437) to sharply curtail the ability of public agencies to require employce trip
reduction programs. Please comment on the authority of CSU to impose trip reduction as a
mitigation measure. Lastly, what impact would happen if CalStart ultimately chose not 1o locate
at the site or decided to leave at some future date? Would CSU still pledge to commit the
necessary resources to ensure mass transit is facilitated?

-

HELS
Mitigation measures which rely on deferred consultation to “control” (Measure BIO-1{a))
potential impacts could be considered inadequate under CEQA [Sundstrom v. County of
Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App. 3d 296]. Combined with the fact that no measurable
performance stundards are included, the adequacy of the biological mitigation is questionable. At
the very least, CSU should secure, as a current mitigation measure, a commitment from all
internsted conservation groups and the National Park Service 1o actively participate in the
preparation of the future biclogical mitigation plan.
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According to the EIR, $10.9 million is available to the Wildlife and Conservation Board tg
acquire coastal sage scrub and other habitat. We strongly recommend that CSUCT work with
parkland acquisition agencies to use the available funding to secure adjacent private lund adjacent
to the campus. The entire eastern edge of the proposed campus site borders Point Mugu State
Park and is as ecologically pristine as the adjacent parkland. From & geographical standpoint, it is
acquiring adjacent lands would be a logical extension of the existing Santa Monica Mountains
open space preserve.

As acknowledged in the EIR, the open space areas to the northeast of the core CAMpUS SUpports
several sensitive piant species, a mitigation measure should be included to prohibit access to open
space areas except via established trails. This measure could be accomplished by posting signs,
campus-wide education campaigns, etc. A3 a suggestion, CSU should commit to proeducing and
‘distributing a brochure to all campus users on how to aveid human induced impaets to local biota.

A comprehensive campus wide landscape plan should be developed in consultation with the
biology department to ensure compatibility between native open space plant specics and any non-
native specics. The landscape plant palette should also be chosen with sensitivity to wildlife that
may traverse areas of the site. All night lighting spill-aver should be identified and mitigated (o
prevent uny illumination of native open space and buffer areas.

The EIR states that the East Campus area design includes a “minimum of 100 feet wide
(landscaped buffer).. .between the residences and...adjacent natural vegetation™ (emphasis added,
p. 5.3-21). Measure BIO-5 requires fire sprinklers in buildings “which (are) located within 100
feet” of undisturbed coastal sage scrub. Not only are the above two excerpts inconsistent, the
mitigation measure would pot eliminate the need 1o remove sensitive vegetation, as stated. The
usc of fire sprinklers does not exempt the requirement for a 100 foot brush clezrance zone.

Several groves of coast live oak trees arc located east of Camarillo Drive, which is proposed for

possible widening. The EIR references Veatura County Zoning Ordinanee provisions which '
regulate the treatment of oak trees, but it is unclear whether tho County's regulations would apply

to the removal of any oak trees. If the County oak protection provisions would not apply,

mitigation mensures should be included to address any potential impacts regarding onk tree

removal.

Lan ts

The impact analysis regarding land use policy inconsistencies fails to recognize the precedent-
setting, indirect County-wide impacts of amending the generai plan definition of "State or Federal
Facility” and weakening the Urban Centers policy. Altering the General Plan policies 1o
sccommodate the CSUCI proposal may, at the very least, allow development of private urban
uscs on other state/federal lands in Ventura County. CSU should specifically commit to
analyzing indircet impacts in greater detail sither in the subject EIR or the Specific Plan EIR.

The EIR concludes thut the impacts regarding compatibility conflicts with adjacent agricuitural
uses is less than significant. Due to the proximity of the proposed school and day care center to
the adjacent to an agricultural field, additiona! analysis should be conducted regarding toxic
pesticides/herbicides used in relation to type, quantity and method of application (i.c., acrial
spraying) used in the vicinity. It is a generally accepted fact that the effects of toxic chemicals is
greater children due to their smaller body mass and greater sensitivity to coll-damoging impacts.
The analysis should disclose potential health risks from all chernicals to which children would be
exposed.
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In particular, methyl bromide should be addressed, Methy! bromide is a deadly neurotoxin used
to fumigate agricultural soils to support certain crops. There is considerable disagreement as to
the effectivencss of existing regulations (i.c., minimal buffer zone requirements) to protect public
health. If methyl-bromide using crops are likely to be grown on adjacent fields during the life of
the project (or until it is banned as currently planned on January 1. 2001), we recommend
relocating the school and day care center farther from the agricultural fields 10 assure an added
margin of safety.

Thank you for your attention. We look forward to your responses to our concerns.

Sincerely, /

//{_ - L (,()’A{ Z% . ‘g

Kim Uhlich, Environments] Analyst
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California State University, Channel Istands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A. Response To Comments

Letter 17

Commentor: Kim Uhlich, Environmental Defense Center

Date:

July 21,1998

Response:

A,

The EIR includes an analysis of two versions of a no project alternative, three alternative
site alternatives, and four alternative master plan concept alternatives; a total of nine
alternatives. The commentor states that the inclusion of the three alternative sites was
not useful, since impacts were generally greater than those of the proposed project.

The EIR preparers and CSU officials disagree. In practice, alternative sites are especially
apropos to include in EIR evaluations when the project is being proposed by a public
entity. This is true for several reasons. First, public agencies generally have broad
locational flexibility in implementing projects whose primary purpose is to provide a
public service when that client group is broadly distributed geographically. The client
base for the proposed project is the population of Ventura County and the South Coast
of Santa Barbara County. In addition, the campus is part of a State agency serving all of
the State. Therefore, it is useful to evaluate alternative sites that may better serve the
community’s needs. Second, the CSU already owns one of the alternative sites and
purchased it specifically to develop a university. This 320-acre site, the
Chaffey/Duntley site and evaluated in the EIR in Section 7.2.2, has already been the
subject of extensive environmental review (as had the other two alternative sites} in a
1991 EIR (which was incorporated by reference into this Program EIR). The analysis of
these three sites, and particularly the Chaffey/Duntey property (also referred to as the
Orchard Site), serves a legitimate community interest inasmuch as it allows the public
and decision-makers to compare the currently proposed project to one that had
heretofor been pursued and approved. To omit this and other sites from the alternatives
evaluation in this EIR would have been irresponsible. Third, numerous letters that
responded to the Notice of Preparation expressed concerns about growth-inducing
impacts and effects to agricultural lands. Since these issues are locationally driven, it
seems prudent to evaluate alternative sites that might have better accommodated these
concerns. Itis noted that the 1991 EIR contained an analysis of several other alternative
sites, and as explained in Section 1.1 of this Program EIR, the CSU previously
considered a total of 40 sites for the location of this campus.

The commentor agrees with the analysis in the EIR that the Alternative Master Plan
Concept - No Golf Course, evaluated in the EIR in Section 7.3.2, is superior to the
proposed project in several areas. It is noted that the golf course would serve as a
revenue-generating use and so would aid in meeting an important objective for this
campus, as discussed in the EIR. Please also see response to comment letter 14A, above.
The commentor suggests that a bicycle trail within the buffer area would be a better
option. It is expected that a bicycle master plan will be developed for the campus in the -
future.
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California State University, Channel! Islands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A. Response To Comments

C.

The alternatives analysis has included two alternatives that address the commentors
concern about the revenue generating uses proposed at the site. Section 7.3.3, 25,000
FTES University Campus, analyzes an alternative that would not involve the
development of revenue-generating uses. But because it is not realistic to assume that
the East Campus area would remain unused - particularly in its developed state — this
alternative analyzed use of that area to accommodate the expanded University
population. During public input opportunities, numerous community members
suggested a university-only option. Please review the analysis of this alternative. The
EIR concludes that such an option would have a far more detrimental impact to
transportation, because the complementary land use mixes enabled under the proposed
project would not occur, thereby forcing an imbalance in land uses and increasing off-
site trips. Section 7.3.4, No Redevelopment of East Campus, analyses a situation where no
new construction would occur, but buildings would be reoccupied. Though these uses
would likely be revenue-generating, they would be restricted to the level of activity that
has historically occurred at the site. No other options for revenue generation beyond
some form of site development have been suggested.

With respect to hospital access, it is assumed that congregate-care or assisted living
facilities would be accompanied with some medical support facilities and personnel.
The distances presented by the commentor do not seem extraordinary or unusual for
emergency hospital trips from many areas, and the majority of the trip to either St. Johns
Regional Medical Center in Oxnard or St. Johns Pleasant Valley Hospital in Camarillo
would be along relatively high-speed State Route 34.

The commentor states that the EDC strongly opposes the Ventura County Air Pollution
Control District’s approach to construction-related emissions. This fact
notwithstanding, the EIR has included a range of dust and ozone precursor mitigation
measures. Flease review Mitigation Measures AQ-1(a) and (b) in Section 5.2, Air
Quality.

Commentor expresses the opinion that inconsistency with the AQMP goes beyond
CEQA issues and states that offsetting emissions are required. It is noted that offset
requirements are associated with stationary sources rather than mobile sources, which
are the primary source of air pollutant emissions associated with the proposed project.
The Draft EIR provides mitigation measures that are intended to reduce the proposed
Campus Master Plan impacts on air quality. Mitigation Measure AQ-2(a) has been
modified to delineate those optional strategies that appear to be the most feasible and
effective for reducing trips and thereby decreasing air pollution emissions. Please see
Section C of this report for the text revisions. However, even with effective
incorporation of these measures, mobile emissions associated with build-out of the
campus would still exceed the Ventura County thresholds and air quality impacts will
remain a significant and unavoidable consequence of the proposed project. It is noted
that the CSU does not receive direct federal funding for development of the campus.
Please also see response to Comment 12N above.
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California State University, Channel Islands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A. Response To Comments

The EIR does not imply that the air pollutant emissions associated with buildout of the
Campus Master Plan are less than that which were associated with the hospital. The
EIR does state that air quality impacts are conservative and probably “over-stated”
because the calculations include the initial start-up, engine warm-up, and final
shutdown of the complete home-to-school commute for those students that will
commute from outside of Ventura County. Please note that the proposed project is
intended to serve Santa Barbara County (South Coast area). In addition, consistency
with the AQMP for residential uses is based on the number of residences that are
projected to be contained within the particular growth or nongrowth area of the County
at time of project buildout. Given that the base year for the AQMP is 1990, it does, or
should have, considered the State institutional use of the site as a hospital that contained
a significant residential component (over 400 separate residential units, not including
the dormitories for patients). Since consistency is based in part on residential
population, the discussion regarding the previous onsite residential population is a
relevant fact, even if it is not used in the consistency finding statement.

The proposed project is a Master Plan for which a program-level analysis has been
prepared. A major component of the initial use of the campus will be accommodated by
adaptively retrofitted existing buildings, whose exterior appearance would not change.
No new buildings have been designed. It would be inappropriate, in our opinion, to
model structural massing and imply post-project visual conditions. Instead, Section 5.1,
Aesthetics, attempts to convey an understanding of the aesthetics of the site, and how
particular areas in and around the site would change visually. Please see response to
comment 10L above, which reviews the State CEQA Guidelines section regarding level of
detail and use of speculative analytical techniques.

Only one respondent to the February 1998 Notice of Preparation raised the aesthetic
issue. That respondent, the County of Ventura Planning Division, asked that the EIR
analyze the visual effects to Lewis and Potrero Roads, which the County has identified
as candidate scenic highways. As pointed out in the EIR, the current views of the
campus from Lewis Road are only available of the campus core area, and they are
distant views. New development would not be discernibly different. Instead, access
road modifications at Camarillo Drive and the Santa Barbara Avenue extension would
result in visual changes. These are addressed in the document. Potero Road views are
foreground views of existing buildings that will remain. New parking facilities would
change the visual effect, but not significantly alter massing profiles. Please review
Mitigation Measures AES-2(a) and AES-3(a).

The structure of the mitigation measures is designed to clarify special requirements for
structures where it was determined that special mitigation is warranted. The overall
measures, AES-2(a) through (h), would apply to the East Campus area. The area is yet
to be designed, but the measures will serve as guidelines to the master planners. The
County has reviewed the Draft EIR, and has commented extensively on the document.
The County has not commented on Section 5.1, Aesthetics. It is assumed that the
physical design mitigation measures meet their concerns.
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California State University, Channel Islands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A, Response To Comments

L The commentor agrees with the conclusions in the EIR that new road construction,
widenings, and signalization would alter the aesthetic character of the area. Please
review Mitigation Measures AES-2(e) and (f). The need for roadway augmentations and
signalization will be closely monitored prior to implementation. If trip reduction
strategies required as part of mitigation measures in this EIR are successful in
significantly curbing trip volumes, not all of the augmentations and signalizations may
be necessary and would not be completed.

J. Mitigation measures have been proposed to alleviate the impact of roadway
modifications in the vicinity of the project, and the conclusion in the EIR is that the
proposed project would contribute to significant changes to aesthetic conditions in the
Lewis Road corridor.

K. The mitigation measure for tree replacement is considered to be sufficient to mitigate
arty loss of trees due to building activity. It is important to note that a size-equivalent
clause may not be a plausible or desirable idea. Young trees have a much higher
survival rate, because they can better weather the transplant process and their root
systems can better exploit ambient soil characteristics. For this reason, such
considerations are best left to a qualified landscape architect. In addition, the State has
an established practice of preferring to plant young trees for economic reasons (lower
cost). Please review Mitigation Measure AES-2(d) and (g).

As a separate matter, the commentor’s assumption that new structures will create an
aesthetic condition that is automatically adverse or requires compensation is not shared
by the EIR preparers. Well-designed new structures can aesthetically enhance an
existing site, as has been demonstrated in many cases around the state at existing
campus settings. Such a point illustrates the subjectivity inherent in aesthetic analyses,
as explained in the introduction to Section 5.2, Aesthetics.

L. The DEIR identifies potential traffic impacts and recommends mitigation measures based
on a reasonable worst-case analysis of vehicular trip generation at the site. While the
implementation of transit service and TDM strategies will reduce traffic generation at the
site, the roadway and intersection improvements outlined in the document will likely be
required in the future. The mitigation monitoring program developed for the project will
continue to monitor traffic at the site to determine the actual extent and timing of the
traffic-related improvements required. '

M. The mitigation measures for biological impacts are not deferred; they are direct actions
to be taken that if implemented can serve to retain the important biological
characteristics of the site. The level of mitigation recommended within the EIR is
appropriate for the level of specificity presently known for the development of the site,
namely that of a Master Plan. Until specific design details for campus areas are known,
detailed biological mitigation planning can not be accomplished. In addition, the
proposed Master Plan would set aside almost all of the sensitive hillside vegetation
within an open space designation.
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California State University, Channel Islands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A. Response To Comments

N.

The eastern edge of the proposed campus site does not border Point Mugu State Park; it
is the private landholdings on the east and south side of the campus that border on the
park. The recommendation that CS5U should work to help parkland acquisition of
adjacent open space is noted to the decision-makers. Mitigation Measure G-3 also
addresses this issue.

As stated in the EIR text, access into much of the coastal sage scrub habitat within and
adjacent to the campus is highly limited by the steepness of the terrain, the density of
brush, and the presence of extensive stands of cactus. Nonetheless, a mitigation
measure as suggested has been added to the EIR text.

Comment noted. Section C of this report includes a suggested mitigation measure to be
considered by the C5U Board of Trustees in its deliberations regarding this project. It is
noted that the project site is already well lighted by night illumination that extends into
adjacent open space area; nonetheless, these open space areas still have significant
wildlife populations.

The two statements are not inconsistent. The first discusses the design of the East
Campus land use pattern in which a buffer zone has been included that would surround
the residential component in this area. The second statement concerns specific existing
buildings located in the campus core as discussed on page 5.3-21 of the EIR text.

Because the property is state land, County Fire Protection Services requirements that
would apply to other areas have not been fully applied within the project site.
Therefore, native coastal sage scrub vegetation, some of it including the rare Conejo
buckwheat, is within 100 feet of existing structures. The requirement for fire sprinklers
is expected to allow the issuance of a waiver for those specific buildings.

No current plans are present for the removal of any mature oak trees within the project
site. As stated in the EIR text, the trees that are adjacent to Camarillo Drive are planted
trees and would be considered landscaping features that are not subject to the County
Tree Protection regulations. Only those trees that are within groves that are ecologically
functioning as woodlands have a greater ecological value than the other landscaping
trees, and these groves are not within the potential right-of-way for Camarillo Drive.
Therefore, no additional mitigation is necessary at this time, though further measures
could be imposed by subsequent environmental documentation when more specific
development plans are proposed.

The EIR specifically discusses the issue of changes to the Federal/State facility

~designation that the County of Ventura may choose to do and includes a mitigation

measure assodated with such effects (See Section 6.1.3). The question of land use
regulatory authority is still being resolved by CSU and County officials. As of this
writing, the land is a State Facility, with the CSU responsible for its land use decisions.
Strictly private, proprietary development on the site could be subject to local regulation.
At the time of this response, legislation is pending which would provide for a Site
Authority which would involve both the CSU and local government in various aspects -
of development and mitigation. With respect to impacts that may result from future
activity, please refer to response 16A and 16B above. These responses clarify the
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T.

procedures by which the CSU would be required to further analyze future dlscreuonary
actions not contemplated in this program EIR.

Please see comment letter 13 and the response thereto.
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Subj  Re: EIR CONCERNS of CSUGI

Date:  98-06-29 16:25:35 EDT -
From: george_dutra@qmbridge.caistate.edu (Gearge Dutra)
To: alysonk@west.net (Alyson Kaye)

CC: rinconvta@aol.com (Steve Swete)
Reply to: RE>EIR CONCERNS of CSUCI
Dear Ms. Kaye, .
By copy of this response | have forwarded your concems to Mr. Steve Swete, form Rincon Associates. Rincon is our

environmental consultanis who are preparing the EIR. Your comments will be addressed in our EIR.

| have also had conversations with seme of your neighbors who share you same concems.

Date: 6/29/98 12:11 PM

To: George Dutra

From: Alyson Kaye

George:

| am a Camarillo resident and homeowner and because of young children
cannot attend Tues. ElR/open house at the proposed new campus, CSUIC.

| have read thru the traffic sections of the online EIR as | have bean
concemed about the impact. The increases in trafiic are phenomienal as
you Know,

| live specifically in off at 3905 Pleasant Valley RD. in the

Lampiighter Mobile home park between US 101 and Lewis RD. along the
strawberry and lettuce fislds.

While you do mention in your repart the "4-land widening of Pleasant
Valley Rd. north to the city of OXNARD" ™

it is extrememly important that from LEWIS RD to the HWY 101 along
Pleasant Vailey Rd. that measures be taken to widen this already
congested one lane strip road.

It will be the first off ramp of choice for anyone coming from the LA,
The valley and Thousand Oaks area. This will be the bulk of attendees.

So that members of our community closest to the new campus can support
this | ask you to please insists on :

1.This Pleasant Valley Rd. strip be widened as well

2. A traffic Light centered across the bridge at Via Rosail and Pleasant
valley Rd. so that residents here can exit safely (right now it is
nearly impossible with speeding and busy traffic each day)

Our Lamplighter Mobile home community is over 300 strong, we wouid love
to support you with your assistance. Please let me know if we can expect
this section of Pleasant Valley Rd. to be widened and traffic lighted.

it is my pleasure to be involved with the safety and enviromental impact
of the new campus. | hope to acheive a position there as a Librarian and
send my daughter there, as | am a graduate of CSUN.

[ look forward to hearing from you. Please feel free to share my 2
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concems and recommendations to the Board, (even though, the city may
say no signifcant impact that is ignorant and they need to be inciuded
to be ready for the TRAFFIC.) . :

| jook forward to hearing from you shortly, email is ok if within the

week (if my email changes | wauld appreciate a written home addressed or
phone call respanse as well)

Sincerely,

Alyson Kaye, MLIS

Librarian and Information Specialist alysonk@west.net

St.John's Seminary- Theology Likrary home phone 805 389-0080
Camarillo, CA work phone 805 482-2755 ext. 164

Home:
2 Via Rosal
Camarillo, CA 93102
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Letter 18

Commentor: Alyson Kaye

Date:

June 29, 1998

Response:

A,

The DEIR identifies potential impacts and recommends mitigations according to CEQA
requirements. Mitigation Measure T-3(b) on Page 5.10-22 should reference the widening
of Pleasant Valley Road from Lewis Road to the City of Camarillo rather than the City of
Oxnard. This text amendment is shown in Section C of this report.

The DEIR identifies the traffic additions to Pleasant Valley Road which would result from
the project.

As noted in response fo Comment A above, Mitigation Measure T-3(b) on Page 5.10-22 has
been revised to include the widening of Pleasant Valley Road from Lewis Road to the
existing four-lane section in the City of Camarillo.

The Via Rosal/Pleasant Valley Road intersection does not warrant traffic signals (and will
not in the future) due to the low volume of traffic on Via Rosal. The City is planning to
overlay Pleasant Valley Road in the near future and will include an acceleration lane for
exiting Via Rosal to eastbound Pleasant Valley Road. This will reduce wait times. [t is
also noted that wait imes would be longer with a traffic signal than without for vehicles
exiting Via Rosal.

See response to Comments A through D above,

CSUCY
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June 25, 1998

George Dutra | |

Director, Facilities Planning

California State University, Channel Islands
PO Box 2862

Camarillo, CA 93011-2862

Subject:  Comments on; “Draft Program Environmental Impact Report” for
California State University, Channel islands
Campus Master Plan ... Dated June 4, 1998

Dear Mr. Dutra;

| recently obtained a copy of the report to read and what appears to me to be a
few glaring oversights literally jumped off the pages. Perhaps this is because
the major oversight noted directly impacts the town and area of Somis in which
| reside.

With regard to the impact of projected traffic increases, | believe that the
authors literally “missed the boat” with regards to the impact to the north of the
campus especially to the north of 101 freeway. It is as if the study area was
deliberately chosen to exclude certain “traffic corridors” from impact
consideration. If so then it certainly was not a “good faith effort at full
disclosure” as required by Section 15151 of CEQA. If it wasn’t deliberate then
it appears to be a gigantic oversight by the involved transportation officials!

As it states on page 2-2 of the report the pool of students will be drawn from
parts of Santa Barbara and western Los Angeles counties as well as all of
Ventura County. If that is truly where the students would come from then why
were the potential routes of students from northern LA County (Chatsworth,
Reseda ete. ) and more importantly Simi Valley, Moorpark, Somis, Las Posas
Valley, Santa Paula, Fillmore and eastern Ventura City not considered? A
simple common sense look at a local map, common.knowledge of Ventura
County traffic (as claimed on page 5.10-9) and any recent (last 8 years)
analysis of traffic flow on the 118 would indicate to the inquiring traffic engineer
that a significant number of the residents of the aforementioned areas would
and are presently using the 118 through the Las Posas Vailey to get to
Camarillo destinations. That is, they travel east or west on the two lane 118
and then turn south on the 34 through Somis to get to points south. They don't
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appear to be all going to the 101 or 23 freeways to get to the Camarillo 101
area. Caltrans traffic surveys canfirm the high ADT counts for the 11.8/34
intersection in Somis. It is already impacted. Any additional significant traffic
funneled through that intersection may lower it's LOS to completely
unacceptable levels.

This EIR study attempts to account for traffic impact to the south by including
Hueneme Rd. and Potrero Rd. in the study as about 17% total CSUCI trip
distribution (Figure 5.10-4). Potential traffic impacts to the east and west were
studied as evidenced by the assignment of 65% total to north and southbound
101 freeway routes. So South, East and West were addressed and assigned
significant traffic contribution amounts. This leaves logically the Northern
approach and exit corridor.

The authors have assigned an extremely unrealistic 2% trip distribution amount
to the Lewis Road (Hwy 34) beyond the Daily/Lewis road intersection. Despite
this minuscule predicted increase in traffic the authors, for some reason,
recommend that this intersection have added 2 northbound and 2 southbound
through lanes to maintain acceptable level of service(page 5.10-19). That
intersection presently has no exclusive through lanes in either direction. There
seems to be a severe conflict or mismatch between the predicted problem (2%)
and solution (4 new exclusive through lanes). Either there will be a significant
increase in traffic using the 34 north and south or there won't be. What s it?

The authors of this EIR seem to think or accept that almost all the traffic
traveling north up Lewis Rd. from the campus will stop at the Ventura Freeway,
get on it and travel Northbound and Southbound (East and West by compass)
back to their home designations. We in Somis only wish they would. But as
Caltrans and Ventura County traffic engineers know or should know the 118
and 34 intersection has become a major East-West to North-South transition
intersection due to many factors. That means thousands of vehicles daily
travel the 34 north and south. The added burden imparted by the any realistic
projected student traffic will definitely impact highway 34 and this intersection
which is on the rabbit path between the proposed University and cities to the
East and West along the 118 and connecting cities along the 126 via the 118
and 126 connection in Saticoy. These cities and areas would include eastern
Ventura City, Saticoy, Fillmore and Santa Paula approaching the intersection
from the west on 118. From the east might come students from the northwest
section of LA city, Simi Valley and Moorpark. Certainly the grand total of
students and campus workers from those cities will contribute more than the
unrealistic 2% of CSUCI trip distribution as illustrated in Fig. 5.10-4.
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Presently a high percentage of travelers utilizing the 118/34 intersection use it
as a shortcut to and from Camarillo and beyond. It would be fanciful to expect
the new commuters (students and workers) from the same areas to do
anything differently. It is as if the potential and obvious effects on the traffic at
the 118/34 intersection was deliberately ignored. Was it? Why was the study
area so restricted? [t was suggested in a 3-22-98 letter response to the NOPS
that the effects on Somis area be addressed yet the farthest north you studied
was the infamous “2%"Lewis Road in Camarillo. Lewis Road leads Northward
from the campus all the way to the 118 with no interruptions except for a name
change to Somis Road at the north end of Camarillo. It is only logical to have
included the whole Northward length of the road (highway 34) in a study of

" traffic impacts caused by this University project.

What study was used to generate the expected time of student arrivals and
departures. What University campus in California was used as a pattern to
obtain travel schedules, traffic amounts etc.? Was any University model used
at all? Or was the traffic study extrapolated from shopping malls, work areas
etc.?

Speaking to the growth inducing potential of having this University in the
chosen area; | think it is unrealistic to expect that there will be no adverse
growth along the traffic corridors leading from the campus. Is there any
California campus that hasn't had a small city begin to grow up around the
campus within a few years? Can't we learn from history? The statement:
"Although the proposed project could create pressure for development of
adjacent land, implementation of these existing policy directives would prohibit
such development.” (page 6-7) suggests a delusive reliance on “these policy
directives”. Expecting that Greenbelt Agreements, Guidelines for Orderly
Development, Spheres of Influence or the like will prevent development into
the Agriculture land is wishful thinking. They are not laws but, as we citizens
are often reminded ( by politicians) just agreements and guidelines. The very
fact that they were adjusted and bent in advance to allow the subject project to
proceed shows how easy it is for politicians and bureaucrats to circumvent the
system of |oose rules if they want to. Even the supposedly solid County
General Plan had been agreed to be modified and amended to allow this
project to proceed even before the EIR was submitted. No, I'm afraid there
definitely and eventually will be significant environmental and farmiand

| incursions and damage when this campus becomes operational.
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The suggested mitigation measures are only recommendations and have no
“teeth”. This EIR appears to be just window dressing to pacify the letter of the
law _not the spirit of the CEQUA requlations. If it was truly meant to be a
serious aftempt the study area on traffic impacts would have been larger and
more realistic and there would have been no hiding behind the false and flimsy
"skirts” of the agreements and guidelines that are only as good as the words of
the parties that agreed to them. A search for significant stretches of contiguous
farmland along the 101 between the cities of Ventura County gives anyone,
even the most naive, a good idea of the caliber of “teeth” in those directives.

As a side note, there did not seem to be any study on the potential effects of
large semi-trucks traveling north and south on Lewis pass the campus. Again
looking at the map showing locations of traffic generators one can see that Port
Hueneme Road leads directly to and from the Port of Hueneme. With the
construction of the expanded bridge at the Hueneme Rd./ Lewis Rd. junction
there will be straight shot for the truck traffic from the port to travel by the
campus on the improved Lewis Road. They can join the 101 or eventually get
fo the 118 and by-pass the Conejo grade with its' CHP weigh station. They
already use the 118 to avoid just that. The new bridge along with the Lewis
Road and 101 interchange improvements should encourage even more truck
traffic to use Lewis Road pass the campus. Was that aspect of traffic and
related safety covered in the traffic impact studies? It is peculiar that when the
transportation related agencies in Ventura County wanted to justify money for
roads to handle the Port traffic they pointed to the alleged “doubling” of port
traffic expected. And now that they have the funding and the effect of trucks
could have a negative impact on this project, | don't see nary a mention. Was
the potential for increased truck traffic bought up during any of the traffic

impact studies? Are they going to restrict truck traffic on Lewis below Pleasant
Valley with signing?

[n summary, | don't believe that this EIR covered the traffic impact aspects
adequately at all and was totally unrealistic in the extent of study area covered
as well as the expected paths and number of students traveling to and from the
campus especially along the corridor leading to the north (Lewis Road a/k/a
HWY 34). it will definitely impact the 118/34 intersection in Somis in a
negative manner and therefore the level of service will fall. | believe that would
make it a significant impact and require mitigation. This was not even
mentioned although the pattern of traffic at that intersection is well known in
Ventura County transportation circles.
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[ The potential safety and traffic impacts of the Port of Hueneme truck traffic was

not even mentioned and | believe that there exists a good chance that the port
truck drivers will seize the opportunity to travel straight out of the port, cross the
new bridge being built, travel up Lewis Road pass the campus and on to the
118. This should have been addressed in a EIR.

| think that the growth inducing aspects of the campus were approached totaily
unrealistically in that the projections appear to rely on the good word of
agreements, virtual handshakes and Guidelines with no teeth in them like true
laws! As the politicians and bureaucrats have demonstrated, no agreement or
plan is sacred when they want some project to proceed. You can not
realistically rely on them to prevent unwanted growth. It is ironic that the
existence of agreements, guidelines and general plans etc. are pcinted out as
to why there will be no environmental impacts or growth inducement to the
surrounding areas and yet the same policies and documents are bent, twisted
and adjusted very easily to allow the subject project to get around the conflicts
with those same documents.

" Thank you for the chance to register my concerns. Please include this letter as

a part of the official comments on the EIR. As much as | believe in higher
education, it doesn't justify an inadequate directed EIR. | realize that the report
authors were fed a lot of the particular information utilized which might explain
some of the “oversights”. I'm also not'sure the entire project as envisioned is
worth the combined “Unavoidable Adverse Impacts” as listed on page 2-4. If
the four important areas listed are unavoidable adverse impacts perhaps the
campus should be placed somewhere else. It seems that politicians and
bureaucrats control the game as demonstrated by the statement: “Based on the
analysis contained herein’. To that should be added_ “and we determine and
control the analysis as well as set the rules”. They always can fall back on
rules, such as “statement of overriding considerations” that allow them to justify
anything they want. Every time | get involved in government related EIR’s | get
more disgusted with the stacked system!

Sincerely,

RO

John F. Kerkhoff
5636 La Cumbre Rd.
Somis, CA 93066
(805)386-3044
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P.S. 1 am in the process of trying to obtain the “traffic Appendices” which a
small note on page iii tells me was bound under separate cover. | was also
under the impression that the deadline for comments was June 26" But now
I've heard that there will be a meeting for the public to discuss the EIR on the
end of the month. Anyway, | am sending my comments on the report now as |
certainly don't want to miss the deadline and [ don’t know if I'll be successful in
obtaining and digesting the appendices in time either.

A final comment... .| really don't approve of the proposed ancillary mix of
commercial, research & development, housing etc. on and off the campus that
has no direct bearing on the education of students. It is like the mixture of
church and state, they don't have compatible goals and shouldn’t be accepted
no matter what the noble or financial justifications. Besides the addition of such
units and special interests almost guarantees excess growth inducing problems
eventually spilling over to local land use decisions. Aliin all, a messy project
and even messier proposed solutions.

cc:  Clerk of the Board _
Keith Turner, Director of Planning
Tom Berg, Director of RMA
Ginger Gherardi, Executive Director of VCTC

A-118
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Letter 19

Commentor: John Kerkhoff

Date:

June 25, 1998

Response:

A

The traffic analysis includes traffic additions north of U.S. Highway 101. As indicated on
Figure 5.10-4, 2% of student trips are on Lewis Road, and 10% of ancillary development
trips are assigned to this route. Trip distribution parameters were developed for CSUCI
traffic using projected student demographic data provided by CSUCI, as well as shortest
travel time routes. The vast majority of the traffic is expected from Santa Barbara,
Ventura, Oxnard, Camarillo, and Thousand Qaks.

See response to Comment A above. Impacts to Route 118 would be less than significant
based on CSUCI student demographic data and the travel route forecasts. Travel route
forecasts are based on destination/ route studies that have been conducted by traffic
engineers over several decades. Such studies indicate that motorists will preferentially
travel on high speed interstate freeways than local two-lane rural routes.

See response to Comment A above. Impacts to areas to the north via Route 34 and Santa
Rosa would be less than significant based on CSUCI student demographic data and the
travel route forecasts. '

See response to Comment A above. The Lewis Road/ Daily Road intersection is forecast to
operate in the LOS D range with short-term buildout traffic volumes without any traffic
from the CSUCI project. The addition of traffic generated by the project at this intersection
(40 critical trips) would exceed the City of Camarillo's impact thresholds, thus a mitigation
measure was included in the DEIR. Itis noted that this improvement would be required
with or without the CSUCI project, and is not the result of significant traffic loading
generated by the project at this location as suggested in this comment.

CSUCI traffic additions north of U.S. Highway 101 is estimated at 4% (2% via Lewis Road
and 2% via Santa Rosa Road) based on student demographic data provided by CSUCL
Travel north of U.S. Highway 101 associated with the proposed residential and research
uses is forecasted as 20% (10% via Lewis Road and 10% via Santa Rosa Road). Review of
existing travel patterns in the study area support the distribution analysis presented in the

DEIR. For instance, the current traffic volume on Route 34 north of the City of Camarillo

is 12,300 ADT and the volume on Route 118 at Route 34 is 10,600 ADT, while the volume
on U.S. Highway 101 east of the City is 106,000 ADT and the volume on Route 23 just
north of the U.5. Highway 101 interchange (towards Moorpark and Simi Valley) is 90,000
ADT. Clearly, travelers in the area are preferentially using the major freeways for most of
their east-west and north-south travel rather than the two-lane rural routes. It is further
noted that if travelers from eastern City of San Buenaventura (= Saticoy) and Santa Paula
choose to get off the freeway system, that a much faster route from these locations to the
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project site is Central Avenue, not Highway 118 which takes them several miles away
from their ultimate destination.

F. See response to Comments A through E above.

G Trip generation estimates for CSUCI were based on studies of other universities using
rates published in the Institute of Transportation (ITE), Trip Generation Manual, 6th
Edition. These rates were also confirmed with counts conducted at other colleges in
California. Please see Section 6.1 regarding the growth-inducing impacts of the proposed
project. Most of the CSU campuses are located within or adjacent to city boundaries and
growth adjacent to these campuses does not provide a reliable history. However, a local
example is that the Cuesta Community College in San Luis Obispo County has not had
any residential or other growth adjacent to it; such growth has been accommodated within
the City of San Luis Obispo. Similarly, growth associated with the CSU, San Luis Obispo
campus has also occurred in the city south of the campus and not in the rural areas to the
east and north of the campus.

H. Buildout traffic volumes were derived from the Camarillo's General Plan Buildout traffic
model, which includes growth external to the City including Port Hueneme. Specific
impacts associated with expansion of Port Hueneme will be addressed as part of the
environmental review completed for the port expansion. It is noted that Caltrans weigh
stations cannot be avoided by using Highway 118. Caltrans constructed a weigh station
on Highway 118 just west of the City of Moorpark several years ago specifically to
intercept such travel. Fines for overweight trucks caught at this weigh station are

substantial.
L See response to comments A through H above.
I. See response to comment H above.

K The commentor disagrees with the analysis presented in Section 6.0, Long Term Effects.
This topic is discussed in detail in comment and response 5C. Any change in zoning to
adjacent lands that might accommodate additional urban growth in the vicinity of the
proposed project site would be a separate action by the Ventura County Board of
Supervisors, and would require additional environmental review at such time. Any
such development is not required by the CSUCI project and is inconsistent with existing
zoning and the County General Plan.

L. Comments provide a personal opinion and no response is necessary. These opinions are
forwarded herein to the decision-makers for their consideration.

M.  The traffic appendix was available at the project site during the public review period.
The EIR review period extended to July 21, 1998. Your opinion regarding the proposed
revenue-generating aspects of the proposed project are forwarded herein to the
decision-makers for their consideration.
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July 20, 1998
George Dutra

Director, Facilities Planning

California State University, Channel Islands (I still don’t like that namel)
PO Box 2862

Camarillo, CA 93011-2862

The Trustees of the California State University
400 Golden Shore
Long Beach, CA 90802-4275

Rincon Consultants Inc.
790 east Santa Clara Sireet, Suite 103
Ventura, CA 93001

Subject: Additional comments on :Draft Program Environmental Impact
Report” for California State University, Channel Islands Campus
Master Plan ... Dated June 4, 1998 (plus comments on related subjects)

Dear Mr.Dutra...and ,
the Trustees of the California State University... and
Rincon Consultants Inc.,

After attending the 6-30-98 EIR meeting at the site of the propased CSUCI
campus, | have a few additional comments to be made in addition to my letter of
June 25, 1998 (copy attached for your convenience).

Please bear with me as some of these remarks may not be directly EIR
related:

1. | hope that the trustees ensure that the 1930 style buildings are up to
the current and proposed earthquake resistance standards. If not,

that can become a gigantic tragedy and/or expense in the future.

You should not forget the Northridge experience.

Also, in my limited walk around the campus, | didn’t see permanent
type wheelchair access ramps or related improvements. Won't that
be a requirement for a public facility?. What will those improvements
cost? How many other hidden expenses have been overlooked in
this rush to get this project off the ground?

- A-121

r CSZCV



2. | was told a most disturbing item recently. | was told that at a recent
dinner meeting in Camarillo (about 40 people in attendance) that Mr. Evans
gave a talk on a plan for accelerating the growth of the university. He
reportedly stated that about 70% of the students were projected to come
from the Los Angeles area. IF that is true that disturbs me on two counts.
First, | was under the impression that the university was needed to serve
Ventura County primarily. In fact the EIR (page 2-2) emphasizes the local
(Ventura and Santa Barbara Counties) needs not Los Angeles. As we, in
Ventura County were “sold” this university on the basis of OUR local needs
not the needs of Los Angeles, | feel that we may have been hood-winked.
We, in this county, will be suffering the negative impacts of this project for
the rest of our lives for a 30 % share of the benefits. | hope that the rumor is
not true as no one likes to be deliberately misled (or lied to).

The second aspect that disturbs me about the alleged comments by Mr.
Evans and should disturb others is that the traffic study in the EIR does not
reflect that 70% Los Angeles direction bias. That is, the engineers at
Rincon Consultants did not receive the same expected student distribution
source as Mr. Evans reportedly spoke about. Judging from their
conclusions, they based their analysis on just the opposite directional bias
with as much as 83% of the students coming from directions other than Los
Angeles. Thatis, their numbers reflect a maximum of 17 % of the students
coming from the east (LA area) instead of the 70% as reportedly stated by
Mr. Evans. WHICH NUMBER IS CORRECT? [F what Mr. Evans
reportedly said is any where near correct or even off by a factor of 2, then
the entire traffic analysis of this EIR is INVALID!_If the traffic analysis is
invalid, then the impacts of same are in error and the EIR can’t be

accepted.

Fakiirx* Please let me know as soon as possible as to my concerng* ******

o Did Mr. Evans say those things?.

= [f so, how do you reconcile them with the EIR student direction
bias?

o What did Mr. Evans base his statements upon?

e What are Mr. Evans plans for accomplishing “accelerated growth”
for the University, as he allegedly spoke about ?

e There must be a study somewhere on where the students are
expected to come from. Could | have a copy of same?
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e What geographic areas are to be targeted with ads, news releases
etc. to attract students to CSUCI? Has that been formalized in
writing?

3. The inclusion of commercial office and research facilities on an
educational campus still does not ring true with me. A University should be
trying to enrich the minds of their students while business interests
obviously are trying to enrich the pockets of their owners or stockholders.
Like religion and the government, they don’t have the same goals and are
not truly compatible. We all know who will win and which goals will be
compromised as money speaks louder. More than a hint of that thought is
included in a recent local paper article where the head of jeTECH is quoted
as saying; "by being the first technology company on campus, jeTECH is in
a strong position to INFLUENCE development of the new university’s
technology-oriented curriculum”. How much influence will commercial
interests have? JeTECH speaks of needing as much as 3 times as much
floor space, in the future, as they presently lease. Will the university
eventually displace or postpone educational facilities to accommodate
commercial money making ones” When will the pursuit of money or funding
end. When will the commercialism and non-educational uses stop?
Certainly the proclaimed need for funding will never disappear! | guess you
are destined to be hooked! A quote by the French philosopher, Jean -
Jacques Rousseau comes to mind, “the money you have gives you
freedom—the money you pursue enslaves you”.

Additional concerns to me would be if the firms that engage in cooperative
research are foreign such as has happened at UCI (Irvine). That is, their
ownership and therefore allegiance is to another country. | really don't like
the idea of my tax money benefiting a company that could destroy or buy
out an American company thereby eliminating our jobs, our ownership etc.
and indirectly have control over our destiny. | guess | am not a 100%
believer in the so called benefits (to the U.S.) of a global economy. If | ever
live to see a U.S. surplus or near surplus balance of trade | might think
differently. But as it has been 25 years since we had a surplus, | don't think
I'm in danger of having fo modify my stance.

As an aside, with all the emphasis on PRIVATE commercial, housing and

research facilities to be placed on a PUBLIC campus it seems that you are
almost a private institution or at least becoming more so. Then why should
the citizens of California support you?
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4. Speaking of commercial interests, it was pointed out by one speaker that
the exact nature of these so called private ventures were not spelled out.
Are we to expect a K-Mart, a Taco Bell, or what? When does the “city within
a university” stop? How can the trustees make a decision on this EIR with

- such vague descriptions? Is the inclusion of one brand over another a tacit
approval by an educational body. What cigarette brand or beer brand will
they sell or implicitly endorse? How will that reflect on the trustees? Will
the trustees even have a say in the choice of what type, brand or size of
commercial developments are instigated? Has the educational
establishment sold the exclusive control of selected aspects of campus life
to other authorities and interests? As | understand it some of the
“authorities” over the commercial aspects of the campus will include other
politicians. If so, isn't that sort of against California code 66607 where
it states that “the CSU shall be entirely independent of all political and
sectarian influence”. Of course, with the Governor and other poiliticians
already on the voting board | suppose that is a moot point. | really can’t
comprehend some political and bureaucratic interpretations of wording.

5. With regards to the various uses of the 900 or so proposed residential
units, | don’t understand the reasoning and justifications for such uses as
elder citizens housing. |think you are just compromising the true purpose of
a university by cloaking it with so called “funding” financial solutions. If the
goal is generating income why not also units for the rich who would like to
live on a campus of higher learning? Or perhaps residential units for the
mentally challenged. Now that would be a unique use of these former
mental hospital grounds. Just think, ironically, the state could be paying you
(the state also) for housing the disadvantaged people who were displaced
or “kicked out” when the Hospital was closed by the state originally.

6. As my earlier letter stated, | believe that the impacts to the surrounding
and nearby roads and intersections (especially the 118/34 in Somis) were
not adequately addressed in this EIR. For instance, something is wrong or
not being explained well when a projected 2% student use (250 for 12,500
projected FTES) problem is mitigated by enlarging a 3 lane wide
intersection (Daily and Lewis) to 6 lanes. See my original letter for
elaboration about these concerns. Recently Steve, of Rincon Consultants
was patient enough to try to explain that disparity between the perceived
problem (2% student use) and the proposed mitigation solution ( 6 lanes) by
stating that they had to incorporate the city of Camarillo’s plans for the
intersection into their EIR. | think that is trying to say that the EIR’s
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mitigation proposals are hidden and dwarfed by Camarillo’s plans for that
particular intersection. it wasn't exactly clear other than | should be looking
to Camarillo for my answers and traffic concerns.

7. | agree with one of the speakers that night (I believe it was the
Sierra Club representative) who stressed various ways to discourage
individual motor vehicle use to get to and from the campus. If we of
Southern California are ever going to break the vicious cycle of
bigger and faster roads followed by developments that need even
more roads beyond to provide access to more homes etc. etc., we
had better start soon. What better place to start than here at this
proposed “place of higher learning”. Dare to be politically unpopular
and propose strong disincentives to using individual vehicles now.
That will lessen the air quality and traffic impacts as well as lessen
the costs to improve so much traffic infrastructure. It will also help to
quiet people like me that object to the ever increasing traffic that is
such a threat, directly or indirectly, to our Ventura County “quality of
life”.

8. Throughout this EIR the organization known as SCAG (Southern
California Association of Governments) was quoted. Citing SCAG job,
population and housing projections does not fill me with confidence as that
organization is the same one that ranked the tiny Port of Hueneme as a
‘major” seaport alongside the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles in a
recent major transportation related report (it comprises less than 1% of the
total gross tonnage of the 3). In my opinion, they have proven that they can
have their reasons for self serving statements and projections. Of course, |
suppose one could say that about almost all EIR proponents also.

9. Again, within this EIR, comparison of the potential environmental impact
effects of the projected 3700 campus dwellers with the original Hospitals
peak of 7000 patients was made. This is a ridiculous and misleading
comparison to say the least. The patients of the Mental Hospital, by their
very nature, did not have cars, full residential housing, or travel off the
grounds. The impact of their activities on the local community was minimal
to say the least!

10. At several places in the EIR, any mention of the growth that will be
induced by this project are explained away by stating that the City of
Camarillo could absorb that aspect of the growth. The continued reference
to and reliance on what Camarillo can handle implies that the campus will
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] eventually become part of the city in the future. Thereby the areas in
between the city and campus will undoubtedly be developed.

11. One memorable experience that | observed when | drove into the
facility that evening was seeing 3 deer (a doe and 2 fawns) to the left
of Camarillo Drive browsing on grass in a meadow. Several people
remarked on the beautiful entrance that Camarillo Drive presented to
K the campus. A reading of the planned transportation infrastructure
shows that the 2 lane, tree bordered entrance road will be replaced

by a 4 lane “expressway” to better handle the expected traffic. The
widening will probably destroy the magnificent trees and I'm sure that
the doe and her fawns will not be around with the planned commercial
developments and 12,000 students. Too bad that trees and does can't
protest, vote and attend EIR meetings!

On a more positive note, | want to thank who ever set up and controlled the June
30th meeting. The speakers were not artificially limited to some short time period
like I have witnessed at other EIR and related meetings. Even if | don't believe the
speakers comments will have much of an impact on the final EIR at this late date
they were allowed to air their concerns and put it on public record. An additional
compliment should go to the Rincon Consultants Inc. Steve of that firm was very
patient in trying to answer my layman'’s concerns. Mr. Dutra and his staff were
also helpful, efficient, and prompt with their replies.

| Lastly to add to my initial letter comments where | ended by saying that | have
become so disillusioned with government related EIRs... The June 30th meeting
and the whole process reinforced that feeling. No matter what Mr. Evans said
that night, the passage of the EIR is a “done deal”. He lost credibility when he
tried to say otherwise. When the process is so rushed and on a “fast-track” that
the funding is aiready in the works, the Senate has passed the funding bill, the
Governor has given his blessing, the committee of the State Assembly
unanimously approved the funding bill that very day, commercial interests have
already leased and moved in, and so many important people have their
reputations and political prestige on the line there is no way that you trustees will
turn down this proposed campus. Heck, the campus is even already listed on the
CSU web-site map of campuses and apparently even has a Newsletter. All in all,
not the actions of a organization that is expecting to be turned down. The
trustees are just the final rubber stamp. No, this EIR and the attending last
minute meetings such as June 30", are just shams to meet the CEQUA letter of
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the law requirements. It is the false mask of procedures like this that makes the
ordinary citizen to lose faith in the sincerity of our government officials and
bureaucrats. These meeting the “letter of the l[aw” shams are even worse than
the individual politician who tries to convince the voters that he followed the letter
of the law if not the spirit. Being technically “legal” doesn't mean that one is
“moral”. One doesn't have to have a Ph.D. to understand the moral difference
between the letter and the spirit of the law. It seems to this taxpayer that you
(Sacramento and Washington) make the regulations, set the parameters to
compare (the NOP) and then judge and decide what impacts are unavoidable,
propose the mitigations necessary, valid or not (this EIR), control the timing of any
public input (late, after decisions are made, meetings like this) and finally rubber
stamp the outcome (the trustees vote). Throughout this whole procedure a
facade is put forth that public input has some significant impact on the decisions
even though they were decided long ago and pre-ordained. It is made to look like
the system is working for the good of the public and is doing us taxpayers a favor
when in fact it costs taxpayers additional money to put on the facade and is really
a game of money, power and empire building!

One thing that this writer is looking forward to sadly, is the spectacle of the
anticipated squabbling between the powers that control the commercial ventures
on the campus and those among the administrative powers who want to run an
educational institution. And, of course, there will be the complaints that the
commercial power people are always looking over the shoulders of the
educational people and influencing decisions and visa versa. In other words, this
writer believes that the dual nature of Commercial vs. Educational (Private vs
Public) interests will compromise what the California State University is suppose
to be about. It is sad when principles are compromised for financial

considerations.
Sincerely, M

John F. Kerkhoff

5636 |.a Cumbre Rd.
Somis, California 93066
(805) 386-3044

PS.. I really believe in higher education. | just don't like how this particular
project has been ram-rodded through so fast, along with the potential for errors
conflicts and oversights leading to the attending ramifications of same. My
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concerns and feelings of deception will only-be compounded if the 70% LA
student projection is born out,

| predict that within my lifetime the area around the campus will become another
county city or be incorporated into Camarillo (see item # 10 above). That will, of
course, be the result of growth inducing pressures unleashed by this project. This
will occur no matter the EIR’s pronouncement (page 5.7-11) that “existing
regulatory mechanisms would largely prohibit further development in that area".
Just looking at what has happened to the 101 and 118 freeway corridors within
Ventura County shows the all encompassing development growth under the
auspices of those same “regulatory mechanisms”.

T
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California State University, Channel Islands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A, Response To Comments

Letter 20

Commentor: John Kerkhoff

Date;

July 20, 1998

Response:

A,

The issue of seismic safety is discussed in detail in Section 5.5, Geology and Soils. In
addition to stringent state requirements the CSU must adhere to regarding buildings on
state university campuses, additional mitigation measures have been applied. Please
review Mitigation Measures GEO-1(a) through (c), and GEO-2.

The CSU will be subject to the Americans with Disabilities Act, which will require
retrofitting to address ADAs as part of the adaptive reuse design of most existing
buildings, and will require ADA-compliant design for new structures. ADA compliant
features are already present throughout much of the campus, consistent with its former
use as a State hospital.

The CSUCT is being planned to address the needs of Ventura County and a portion of
Santa Barbara County. Neither county has a full-service campus of the California State
University. Los Angeles County has a total of five full-service California State
University campuses: Los Angeles, Northridge, Long Beach, Cal Poly Pomona, and
Dominguez Hills. Whereas a small proportion of Los Angeles County residents —
perhaps those residing in Malibu or Agoura Hills, may be geographically closer to the
Channel Islands campus and may choose to enroll there, the 70% figure is vastly
overstated and inaccurate. Currently, only 3.4% of the students that attend the OCC in
Ventura reside in Los Angeles County.

The unique role and legislative mandate of this campus is that it be financially self-
supporting. CSU officials are working to make this unique charge as academically-
beneficial as possible. This issue is addressed in comments and responses 16A and 16B.
The other opinions of the commentor are noted.

The CSU has committed publicly to revenue-generating uses that support or enhance
the academic mission. Some of the residential uses are geared toward assisted-living
facilities which could affiliate with public health or gerentological studies programs.
Other housing could directly serve to house university students, staff, and faculty.

Commercial leases will primarily serve research and development interests in
technology, biotechnology, and environmental technology. These leases are intended to
tie into the academic program, thereby offering opportunities for employment of
students on-campus in private business. The recent lease with the CalSTART, a non-
profit transportation technology consortium is an example of the type of lease
arrangements the CSU is seeking. Ultimately, ancillary land use controls will be subject -
to a Specific Plan, to be regulated by the Special Authority. The commentor's included
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California State University, Channel islands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A. Response To Comments

personal opinions regarding the commercialization of higher education is noted for the
decision-makers.

E. The primary purpose for the 900 dwelling units is to generate income. The link with
elder care facilities meets both a market demand and presents an opportunity to
develop academic experts in the growing area of gerontology. The suggestions for other
options for housing appears to have been presented for humorous effect. If intended as
a serious comment, there is no evidence that the proposal is feasible. Similar
possibilities were explored by the State hospital in connection with its closing and
rejected as infeasible. The project's’proposed use was selected following consultation
with private developers on what kinds of development would be feasible and consistent
with the university use.

F. Please see response to comments contained in Letter 19 above. Geometrics contained in
the EIR mitigation measures include those proposed by the City of Camarillo to meet
General Plan build-out volumes. Please also see Section C of this report for additional
information regarding the recently funded US Highway 101/ Lewis Road interchange.

G. The commentor raises the issue of trip reduction and its relationship to air quality
impacts. These issues have been addressed by other commentors, and have resulted in
refined mitigation measures. Please note especially response to comment Letter 15,
above.

H. The Southern California Association of Governments is the regional Metropolitan
Planning Organization for Ventura County and its cities, as so designated by the Federal
Government. Though its projections are open to question, they are the most commonly
used by government entities for regional planning purposes.

L The information in the EIR regarding its former use was included in part to provide the
reader with comparative information relative to the intensity of the use of the site.
While the patients did not have vehicles, the employees of the hospital (at one time up
to 3,000 employees), the patients’ visiting families, and the service deliveries did. The
point that the new type of use that is proposed will differ is reflected in the projected
traffic volumes which have been based on both university use and the ancillary
residential and research uses.

J. The information regarding the City of Camarillo’s growth plans is provided to illustrate
that demand for new commercial and industrial faciliies can readily be accommodated
by a nearby city. This would suggest that development would most likely occur there,
where it is planned for, rather than on university-adjacent land, where it is explicitly not
planned for development. The City of Camarillo would have to formally apply to
Ventura LAFCO in order to expand its Sphere of Influence southward toward the
proposed project site. Such an action is not currently contemplated.

K. Please note responses to Comment 171 above. Such modifications to Camarillo Drive
and other roadways will be implemented after monitoring and demonstrated demand.
If trip reduction strategies succeed to the extent that overall demand does not warrant
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Califomia State University, Channel Isiands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A. Response To Comments

them, they that will not be pursued. Mitigation measures to address the potential for
tree removal along Camarillo Drive have been included in Section 5.1, Aesthetics,

L. The commentor’s opinions are noted. From an environmental perspective, it should be
reiterated that the mixing of land uses represented by the inclusion of revenue-
generating uses could result in certain beneficial impacts with respect to transportation
and air quality effects. These benefits may not be realized with a university-only
project. Please see Section 7.3.3 for a discussion of a university-only alternative.
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June 30, 1998

Lamplighter Mobil Home Association
Committee member - Maithew Lorimer
g8 Camino Algarve

Camarillo, California 93012

Channel Islands California State University
1878 South Lewis Road
Camarilio, California 93012

The EIR report did not mention Lamplighter Mobil Home park, which is located
off of Pleasant Valley Road (Via Rosal). Our concerns are based on the fact that
residents are having a very difficult time getting out of the park on to Pleasant Valley
Road. The drivers are always driving extra fast, which we know to be fact as we have
gotten information from the Sgt. Chris Lathrop of Ventura County Police department in
Camarilio. The statistics from January 1, 1996 to March 19, 1998, (section 22349 of the
code book) showed over 300 speeding violations on Pleasant Valley Road. This
information was brovided to the city of Camarillo engineer department - Tom Fox. He
said that because there is not enough traffic flow, we could not expect a traffic light
which we need. The only thing that the city will provide is restriping. This information is
based upon current traffic flow. Two months prior to the EIR report, we spoke to George
Dutra about our concerns, based upon people coming from 101 freeway and going
along Pleasant Valley Road to Lewis road in order to get over to the university. The
nearby housing track got two stop lights, (at Pancho Road and Ridgeview Road) in
order to safely exit onto Pleasant Valley road. Because of the fact that we do not have
a traffic light, many residents have to stomp on the gas in order to get across the road
on their daily routine of just trying to get to work.
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We would also like to know if the university will be providing enough food
places on campus to take care of all of the students and to help prevent the more
unnecessary traffic probiems. We hope that you will consider a wide variety of choices
for the students so they don't have to drive all around Camarillo searching for food and
causing more traffic problems.

We are in favor of a Channel Isiands University, but we hope that the university
will consider our community who will be impacted by any and all decisions that are

made.

Sincerely,

Matthew Lorimer
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Califomnia State University, Channel isiands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A. Response To Comments

Letter 21

Commentor: Matthew Lorimer

Date: June 30, 1998
Response:
A Please see responses to comments A-D of Letter 18 above,
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From: sgmitchell@®imation.com (6/3@/98)
To: Carmen Smith -

CC: tmgs@aol. com :

Mail*Link® SMTP Bicycle Access Through CSUCT Campus
954 Ballina Court

Newbury Park, CA 91320-3611

June 3@, 19938

@

Mr. J.H. Evans, President
CSU, Channel Islands

PO Box 2862

Camarillo, CA 93011-2362

Dear Mr. Evans,

As an avid biéyclist, I'm looking forward to having CSUCT located at
the

site of the old State Hospital, and the resulting road improvments
which

will (eventually) occur.

I live in Newbury Park, work in Camarillo, and ride my bike to work 2-3
times a week. The only two routes open to bikes between Newbury Park
and Camarillo are Moorpark/Santa Rosa Road and Potrero Road. The only
problem with both of these routes is that they involve traveling a
steep

grade with no shoulder (Moorpark Road and Potrero Road). Fortunately,
Potrero Road has much less traffic in the afternoon than Santa Rosa
Road/Moorpark Road, so it is Potrero Road that I use to get home.

However, there is one major hazard with using Potrero Road; the
Potrero, .

Lewis, Hueneme Road intersection on the southeast side of Round

Mountain. Traveling south on Lewis Road requires a left turn to
Potrero

Road, which would not normally be too hazardous. Unfortunately, the
intersection is located on a right curve, with limited sight distance,
immediately before g bridge, and with no extra pavement/shoulder for
vehicles to pass on the right while I'm trying to turn left. T wish I
could adequately describe to you the feeling one has on a bicycle at
that particular intersection. I have been riding for almost 15 years
in

Texas and Southern California, and I would have to say that
intersection

wins for the "most dangerous feeling”.

Now that T have described the situation I face 2-3 times q week, on
behalf of all the bicyclists who negotiate the same intersection, I
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L

would like to request a slight modification to the Campus' gate on
Potrero Road. If at all possible, could the gate on Potrero Road be
opened enough to permit passage by bicycles, or could one side of the

gate remain fixed, but be shortened (width not height) to accomplish
the :

same goql?

The purpose far enabling access through the gate is to allow bicyclists

to traverse from Lewis Road to Potrero Road via the campus, thus

avoiding the dangerous Potrero/Lewis/Hueneme intersection. This
"campus

route" would have additional safety-enhancing results: btcyclists
could

make a left turn onto Camarillo Drive from the existing left turn lane

on Lewis Road; there is significantly less vehicle traffic volume and
speed on Camarillo Drive compared to Lewis Road; and Lewis Road has no

viable shoulder or bike lane from Camarillo Drive to Potrero Road,
which

is alleviated by traversing Camarillo Drive.

Thank you very much for considering this request. Allowing bicyclists
through the campus will set a positive precedent for the future of what
I hope will be a bicycle friendly campus. If you have any guestions,
please feel free to contact me at home, 885-499-4894, or at work,
805-388-4165. I'm also available any time if you would like to ride
through the Potrero/Lewis/Hueneme intersection on g bicycle.

Regards,

Scott Mitchell
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California State University, Channel islands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A. Response To Comments

Letter 22
Commentor: Scott Mitchell

Date: June 30, 1998
Response:

A. It is anticipated that bicycle/ pedestrian access would be provided between Potrero Road
and the campus. Also, mitigation measures include widening and signalization of the
Lewis Road/Hueneme Road/Potrero Road intersection, which would assign right-of-way
and should improve bicycle safety. Shoulders on Lewis Road and Cawelti Road are also
recommended to be widened based on Phase 1 traffic impacts and implementation of
these measures would increase safety along these roadways.
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P.O. Box 661
Somis, California 93066

July 20, 1998

Mr. George Dutra

Director, Facilities Planning
California State University
Channel Islands Campus

P.O. Box 2862

Camarillo, California 93011-2862

Rincon Consultants, Inc.
790 East Santa Clara Street, Suite 103
Ventura, California 93001

Trustees of the California State University
400 Golden Shore
Long Beach, California 90802-4275

re: Draft Program EIR for California
State University, Channel Islands
Campus Master Plan - 6/4/98

Gentlemen:

We are writing to bring to your attention the fact that the
draft EIR does not address potential impact to the north of the
campus particularly Highway 34 leading to the north over to Highway
118 in Somis. This particular traffic corridor would be expected to
accommodate students and others whose points of origin are located
in Simi’Valley, Moorpark, Somis, Fillmore, Santa Paula, Las Posas
Valley, Chatsworth, etc. One of their logical "rabbit paths" could
be to take Highway 118 to Highway 34 and south to the campus. Your
draft EIR states that on Page 2-2 the pool of students will come
from parts of Santa Barbara and western Los Angeles counties as
well as all of Ventura County. And yet, your report does not
seem to even acknowledge the existence of Highway 34 north/

Highway 118, let alone discuss impact. We find this to be a glaring
oversight.

The EIR study apparently attempts to account for traffic
impact to the south by including Hueneme Road and Potrero Road
in the study as anticipating approximately 17% total campus trip
distribution. Potential student traffic impact from the west
{relative to the campus) appears to he assigned 60%, 17% impact
from the east, and 4% to students coming from the surface street
areas of Camarillo. This would leave 2% anticipated to come from
the north, which we consider to be totally unrealistic especially
when one takes into account that north would include Highway 34
North, Highway 118 and the communities served by those corridors
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Mr. George Dutra, et al

bPage 2

July 20, 1998

re: Draft Program EIR - CSU-CI

&s mentioned above. Interestingly, despite this small 2%

traffic distribution amount alloecation to the Lewis Road/

Highway 34 (beyond Daily/Lewis Road), the authors of the EIR

are recommending that the Lewis Road/Daily Drive intersection

add another northbound and two southbound exclusive through lanes
to maintain acceptable level of service. It presently has only
one exclusive northbound through lane and no exclusive south-
bound lane. This suggests a contradiction within your own

report - the predicted "problem" in this area is 2% and yet the
"solution" is three new exclusive through lanes!

The added burden on roads caused by what has to be a realistic
projected student traffic count will definitely impact Highway 34
and the intersection of Highway 118/Highway 34, as well as the small
long~standing community of Somis. If a route concept report for
Highway 34 (prepared by Caltrans or any other authority) has been
reviewed and considered by vour consultants, as they indicated it
had at the June 30th public EIR meeting, we request that it be
included in the EIR. 1In addition, we would appreciate receiving a
copy of same,

We have also heard that the University expects to recruit as
much as 70% of its student body from Los Angeles County. Yet again,
nowhere do we see that type of traffic volume attributed to student
traffic coming from the ILos Angeles side of Ventura County. If
this 70% expectation is true, or even half true, then in our opinion
this would invalidate the EIR.

Therefore, because your EIR report fails to consider the
impact on all of Highway 34, and Highway 118, and on the community
of Somis itself, we consider the traffic impact part of the EIR
to be definitely flawed and incomplete. Further, because your
report fails to address the impact on the community of Somis
itself, we consider that the LAND USE-COMMUNITY CHARACTER and ILAND-~
USE GROWTH INDUCEMENT parts of your report to be flawed, incomplete
and lacking. If the foregoing impacts can be mitigated in some
way, or if there are alternatives t+o these impacts, we believe
the EIR should identify, address and solve those issues. We are
respectfully requesting that the foregoing omissions be corrected
and we would appreciate your cooperation and compliance in those areas.

Also apropos the issue of traffic, we would like to point out
that the report does not mention the potential safety and traffic
hazards of Port Hueneme truck traffic. With the new bridge being-
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Mr. George Dutra, et al

Page 3

July 20, 1998

re: Draft Program EIR - CSU-CI

built at Calleguas Creek, that route would be an attractive
one to truck drivers coming in or out of Port Hueneme, to travel
up Lewilis Road, pass the campus and on the 34 to the 118 {(thus
avoiding the weigh station on the Conejo Grade as they do now).
Before closing, we also wish to express our concern over
the proposed combining of commercial research and development
ventures on the campus. It stands to reason that the effect
of commercial ventures could generate growth inducing pressures,
and in a relatively short space of time we could be confronted
with not merely a university but a small city replete with movie
house, McDonalds (generic choice of words), etc. A university
should concern itself with its prime directive - education.
Commercial research and development are growth inducing and
could very well lead to a conflict with local land use decisions
as well as have other unintended conseguences.

Several members of our organization were at the public
hearing on June 30th. We were impressed by, and would like to
express appreciation to Mr. Dutra and the other organizers of
that meeting, for the fact that you permitted the public to
speak without restricting their comments to just a couple of
minutes. This was the very first public meeting we have ever
attended that permitted that courtesy, and we wish to thank you.

Please send us notices of all hearings to that we can
continue to participate in the process. Mailings to Save our

Somis should be addressed to P.O. Box 661, Somis, California,
93066.

Thank you.
C::ii;i§>truly yours,
David C. Ruth, President
(805) 386-8020

cc: Ventura County Board
of Supervisors
Att: Supervisor Kathy I. Long
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California State University, Channe! Istands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A. Response To Comments

Letter 23

Commentor: David Ruth, Save Our Somis

Date:

July 20,1998

Response:

A,

The traffic analysis includes traffic additions north of US. Highway 101. Trip distribution
was developed for CSUCI traffic using projected student demographic data provided by
CSUCL CSUCT traffic additions north of U.S. Highway 101 is estimated at 12% (2% via
Lewis Road and 10% via Santa Rosa Road) based on student demographic data provided
by CSUCT and the travel route forecasts.

See response to Comment A above.

The Lewis Road/Daily Road intersection is forecast to operate in the LOS D range with
short-term buildout traffic volumes without any traffic from the CSUCIT project. The
addition of traffic generated by the project at this intersection (40 critical trips) would
exceed the City of Camarillo’s impact thresholds, thus a mitigation measure was included
in the DEIR. It is noted that this improvement would be required with or without the
CSUCI project, and is not the result of significant traffic loading generated by the project at
this location as suggested in this cormment.

See response to Comment A above. Impacts to areas to the north via Route 34 and Santa
Rosa would be less than significant based on CSUCI student demographic data and the
travel route forecasts.

The DEIR analysis did not assume a 70% student distribution to LA County, as the
University is not anticipating this level of student loading from this area. Currently, only
3.4% of the students that attend the OCC in Ventura reside in Los Angeles County, Also
see responses to Comment A above and Comment 20B.

See response to Comments A through E in Letter 19,

See response to Comment [ in Letter 19,
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Sespe Group of the Los Padres Thapter

“Not blind opposition to progress, but opposition to blind progress.’”

July 21, 1998

RE: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, CALIFORNIA STATE
UNIVERSITY, CHANNEL ISLANDS

The Draft Enviromnmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the
CALLIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, CHANNEL ISLANDS is fatally flawed
both procedurally and substantively. The document therefore
falls to achieve the standards for adegquacy prescribed within
CEQA Guidelines (15151) and furthermore fails to achieve the
standard of "a good faith effort at full disclosure.”

ﬁ\ The DEIR for the Project violates the basic standards and
requirements of CEQA, and thus fails to pProvide the public and
the decisionmakers with information necessary to evaluate the
Project. Despite CEQA’S mandate for full public participation in
decisionmaking, the public was not given adequate opportunity to
comment during the scoping/notice of Preparation, or on the DEIR,
or to participate in the approval process for the Project. 1In
addition, the DEIR fails to provide an adeguate description of
the Project, which is the cornerstone of CEQA compliance, and
omits discussion of the full range of government approvals and
Eb decisions that will be required for the Project.

The DEIR also viclates a fundamental mandate of CEQA by
failing to adeguately analyze the significant environmental
effects of the Project. Rather, the DEIR understates and
misstates certain significant effects and Tails entirely to
identify others. The mitigation measures presented by the DEIR
also Tail to comply with CEQa standards and do not support the
conclusion that the significant effects identified will be
rendered insignificant by the mitigation measures offered.

The project itself, has been improperly segmented so as to
avoid consideration of significant impacts on the enviroenment,
to differ mitigations to another Project and agency and to avoid
recognition of the growth inducing and other impacts generated by
the project.

The DEIR also fails to comply with a basic requirement of
CEQA by providing & patently deficient analysis of the cumulative
CL impacts of the Project. Rather than describe the collective
impacts of the Project and ‘“reasonably anticipated future
Projects” as required by CEQA, the DEIR Provides a partial list
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of nearby pProjects without any meaningful attempt to analyze
their combined environmental impacts.

A further basic CEQa requirement violated by the DEIR isg the
mandate for evaluation of alternatives. Rather than provide the
detailed and Quantitative comparison required by CEQA, the DEIR
Presents and dismisses a limited range of alternatives, without
Providing any meaningful evaluation of their feasibility, In
fact, the DEIR goes to great length in avoiding consideration of
existing feasible alternatives which are common knowledge to
other responsible agencies and individuals.

the CSU Board of Trustees reject certification of this DEIR. It
must, therefore, be redrafted and recirculated, if the Project
is still desired. Selection of any alternative must at this time
be considered to be pPremature and inappropriate. Therefore, the
no-project alternative, by default, must be considered the
Superior choice if the decision is made today .

The NOP and DEIR have not been adequately noticed to the
public., “publie Participation is an essential part of the CEQa
Process. Each public agency should include Provisions in its CEQA
Procedures for wide public involvement, formal and informal... in
order to receive and evaluate public reactions to environmental
issues related to the . agency’s activities . " Guidelines, section
15202. : ;

The cCcsucr has failed to include interested parties,
Organizations, property awners and even other responsible
agencies in its scoping and notifications for this Project.

It is especially troubling that this Project which is to be
publicly sponsored and Publicly funded has been hidden from the
same public which will uUltimately pay the price for its sSuccess
or failure. This project, unlike Private projects which often
only meet the minimum requirements of the Ccalifornia
Environmental Quality Act (ceEqa), should be a model of citizens
Participation, but it is the cpposite.

CSUCI was Previously advised that the implementation of a
schedule for moving this process would prejudice the Process and
result in flaws.
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The Project Description is Inconsistent with the Actual Project.

The project originally described in the NOP is substantially
different from the Project now being reviewed.
5 Comments made during that sScoping process may not apply for
: this project. Because of the numerous significant changes, this
‘ project should have gone through a new scoping process.

The DEIR Fails to Disclose all_of Government Approvals Reauired
. for the Project

An important omission of the DEIR is created by failure to
list all government approvals which could be necessary for the
Project., This prevents interested parties from pursuing
information in important areas. It also prevents the sharing of
information with other responsible agencies.

The project may require permits from the US Army Corps of
Engineers (COE), including Section 404 Ppermits for alterations
to waters of the United States.

The Project may also vequire permits from the US Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWsS). Additionally Section 10a of FEsSA may
become necessary for other agencies involved in the pProject.
This may be followed by issuance of Permits to Take, and a formal
Mitigation Monitoring erogram.

The issue of Stream alteration permits from the California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) was only briefly discussed.

The role of the Regional Water Quality Control Board was not
clearly defined.

Many issues relating to the Ventura County Zoning
ordinances, General Plan and other Planning guidelines are not
addressed.

The Project is Segmented

The project has been divided into several segments with
analysis deferred until a later time, in viclation of CEQa.

Surface Water Hydrology and Quality

The DEIR fails to adequately analyze the 1likelihood of
flooding in the Project aresa.

Construction of East Campus residences would exacerbate the
existing problems with TunofT. This might cause additional
impacts from postponing long term solutions until a later date.




Biological Resources

The DEIR has failed to adequately analyze impacts on
biological resources. This failure is due in part to the
segmentation of the project and its impacts, but also includes =
failure to recognize sensitive species and habitats in the
project vicinity, and the connections between them. The coastal
sage scrub, rviparian areas and the wetlands of the project site
as well as areas termed ruderal and non-native grasses are
functioning habitat for numerous native plant and animal species.
Together they serve as part of an ecological system which is
essential to the survival of sensitive native wildlife.

The DEIR has completely missed the point relating to the
interconnectedness of these different components of +the
ecological system. Therefore the DEIR Plans for preservation of
Surrounding sage scrub without allowing for the vital connections
which can keep the system alive. The result is that the sage
SCrub supposedly preserved (on paper only) has at its center a
vast urban community with all the impacts one might imagine,
(noise, lights, glare, smog, human intrusions, and move ).

These impacts render the sage scrub habitat essentially useless

to wildlife. The accompanying mitigation measures are then,
void,

But if the above dces not serve to render the sage scrub
habitat values useless o wildlife, (as it surely would) then
surely the separation of this habitat from vital water supplies
must surely do so. In California water is life for wildlife as
well as humans. The preferred plan severs this connection
Without any substantive discussion as to the effects upon the
System or specific species.

The DEIR lists only a few of the species that could be
effected by the Project, and provides incomplete and insufficient
analysis on these. The appropriate criteria for determining
significant impacts upon wildlife and habitats are misinterpreted
and avoided altogether so as to be able to construct language
devoid of the honest conclusion that several significant impacts
exist which by law ought to be mitigated as best as possible {as
defined by CEQA guidelines).

The DEIR next needs to investigate the true effects of
altering the riparian, ruderal and non-native plant communities.
Again the point is missed in assuming that because these areas
may have been subjected to alterations, that they are devoid of
value or connections to the Surrounding habitats. In reality,
these ‘“previcusly disturbed lowland areas" Provide forage,
nesting, resting, roosting and a whole host of other habitat .
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uses. Also, they are relatively flat. This is important. Some
species may tire of continuously sliding down hill or being
confined to some hot dry hillside away from rest and water.

Although altered, these areas may 1in fact be the most
important links in the area’s ecological chain. Therefore, the
Preferred plan’s focus on taking the best while staking a claim
for preserving the rest, (which is for the most part too sSteep
for buildings) is diminished for its lack of environmental
ethics.

The DEIR fails to consider the potential effects upon
federally listed species such as the peregrine falcon and

california gnatcatcher. Alterations in the food chain upon
which these and other species depend for survival may result in
harm which results in take of these species. The DEIR
specifically avoids description of prohibitions that many
agencies have from being parties to such activities. The DEIR

should start with an explanation of the roles of federal agencies
in funding or permitting actions which result in taking federally
listed species. The DEIR may then focus on state and local
guidelines in this area.

The DEIR relies on mitigation measures that will not in
fact reduce the impacts to a level of insignificance. Agencies
may not vrely on mitigation measures of unknown efficacy in
acncluding that significant impacts will be substantially
lessened or avoided. Nor may agencies defer the obligation to
formulate and adopt mitigation measures until after project
approval, nor may they defer mitigations to another agency or
pProject. The mitigation measures offered in the DEIR with
respect to biological resources violate all of these
Prohibitions, repeatedly.

The DEIR confesses that "extensive field work on the natural
hillsides proposed to remain in open space was not conducted,"
(5.3-1).

The DEIR fails to consider direct and indirect impacts to
several plant species in the project araa, Instead a hurried,
cursory treatment is made. Little attempt was made to locate
each species or to determine the extent of a species’ ranpge.
The assumption is then made that the remaining open space
creates effective mitigation for all impacts, identified or not.
Lacking are reasoned analysis on a number of easily foreseeable
impacts like locally produced airborne pollutants which might
effect dudlevas and other species.
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The DEIR should admit that the preferred plan threatens
significant impacts upon the following:

Blochman’s dudleva.

Conejo dudleva

Verity’s dudleva

Conejo buckwheat

Dune larkspur

Catalina mariposa lily

Plummer’s mariposa lily

Coastal live oak

Lyon’s pentachaeta

The DEIR mistakenly states that "no state or federally
listed rare, threatened, or endangered animals are known to
occur or substantially utilize the habitats available at the
site". This assumption is surely based upon the consultant’s
failure to spot or recognize these species during the one day
survey. The conclusion reached is speculative and not based upon
substantial evidence. It is further assumed that the
urbanization of the project area has no effect upon sensitive
wildlife species or that they may survive isoclation in the
coastal sage scrub.

Special attention ought to be brought to the habitat loss to
the peregrine falcon and California gnatcatcher.

Having listed the criteria for establishing significant
impacts in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, the DEIR fails to use
these criteria in determining that several impacts exist.

EFFECT BIC-1

The DEIR could substitute the word altered for eliminated in

the following passage: Past use of the project site for the
Camarillo State Hospital and the past agricultural uses
assoclated with the hospital has eliminated the natural plant

communities that were formally (read formerly) located in the
flatlands of the site,” (5.3-13).

After listing several plant communities the DEIR concludes

"Because these are not natural plant communities, the loss of
plant resources within these areas Iis not considered a
significant impact," (5.3-14). The conclusion has no basis in
fact., Nor does the following : “Because the type of vegetation

to be removed does not uniquely support and sensitive wildlife
species and given the abundance of similar type habitats to the
east of the project site within the Santa Monica Mountains, the
removal of this vegetation does not cause a significant project
effect on wildlife resources", (5.3-14).

Any sensitive wildlife? Not one sensitive species as per
CEQAa~? Again, what about the 1links of this community to the
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surrounding area. Are these any? What are they? Does this
Passage mean that land holders east of the site within the Santa
Monica Mountains are obligated to preserve their heldings to
insure mitigation? Any agreements? With whom?

The DEIR allows conversion of 3.7 acres of Mulefat scrub
and 5.4 acres of cocastal sage scrub without declaring the impact
significant. By what authority? What assurances are there that

the area provided as mitigation is not itself subsequently
converted?

The conversion of approximately S acres of wetlands(5.3-15)
should be preceded by the required delineation and permits.

MITIGATION MEASURE BIO-1(a)

This measure is substantially flawed in that it provides for
the preservation of the appendages of the area while allowing
for the planned destruction of the heart of the ecological

system. While the area may be designated as a biological
pPreserve the loss of the central element renders the habitat
values for wildlife as greatly diminished or non—-existent. The

sheer weight of continuous human impact in this central area is
not at all mitigated.

Serious thought ought to be given to abandonment of any

 residential or other development in the area above the campus

core. Habitat enhancement of this area then might provide a
real benefit to the functional capabilities of the system and to
specific species.

BICG—-1{b)

Wetlands should bea replaced on the usual scale »F 3:1 or
greater .

BIO-2

The DEIR states: "Becauss the Campus Master Plan does not
Proposa any direct alteration to their habitat, no significant
impacts on these sensitive species are expected,” in reference to
sansitive plants within the coastal sage scrub.

Again, direct alterastion of the ecological system is
contemplated. Indirect impacts are significant. The conclusion

made is not supported by substantial evidence.

Aly pollution impacts directly wupon the lichens which
support dudleya wv. are a significant unmitigated impact. The
conclusion that local traffic "would not have a significant
effect on local concentrations,"(5.3-130 are not accurate.
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Preservation of Catalina mariposa lilies cannot be passed
off to other parties.

BIO-3
The statement "no rare, threatened or endangered animal is
known to be located on the project site ," is refuted by the

Table 5.3-2. Most of these species must use the project site.
A&ll these and more should be considered rare (at least) as per
CEQaA.

BIO-4

The DEIR points eut ERat "the Rabitats within the link do
not necessarily need to be the same as the habitats that are
being link", followed by"When habitat linkages are too small or
narrow they may collapse ecologically due to encroachment or edge

effects”. However, the conclusion next made that the preject
would only partially interrupt the free movement of land animals
is not even partially correct. The severance of routes through

the project site is a significant impact which has not been
mitigated.

The DEIR should have identified a significant impact due to
cumulative impacts on biological resources assoclated with this
project. The raference to monles 1in the proposed state budget
offers no specific mitigation as per CEQA.

LAND USE AND PLANNING

The DEIR acknowledges some, but not all, of the numerous
inconsistencies between existing planning guidelines and. the
project, especially the non—university housing. Because this

added use is non=-compliant and because impacts may result beyvond
the wvision or control of CSU authorities this segment of the

project requires substantially more consideration. Unknown area
the reguirements and assocliated impacts created by these
elements. Also unknown are by what mechanisms will these units

be prevented from tvansforming into uses not anvisionad by CSUCT.

Missing 1s any acknowledgement that residents have rights
which may come into conflict with the planned mission goals. The
documant s=ems to be wvery defilicient in this area.

Also missing is analyvsis of the growth Induclng impacis
assoclataed with this use which are different from university
related impacts
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Aesthetics

The DEIR considers light and glare impacts within this
category. However, lost are evaluations of impacts on the
environment other than aesthetics which may be significant. aAn
example is the effect on area wildlife. With the basin
sSurrounding the project illuminated by artificial lighting comes
a complete change in the night time character of the various
habitats. Nocturnal animals may alter behavior. Animals
dependent upon hiding in the dark may now be visible, Thesae and
other issues go to the Potential that the habitats which are
planned as preserved oPen space may lose functional capacity for
certaln spasies, It l® posgsible that the entire system is
altered.

The DEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze Cumulative Impacts.

AN EIR must discuss "cumulative impacts® when they are
significant. Guidelines section 14130(a). "The cumulative
impacts from several Projects is the change in the environment
which results form the incremental impact of the project when
added to other closely related Past, present, and reasonably

foreseeable Probable future projects.” Guidelines, section
15385,

The DEIR’s analysis of cumulative effects beth fails to
analyze the cumulative impacts of identified Projects and omits
2ntirely related and critical pProjects. It thus purposefully
minimizes the Project’s ecumulative impacts and skews the
decisionmakers’ Ferspective on the Project.

The EIR Fails to Adequately Analyze Alternatives.

An EIR must describe a range of reasonable alternatives to
the proposed project, or to its location, that could feasibly
ttain the projects basic objectives, and must evaluate the
comparative merits of each alternative. Pub. Res. C..,section
21100(d); Guidelines, section 1512&8(d). The discussion must
focus on alternatives capable of either eliminating any
significant envircnmental effects or reducing them to a level of
insignificance, even if such alternatives would be meye costly or
o some degrae would impede the project’s objectives.
Guidelines, section 13126{d) (1).

I¥ properly noticed tgo the public this Froject had the
Frospect of incorporating concepts already known tc other
respaonsible agencies and interested parties.

CSZAICY
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Investigation of additional alternatives may result in
development of an alternative with habitat enhancement values.

The DEIR’S selection of the Project related alternatives
over the No Project alternative as the environmentally superior
alternative is wyong. However a combination of the No East
Campus alternative with habitat enhancement measures could alter
this assessment.

The EIR Must Be Recirculated.

An EIR must be recirculated for public comment if
"significant new information® is added subsequent to public and
agency review but prior to certification. Pub. Res. C, section
21092.1., Where the Changes are significant, the revised
environmental document must be subjected to the same "critical
evaluation that occurs in the draft stage," so that the public is
not denied "an opportunity to asses, and evaluate +the data and
make an informed judgemant as to the validity of the conclusions
Lo be drawn therefrom."

Significant new information has been added to the EIR for
the Project subsequent to -public and agency review of the DEIR.
In particular, comments on the DEIR present new information and
alternatives.

Conclusion

These comments have addressed only a few of the numerous
issues raisad by tha DEIR due to the time constraints imposed by
CsucT . Howawar, all other commentz by all parties are
incorporatad hersin by reference in their entirety, and may bea
relied on in any future Proceedings inveolving this matter.

My rescommendations are that the DEIR should be revised and
recirculated along with specific directions from the CsUCI to
insure that the best available information is incorporated into
feasible alternatives and to insure that a good faith effort at
public involvemant takes rlace. Perhaps, you should consider
¢xtending the comment peried for this draft, as well.

The non-university related segments of the project ara

especially troubling. They have diverted and creatad
qualifications for support which could be directed towards the
Prime  goal. They also creats significant - impacts upon the

environment beycnad thosa acknowlesdged by this document. .
Thank you fsr oha OPPOTELUNILY to comment on this pProject
Singaraly,

Alan Synders
Conservation Chair
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California State University, Channel islands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A. Response To Comments

Letter 24

Commentor: Alan Sanders, Conservation Chair, Sespe Group of the Los Padres Chapter of the
Sierra Club

Date: July 20, 1998

Response:

A, Comment states an opinion unsupported by fact. A public Open House and EIR

Scoping Meeting, which is not required by CEQA, was held for the proposed project on
March 9, 1998 at the project site. This meeting was noticed in the newspapers via
advertisements and media releases and was attended by several hundred individuals.
Notice of the meeting was also provided on the CSU web site. In addition, CSU staff
has coordinated numerous meetings with various resource and services agencies and
environmental groups during which concerns regarding the EIR and the proposed
Master Plan were stated and considered for inclusion in the CEQA environmental
process. The Draft EIR was duly noticed for the standard 45 day review period and
review copies of the Draft EIR were available at libraries throughout the County.

Comments provide an opinion unsupported by any facts and it is not possible to
prepare a reasoned response. Section 3.0 Project Description contains 22 pages of text,
graphics, and tables that explain the Campus Master Plan in detail. See responses to
specific items below.

Cumulative impacts were addressed within each of the subject areas using the
methodology that was appropriate to the issue area. For example, in the case of traffic,
General Plan buildout for those areas near the project site was used in conjunction with
buildout of the proposed project to examine the cumulative impacts on the roadway
system. Section 4.3 of the EIR contains a discussion of the cumulative impact
methodoelogy and a list of pertinent projects in the vicinity of the site. For traffic, an
additional list of projects is contained in Table 5.10-3.

The EIR preparers disagree with this comment. The EIR includes an analysis of two
versions of a no project alternative, three alternative site alternatives, and four ‘
alternative master plan concept alternatives; a total of nine alternatives that provide an
extensive range of alternatives. Because the alternative sites were subject to a prior
extensive EIR evaluation (which was incorporated by reference into this EIR and so is an
integral part of the current documentation), the alternatives are far more detailed than
that which is required under the CEQA guidelines. It is noted that even with the
extensive public involvement provided for the scoping of this EIR, the only alternative
proposed for the project was that the site only be used for a university, with no revenue
-generating ancillary uses. This alternative was subsequently examined in Section 7.3.3.

The commentor recornmends that the CSU Board of Trustees reject certification of the
EIR. The opinion is noted; no response is necessary.

_CS2CY
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California State University, Channel islands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A, Response To Comments

F. Comment provides no factual basis for its assertions of lack of adequate noticing, See
response to comment A above and the material contained in Appendix A of the EIR.

G. The project as described in the EIR is that which is under consideration at this time,
Contrary to the opinion of the commentor, the project description does not differ
substantially from that which was contained in the Notice of Preparation (see Appendix
A of the EIR).

H. As stated in Section 3.6 of the EIR, the only required discretionary action at this time is
the approval of the Campus Master Plan and proposed initial renovations of the existing
buildings by the CS5U Board of Trustees. Potential Army Corps of Engineers approval of
future 404 permits is delineated on page 3-8 of the EIR. No circumstances are known to
exist at the site in connection with the proposed project that would require a permit
from. the US Fish and Wildlife Service under the Endangered Species Act. The potential
need for a Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California Department of Fish and
Game was disclosed also on page 3-8. The role of the Regional Water Quality Control
Board is contained within its own implementing regulations and CEQA does not
require an EIR to include such information. Issues pertaining to the County’s role in
regards to land under State jurisdiction was discussed within the EIR.

L The proposed project under consideration is that of a Campus Master Plan, which by
definition is the whole of the long term development plans that the CSU currently has
for the property. The project has not been segmented into pieces, rather the various
implementation phases of the long term growth of the University campus have been
disclosed.

]. Effect HYD-3 on page 5.6-8 of the EIR specifically discusses that the residential
development proposed for the East Campus area could result in increased flooding of
agricultural lands adjacent to the site. Mitigation measures are included to reduce this
impact to 4 less than significant level,

K. As stated in the EIR, the ruderal portions of the site have been undergoing active
management for more than 60 years as development of the hospital proceeded and the
project site and much of the surrounding areas were converted to agricultural uses. The
State has continued to actively manage the lower, flatter portions of the site through
mowing for weed and fire control purposes. While these areas provide some
functioning habitat for plant and animals, as do all areas including hardscaped, densely
urbanized cities, the relative biological importance of the species present is very low as
compared to the more natural hillsides that adjoin these areas. All plant and animal
associations are interconnected to some degree, and they are dependent on the physical
environment, which is the basic definition of the word “ecosystem.” In this instance,
the hillsides of the project site have been exposed to an urban use, a state hospital with a
former peak population of over 7,000, for several decades, and yet have substantial
wildlife populations. The impacts, both of the project and cumulative growth expected
in the area, would not render the sage scrub communities “essentially useless to
wildlife.” Far smaller patches of habitat have sustained wildlife populations for many
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California State University, Channel islands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A. Response To Comments

years; for reference please see M.E. Souls, et. al. Reconstructed Dvnamics of Rapid
Extinctions of Chaparrai-Requiring Birds in Urban Habitat Islands, Conservation Biology,
Vol.2, No. 1, March 1988. In addition, the sage scrub habitats at the site would not be
isolated from the much greater extent of this habitat to the east. Further more, the EIR
includes mitigation measures relative to growth inducement that would aid in helping
to maintain this linkage (Please see measures GI-2 and GI-3 in Section 6.1).

L. The animals that exist within coastal sage scrub are adapted to semi-arid conditions and
are not dependent on free water sources. Those animals that require water, such as
foxes, coyotes, and mule deer, are sufficiently mobile to access water sources over large
distances. In addition, the past development of the area as a hospital has introduced
extensive water sources to the area that were not part of the natural environment. These
water sources include sprinkler irrigation systems and runoff from irrigation. The
proposed project would not eliminate such water sources from the area.

M. The Draft EIR text discusses specifically those species that are considered rare enough
by local regulatory agencies to warrant additional discussion of the potential project
impact on their populations. For a complete list of species that may occur within the
site, please see Appendix C. The impact on the generally common species is discussed
on a habitat basis under Effect BIO-1. The significance thresholds contained within the
EIR are taken from the State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G and, in the biological opinion
of the EIR consultant, are interpreted correctly.

N. The EIR discusses the true impacts of the proposed project rather than those that may be
speculatively assumed to occur. Animals that live in hillside areas are adapted to the
terrain and do not “tire of sliding downhill.” If they were to so tire, there are sufficient
ledges, ridgelines, and other level spots within the hillside terrain where they can rest.
Please see responses to Comments 24K and 24L above.

Q. The peregrine falcon would occur at the project site only as a rare transient because
suitable nesting locations are not present within the site and its primary food source in
the area is small shorebirds, which are not present at the site. The bird is included in the
list of species potentially occurring in the area because of personal observation of this
species by a Rincon Consultants biologist at Mugu Lagoon, which is offsite at some
distance from the project location. If peregrine falcons had previously been nesting at
the site, “whitewash” from their nesting sites on cliffs would have been seen or the
artimals otherwise discovered and that information made available through the
California Natural Diversity Data Base or via discussions with local regulatory agencies.
If peregrine falcons nested at the site or used it frequently, the presence of this large, fast
moving raptor would have been readily apparent even during a brief survey.

The California gnatcatcher is not known to occur in the project area, with the nearest
known nesting pair located more than nine miles north of the site. The nearest known
population that appears to be sufficiently large to sustain itself is on the Palos Verdes
Peninsula in Los Angeles County, with the vast majority of this species’ known
population lying within the Counties of Orange, Riverside, and San Diego. The local
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Califomia State University, Channel Islands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A. Response To Comments

Audubon chapters conduct regular walks in the western Santa Monica Mountains and
informal bird-watching trips by Audubon Society members and other knowledgeable
people within the national and state parkland in this area has failed to identify this
species as occurring in the area. Further, the primary reason for Listing of this species is
the loss of habitat. The proposed project would retain potentiaily suitable habitat
within an open space designation, which would serve to maintain this species presence
or its habitat at the site should it either be present or should it successfully disperse to
the site from other locales. Itis noted that this species successfully persists within open
space area within urban development where the size of the preserve is sufficiently large
to protect it from the depredations of feral cats. The Rincon Consultants biologist who
prepared this section has personally observed this species less than 200 feet from
extensive suburban development that was constructed more than 30 years prior to the
observation. Based on the provision of an open space area around proposed new
construction, the maintenance of almost all of the coastal sage scrub vegetation on the
site within designated open space, and the lack of any known population of this species
in the area, the proposed project would not have a significant effect on this species.

The EIR does not “avoid descriptions of prohibitions” related to endangered species,
rather this information is not necessary to discussing the potential for significant
impacts and such is within the regulatory control of those agencies empowered to
enforce the state and federal Endangered Species Acts. The primary “prohibition” that
such agencies seek is the avoidance of development within the habitat of endangered
species. The design of the Campus Master Plan complies with this primary mitigation
action, as discussed above. Since the proposed Campus Master Plan would not result in
the potential for “take” of a state or federal listed species, there is no need to discuss this
issue. It is noted that neither the California Department of Fish and Game nor the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, the two agencies responsible for protection of endangered
species, provided any comments regarding the proposed project, nor did they indicate
that the project could occur in significant impacts on endangered species.

P. The comment provides no specifics regarding what mitigation measures the commentor
is referring to, nor why those measures are deficient; subsequently, no further response
is necessary or possible. Because this report is a Program EIR on a conceptual Master
Plan, the mitigation measures are similarly programatic and intended to reduce
significant impacts as the potential for them occur over the long period of time
necessary before the project is build-out. This is in keeping with the direction provided
for Program EIRs in Section 15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines. For the type and nature
of impacts that are likely to occur as this previously developed site is redeveloped, the
mitigation measures contained in the EIR are effective to reduce the impact.

Q. Comment includes information provided in the EIR text. Since the purpose of an EIR is
to identify the potential for significant impacts, extensive biological field work in
locations where no actions are proposed to occur and where there is no potential for
impact is not necessary.
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California State University, Channel Islands
Campus Master Plan Final Program EIR
Section A, Response To Comments

R.

The purpose of an EIR is to determine and report the potential for significant impacts,
not to conduct a scientific study on the extent of a particular species’ range. The EIR
analysis and field study were focused on those areas where there was a potental for the
Campus Master Plan to cause a significant effect due to a change in the physical
environment; this does not include examining areas that are remote from the physical
change to the environment. The areas where development is proposed by the campus
Master Plan were examined and characterized regarding those species that occur within
those areas. Given the fact that these areas have been continuously maintained for
several decades, it is not surprising that these areas were dominated by non-native
species,

The commentor speculates without any documented facts that locally produced air
pollutants might specifically harm rare and endangered plants within the project site.
As discussed in the EIR, it is known that certain lichen species are sensitive to low
concentrations of sulfur dioxide. However, the mobile sources associated with the
Campus Master Plan are not a significant producer of this air pollutant. The other
primary air pollutant of concern regarding plants is ozone. The formation of ozone is
not a local issue, rather it involves complex chemical interactions that occur over time
within air masses vastly larger than the project site. Please see the discussion in Section
5.2 regarding the project’s impact on air quality.

The potential for impacts on these species has been specifically addressed in the EIR.
The commentor provides no basis for the opinion that the Campus Master Plan would
result in significant changes in the populations of these plant species.

Those portions of the project site that would be subjected to substantial physical
alteration do not contain the habitats necessary to support state or federally-listed
animal species that are known to occur within the area. Table 5.3-2 of the EIR contains a
list of those species considered sensitive, only two of which are listed as rare or
endangered. See response to comment 240 above regarding both of these species.

The word “eliminated” is correct since natural plant communities no longer exist in the
flatlands. Typographic error will be corrected in the Final EIR text.

The basis for fact in this conclusion is that important plant resources from a botanic
viewpoint are defined by their rarity or the existence of natural associations and
groupings that provide scientific value and significant wildlife resources. These are
both lacking in fields that are continuously maintained by mowing and discing and
have been for several decades. Similarly, the resources available in such habitats are
marginal, as are the wildlife populations that occur in these locations. The presence of
extensive amounts of this type of habitat elsewhere testifies to the lack of its rarity,
which is an important consideration in determining significance.

As stated in the EIR text, this type of habitat does not uniquely support any sensitive
wildlife. In other words, none of the animals listed in Table 5.3-2 occur only within the -
ruderal vegetation, annual grassland, or laural sumac grassland such that, if present at
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AB.

AC.

the site, they would become extirpated at the site due to the loss of this habitat. It is
unknown what “linkage” the commentor is referring to. These habitats do not contain a
critical resource for sensitive wildlife that “links” this habitat to the adjacent natural
communities. If the commentor is referring to linkage with other habitats to the east of
the site, these already exist and will continue to exist because the adjacent properties lie
within open space zoning and little, if any development, can occur in that area, unless
the Ventura County Board of Supervisors chooses to change the land use designation.
See Section 6.0 for further discussion of this issue. Additional landholders further to the
east are the National Park Service and State Department of Parks and Recreation, and
these Jandholders are obligated to preserve their holdings.

The EIR specifically states that loss of 3.7 acres of mulefat scrub is a potentially
significant impact (see page 5.3-14, paragraph 4). The loss of disturbed coastal sage
scrub is not considered significant in the biological opinion of the EIR consultant based
on the criteria established in the EIR. If the replacement wetland that mitigated this
impact were to be removed, it would require subsequent environmental documentation
and similar mitigation requirements would be imposed.

At such a time that the area west of the canteen is to be developed, a specific wetland
delineation will be prepared as required by Army Corps of Engineers regulations under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, as discussed in the EIR text. Since this is already a
required action, it is unnecessary to include it as a mitigation measure,

Contrary to the commentor's opinion, the heart of the biological ecosystem at the site is
the natural hillsides containing coastal sage scrub habitat. This is the area that contains
the highest diversity of plants and animals, and is the horme of rare and endangered
dudleya species. The habitat values within this area for plants and animals will remain
virtually unchanged due to the proposed Campus Master Plan, where most of the
project will occur via the adaptive re-use of more than 1.6 million square feet of
developed space and where 900 residential units are proposed to occupy land currently
containing disced and mowed fields and over 400 residential units.

The East Campus is already developed; it contains over 400 residential units and the
Children’s Developmental Facility. There is no nexus for a requirement of habitat
enhancement. For a discussion of no additional construction in this area, please see
Section 7.3.4 No Redevelopment of East Campus.

The opinion regarding wetland replacement ratio is noted. The regulatory agencies will
determine the appropriate amount of mitigation at such time that wetlands are
proposed for alteration and have been precisely delineated.

The commentor offers no evidence that indirect impacts are significant. The plants that
are listed in Table 5.3-1 all occur within sage scrub habitat, which at the site will remain
In open space. Micro-habitat features (such as slope, slope aspect, soils, moisture
regime, etc.} related to the specific location of these plants is the controlling
characteristics to their continued existence at any specific location. These physical
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AD.

AE.

AG.

characteristics would not be affected by the type of development proposed by the
Campus Master Plan. For example, the threatened Verity’s dudleya was found at the
site about 20-30 feet from an irrigated field which the Campus Master Plan proposes for
a similar recreation/open space use. Because this rare plant population has persisted
adjacent to such a use for many years, it is reasonable to presume that it will continue in
the absence of more direct impacts, such as grading. Response to Comment 24R above
discusses the only indirect effect raised by the commentor, namely that of air pollution.

The opinion is noted. See response to Comment 24R above.

The opinion is noted. The Catalina mariposa lily is not a threatened species, rather it is
on the California Native Plant Society’s “watch list.” Extensive stands of this plant are
still present throughout Ventura County, including within land that is already protected
through conservation easement and as undeveloped parkland. Loss of the plants at this
location would not be sufficient to substantially reduce population levels of this plant,
which is the criteria recommended by the State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G,
Nonetheless, the EIR recommends that the recreation/open space land be designed to
accommodate this plant or that the bulbs be removed to a suitable location within the
site at the time of development.

Only two of the species contained in Table 5.3-2 meet the criteria of “rare, threatened, or
endangered” as listed by the regulatory agencies under the state and federal
Endangered Species Act: the peregrine falcon and the California gnatcatcher. Neither
are likely to occur or substantially utilize the habitats at the site. Please see response to
Comment 240 above also. The commentor is correct in that several of the other
sensitive species (not “rare” species as this has a specific regulatory definition) are likely
to occur at the site, as discussed in the Draft Program EIR text.

Encroachment and edge effects vary depending on the species being examined, with
larger, more mobile species tending to be able to use smaller links (a few feet wide) than
smaller organisms in which it is the population that uses the link rather than the
individual. In general, habitat linkages have typically been considered adequate for
most species if they are at least 100 - 200 feet wide, though obviously the larger the
linkage the more effective it can be. The Proposed Campus Master Plan would reduce
the free movement of wildlife across the open ruderal fields and grasslands in the East
Campus area. The wildlife that have been observed using this area to move between the
hillsides on the project site and the lands to the east are large, mobile mammals,
including deer, bobcat, and fox. The 30-foot wide Long Grade Canyon channel through
the East Campus will continue to serve this linkage function for these animals. In
addition, habitat linkage to the open space lands east of the project site will continue to
be served by contiguous and continuous open space along the north border of the site,
where a minimum 450-foot wide strip of land within the project site would remain. If
land within Camarillo Regional Park that are planned to remain in open space are also
considered, this linkage widens to over 800 feet. For these and other reasons, the effect
on wildlife movement patterns is not considered significant, as stated in the EIR text.
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AH.

AJ.

AK.

AL.

The mention of state funds is not intended to serve as a mitigation measure, but is
factual information for the EIR reader. It indicates that the State is resolving the
cumulative impact issues concerning this plant community. The cumulative impact of
redeveloping an existing use and changing ruderal field and non-native grassland to
suburban uses is not considered a significant camulative impact on regionally
important plant, animal, and natural biological communities.

The comment does not indicate what other inconsistencies have not been identified,
therefore a reasoned analysis and response is not possible. Assuming that the comment
is in regard to the status of the Site Authority, this will not be fully resolved until the
State Legislature makes a decision regarding this legislation. With regard to the site, the
C5U and the County of Ventura have agreed to develop a Specific Plan based on the
Campus Master Plan that will resolve the issues of Inconsistency between County
planning documents and the proposed uses. If impacts are identified as part of this
process that occur beyond those envisioned in this Program EIR, subsequent
environmental documentation will be necessary. The Specific Plan will also develop
specific mechanisms that control the methods by which residential units could be
transformed if such is to be allowed. It is noted that the CSU will not be selling the land
that underlies the proposed residential units; the land will be retained within State
control. It should be further noted that the majority of the actual proposed land uses,
namely residential, office, and limited services, have occurred for decades at the site
under a public agency administration.

It is unknown what “residents” this comment refers to, as is the “rights” that they have.
Besides staff of the CSU, GSA, and CCC, there are no residents within the site. These
personnel are being provided employee housing and have no specific rights such as
might be contained within a lease agreement with a landlord. Further response is not
possible.

Growth-inducing impacts were extensively discussed in Section 6.1 of the Draft
Program EIR.

As stated in the EIR, the project site is already illuminated at night, virtually throughout
the area proposed for development by the Campus Master Plan. No substantial changes
in {lumination in the campus core are anticipated, but additional lighting is proposed
for the entry road to the site, which passes by agricultural land, mowed fields, and sage
scrub. The amount of light from this roadway would not be sufficient to interrupt
wildlife movement through the area, as evidenced by night movement of animals
through the campus observed by Rincon Consultants biologists. There will also be
sufficient buffer area between the residential development proposed in the East Campus
area and adjacent natural habitats to reduce illumination to tolerable levels for the
animals. See response to Comment 24AG above regarding the width of available
movement pathways. In addition, mitigation measures AES-3 (a), (b), and (c) are
intended to reduce the nighttime lighting effects that are the concern of this comment.
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AM.

AQ.

Cumulative impacts were considered in each issue group where potentially significant,
generally as section 5.x.2(c).

See responses to Comments 24A & 24D above. Habitat enhancement is not an objective
of the project (though the proposed project will serve to protect important plant and
animal habitat indefinitely) and is not a requirement of CEQA. It is noted, however,
that the provision of an alternative funding mechanism for this campus per Section
89009 of the Education Code, which is the purpose of the development in the East
Campus area, is an objective of the project (see Section 3.5 of the EIR). To the extent that
development of open space and recreational area landscaping and residential
landscaping will introduce more trees to the area, the proposed project would serve to
“enhance” habitat by providing additional vertical habitat for those avian species
capable of utilizing it to the disadvantage of ground-dwelling species (primarily ground
squirrels in the mowed fields). The opinion regarding the comparative merits of the
“No Project Alternative” is herein noted to the decision-makers.

Opinion noted. Comments in themselves do not constitute new information requiring
recirculation of the Draft EIR. No significant or substantial new information has been
added to the Final EIR that would require recirculation.

The commentor’s input and opinions are noted. The EIR preparers disagree that
significant impacts related to the East Campus portion of the site were not fully
discussed. These comments are included herein to notify the decision-makers of the
commentor’s concerns and opinions regarding the proposed Campus Master Plan.
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Letter 25
Commentor: Robert Silva
Date: No date. (June 23, 1998 Public Meeting)

Response:

A, Commentor notes that the project site is architecturally significant and recommends that
the site be listed on the National Register of Historic Places. Comments are noted for
the decision-makers; no response is necessary.
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Mike Stubblefield '
1230 East Collins Street
Oxnard, CA 93030

The Trustees of the California State University
400 Golden Shore
Long Beach, California 90802-4275

The response of the Sierra Club’s Los Padres Chapter to the projected air quality
impacts of the proposed California State University, Channel Islands campus

I am the air quality issues spokesman for the Los Padres Chapter of the Sierra
Club, which represents thousands of members in Santa Barbara County and Ventura
County. After reviewing the projected impacts of the proposed California State
University, Channel Islands (CSUCI) on the air quality of Ventura County, and after
discussing these projections with the chapter executive committee, I have been asked to
express the concerns of the chapter in the most emphatic possible terms. While the Los
Padres Chapter of the Sierra Club wholeheartedly endorses the creation of a California
State University campus in Ventura County, we are seriously concerned about the
unavoidable degradation of our air quality that will result from the day-to-day operation
of this campus as if is currently envisioned.,

Projected NOx and ROC emissions exceed the APCD’s AQMP guidelines

As the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) produced by Rincon Associates, Inc.
makes abundantly clear, the projected daily increase in oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and
reactive organic compounds (ROC) that will be generated by a fully operational CSUCI
campus is about nine or ten times the daily maximum allowable amount of either
substance permitted by the 1994 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) prepared by the
Air Pollution Control District (APCD) and approved by the County Board of Supervisors.

Projected NOx and ROC emissions are unheaithy

NOx and ROC are classified as ozone precursor emissions, because when
combined with sunlight, they produce ozone, which is a serious threat to public health. It
causes a number of respiratory ailments - coughing, choking, headaches and severe
fatigue - in infants, the elderly and people engaging in outdoor exercise.

Ventura County is still out of compliance with state and Federal ozone standards

Because of the NOx and ROC emissions currently produced by mobile and
stationary sources already present in Ventura County, the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) classifies this county’s air pollution problems as “severe™ (the same
category used to characterize Los Angeles and Sacramento). Indeed, 18 Yyears after it was
supposed to have achieved compliance, Ventura County is still out of compliance with
state and Federal ozone standards. Although the 1994 AQMP projects attainment of
compliance early in the next century, a project of the magnitude of the CSUCI campus 18
a serious threat to the timely achievement of this goal, unless the projected NOx and
ROC emissions can be fully mitigated at the campus site or elsewhere.
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The mitigation measures proposed in the EIR are good, but inadequate

Although some excellent mitigation measures have already been proposed in the
EIR (see p. 5.2-9), “project-related emissions will still remain above APCD significance
thresholds,” according to Rincon Associates, even if all of these measures are employed,
which means that impacts to regional air quality will still be “considered significant and
unavoidable” (see “Significance after Mitigation™ on p. 5 2-9).

About half of the NOx and ROC emissions currently produced in Ventura County
1s generated by stationary sources (such as manufacturing and powerplants) and about
half is generated by motor vehicles. Historically, businesses and the utilities companies
have been fairly cooperative in implementing new technologies (selective catalytic
reduction, for example) that help reduce their NOx and ROC emissions. On the “vehicle
side” of the equation, however, results have been mixed. Automobile manufacturers have
reduced vehicle emissions by over 90 percent in the last 30 years. But there are three
times as many people - and cars - in Southern California in 1998 as there were in 1968.
And there are still many older vehicles driving around without state-of-the-art emission
control equipment. More importantly, a significant portion of the NOx generated by
mobile sources comes from diesel trucks, not from automobiles. And diesel trueks are, of
course, the lifeblood of any large commercial, industrial or educational facility that
depends on daily deliveries of the goods and services it needs to operate.

The Los Padres Chapter of the Sierra Club feels strongly that the proposed
mitigation measures in the CSUCI EIR don’t go nearly far enough, either in terms of
getting faculty, staff and students out of their vehicles, or in terms of reducing or
eliminating all unnecessary truck traffic.

Additional measures that can be used to reduce CSUCI’s NOx and ROC emissions
The reason that a large institutional facility such as a university generates such
significant amounts of ROC is because of the number of “cold starts” produced by the
vehicles used by faculty, staff and students to get to and from campus. A properly-tuned
and maintained gasoline engine in a modern vehicle actually produces few emissions,
once it's warmed up. It’s during this warming-up phase that an engine emits the majority
of its ROC (carbon monoxide and hydrocarbons, mainly). A driver who goes shopping
for bread or milk is seldom in the store for more than 15 or 20 minutes, so the engine is
still warmed up when it is restarted. But when that same driver goes to school, he or she
is in class for hours. By the time the engine is restarted, it’s cooled off and must be
warimed up again, during which time it emits more ROC. So, the strategy of all mitigation
measures is simple: they must reduce the number of vehicle trips to school. The Los
Padres Chapter of the Sierra Club therefore proposes the following mitigation measures:
* The ideal mode of transportation for faculty, staff and students is the bicycle. A bike
is healthy, inexpensive and fun. This is not a new idea. At campuses such as UC
Berkeley and UC Davis, bicycles have long played an important role in reducing
vehicle traffic, congestion and emissions. The Oxnard Plain is totally flat. There is no
reason an able-bodied student or faculty member couldn’t bike to school from
Ventura, Oxnard or Camarillo (especially Camarillo!). All it takes is a commitment
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" from the county to build an established network of safe bicycle routes from the major
urban areas to the campus. In view of the emission reductions that could be effected
by a significant portion of the faculty and student body biking to campus, this strategy
should be a major component of a mixed-transportation plan. |
Charge higher-than-normal fees for parking permits as a financial disincentive to
students driving vehicles to school. For example, the current parking fee at Cal State

- Northridge s $63. Double that fee for CSU, Channel Islands students. Use the money
to finance a free, or inexpensive, county-wide shuttle bus systerm.

Support this program of a parking fee-subsidized shuttle bus system with an ad
campaign extolling the virtues of leaving your car at home and helping to keep the air
clean by taking the shuttle (combined with a negative campaign aimed at those who
insist on their “right” to drive a car to school regardless of its impact on the
environment).

Offer preferential (Earlier) TTR registration dates, bookstore discounts on textbooks,
discounted tickets to cultural events, and/or similar perks, for students who agree to
leave their cars at home and take the bus.

In this county, the goal of the typical “trip reduction” program mandated by the
APCD on businesses with over 200 employees is an “average vehicle ridership”
(AVR) of 1.5 to 1.75 persons per car. Using that figure as a rule-of-thumb guide, the
university could employ strategies designed to encourage drivers to share their cars.
For example, offer preferential (closer) parking spaces to drivers based on how many
people they bring to campus. In other words, a driver who provides a ride for one
other student would be given a better spot than someone who drives alone; a driver
who brings two students to campus every day would be given an even better spot: etc.
One way to get people out of their cars is to refuse to provide thém a place to park! If,
as CSU officials claim, Camarillo State Hospital once had 7000 staff and residents,
there must already be thousands of parking spaces. So, set a goal of “no new parking
lots™ at CSUCI, and stick to it! This strategy has been an important part of the
revitalization oceuring in many cities such as Portland, Oregon. Sometimes people
will refuse to give up their car even when they are provided with reasonable
alternatives. such as bicycle paths, shuttle buses, ride sharing, etc. If no new parking
lots are built, the university must “make do” with the spaces that it already has. These
spaces then become valuable commodities which can used as rewards to drivers who
ride share, or to students who ride to school on motorcycles (less space, less
emissions), or who drive electric vehicles, or who share a parking space (one
occupant uses it in the morning, another use it in the afternoon, perhaps another uses
it at night). After spaces have been allotted to students who choose more responsible
modes of transit such as those mentioned above, the remainder can be auctioned off to
less responsible drivers who choose to continue driving to school alone. This money
can be used as a subsidy for free shuttles.

Establish off-campus interactive multi-media learning centers in the major
metropolitan areas (Ventura, Oxnard, Camarillo, Thousand Oaks, Simi Valley, etc.)
where students can go to “attend” large lower-division lecture classes. For example, a
Western Civilization history course at CSUN typically has 175 students. In this type
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of class, there is little interaction between the teacher and the students. It is strictly a
lecture class. The student can learn the material just as well by watching it on TV and
taking notes (and perhaps learn it even better, since the video can be taped and
replayed!). Questions, problems, paperwork, exams, etc. are handled by three or four
teaching assistants. There is little reason to go to campus to take this type of course
uniess a student needs to discuss something with one of the TAs, who are usually
available on three or four different days, allowing the student the flexibility to
combine an office visit with a trip to campus for some other class. Savings: 175 trips
to campus eliminated.

Schedule classes at “non-peak” hours when commuter traffic is lighter (mid-moming,
mid-afternoon, evenings, weekends). The patterns of peak NOx and ROC emissions
are well-established. There is no justification for a large institution such as CSUCI
exacerbating this problem by adding more drivers to the roads during peak emissions
periods. Evenings are particularly desirable because the third constituent of ozone
formation - the sun - is missing, allowing whatever emissions do occur to dissipate
before morning.

Eliminate Monday-Wednesday-Friday (MWF) and Tuesday-Thursday (TTh) classes
wherever feasible and replace them with once-a-week three- or four-hour classes. This
strategy eliminates the number of trips to campus. So too can scheduling lecture/lab
classes so that the lab immediately follows the lecture (instead of forcing the student
to come back again on another day, or later the same day, for a lab).

Schedule classes within a particular discipline so that students can attend half, or
more, of their classes each time they come to campus, instead of driving back and
forth between home and school many times a week. This strategy is particularly
important if CSUCI is going to be successful in encouraging students to employ more
time-consuming modes of getting to school such as bicycling or shuttle buses. The
time lost getting to and from school isn’t such a big sacrifice if it’s a once- or twice-a-
week excursion, instead of a daily one.

Where feasible, allow faculty, staff and students to “telecommute” from their homes,
utilizing fax, e-mail, the internet, interactive software, etc. For instance, if basic
research materials in the school libraries were made available electronically, trips to
campus to do research in the library could be reduced or eliminated. A 1ot of
examinations could be done at home and “turned in™ without actually going to school.
Finally, reduce the number of diesel truck trips to and from the campus. Because of
their high combustion temperatures, diesels produce far more NOx than gasoline
engines. Where practicable, award contracts to companies which agree to use late-
model, gasoline-powered vehicles. When it’s necessary to do business with
companies using diesel rigs, encourage them to use state-of-the-art vehicles with
electronic fuel injection and engine management systems. Try to avoid companies
which use older diesels with no emission control systems. These older trucks are a
significant source of Nox. This last strategy will be particularly difficult to implement
because diese! trucks in this country are, essentially, unregulated. Had they been
subjected to the same regulatory ovesight as passenger vehicles in the late Sixties,
many of the NOx-related problems confronting us today would already be solved.
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s Create a graduate transportation-planning department that develops, studies, tests and
implements programs such as the ones briefly described above. Give this department
a mandate to create innovative programs that can help CSUCI and Ventura Country
achieve their goals of cleaner air for EVEryone.

Conclusion

Obviously, this list is incomplete. But it’s based op reasonable and practical
things we know will work. After all, many of us in the Sierra Club are ourselves students
and/or teachers! And while we endorse a new CSU campus in the county, we want it tg
be part of the solution to our air quality problems, not part of the problem. In fact, we
don’t just want it to be part of the solution: we want it to play a leading role in helping us
clean up our skies. Clearly, if the dream of a CSCUCT campus becomes a reality, it wil]
be confronted by a formidable array of air quality issues that can only be resolved by
diligent, sincere and smart efforts on the part of everyone involved.

@t:bleﬁeid

Sierra Club, Los Padres Chapter
Air Quality Issues Spokesman

Copies to:

California State University, Channel Islands
P.O. Box 2862

Camarillo, California 93011-2862

Rincon Consultants, Inc.
790 East Santa Clara Street, Suite 103
Ventura, California 93001
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California State University, Channel Islands
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Section A, Response To Comments

Letier 26

Commentor: Mike Stubblefield, Sierra Club, Los Padres Chapter, Air Quality Issues

Date:

Spokesman

No date (June 23, 1998 Public Meeting)

Response:

A,

B.

Comment repeats information from the EIR; no response is necessary.

Comment states factual information regarding health hazards of air pollutants; no
response is necessary.

Comument notes that Ventura County air quality does not comply with the ambient air
quality standards; no response is necéssary.

Comment cites information from the DEIR text; no response is necessary.

Comments noted. See response to Comment H below in regards to the addition of
mitigation measures to the EIR text.

The CSU is developing a range of transportation demand management strategies and
other air pollution reduction strategies to reduce the potential for air pollution. In
particular, the Campus Master Plan includes a range of land uses that could
accommodate the needs of students, faculty, and staff on campus, thereby reducing the
potential for air pollutant emissions by eliminating trips. These uses include not only
employment centers for research and development operations, but housing and
ancillary retail uses to serve the campus and residential community, as stated in Section
3.7 of the EIR. The campus is also intended to serve 3,250 FTES at campus buildout
through distance learning centers, thereby eliminating 7,735 potential trips and
consequential air pollutants. '

Comment notes that bicycle transportation should be used as an important transit mode
for the campus. As noted in this comment, the establishment of safe bicycle routes is a
responsibility of the County of Ventura. It is expected that a bicycle master plan will be
developed for the campus in the future. In the project area, the establishment of safe
bicycle routes would require several road widenings to provide for adequate space for
bike lanes. As noted in the EIR, such widenings may have significant impacts to
agricultural resources noise, water quality, and air quality.

Commentor provides a list of recommended trip reduction strategies for use by the
C5U. These alternative strategies are noted to the decision-makers. Mitigation measure
AQ-2(a) has been modified to recommend that the Trip Reduction Program specifically
evaluate initially those optional strategies that appear to be the most feasible and
effective for reducing trips and thereby decreasing air pollution emissions. A
requirement for annual re-evaluation of strategies has also been added to measure AQ-
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2(a). Please see Section C of this report for the text revisions. However, even with
effective incorporation of these measures, mobile emissions associated with build-out of
the campus would still exceed the Ventura County thresholds and air quality impacts
will remain a significant and unavoidable consequence of the proposed project.
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SECTION B. REVISED SUMMARY

This section summarizes the characteristics of the proposed Master Plan, the environmental
impacts, mitigation measures, and residual impacts associated with the Master Plan and
cumulative development, and the alternatives assessed in the EIR. It also discusses those areas
of public controversy associated with the project and the issues that remain to be resolved. This
section has been revised as a result of responses to comments and modifications/ clarifications
of EIR text. Additions to the text are shown by underline such as accompanies this sentence.
Deletions are noted by strike-through type.

B.1 PROJECT SYNOPSIS

B.1.1 Project Sponsor and Lead Agency

The Trustees of the California State University
400 Golden Shore
Long Beach, California 90802-4275

Locally represented by:

California State University, Channel Islands
P.O. Box 2862
Camarillo, California 93011-2862

B.1.2 Project Objectives

The California State University (CSU) is a state-funded system of higher education comprised
of 22 campuses, each with its own curriculum, faculty, and administration. The system is

governed by the California State University Board of Trustees and the chief executive officer is
the Chancellor.

The primary mission of the CSU is to offer undergra{duate and graduate instruction through the
master's degree in the liberal arts and sciences, and professional education, such as for the
teaching and nursing professions. Admissions priority is given to upper-division transfers
from community colleges and freshmen from the top one-third of the state's high school
graduating class.

Each CSU campus is a statewide institution serving the instructional mission as described
above. Location of campuses in, or close to, population concentrations throughout the state
provides the important element of regional access, which is most critical to students who are
least mobile and who otherwise would not have the opportunity to complete their college
education. This group includes students who have low incomes (or whose families have low
incomes), who are first generation in their family to attend college, who are transfers from local
community colleges, who attend part-time because they have work or family responsibilities,
and who are older than typical college aged students.
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Regional access considerations have led the CSU to seek a potential campus site in Ventura
County. The CSU has expressed a number of specific objectives to be met in undertaking the
proposed project. These include:

¢ To develop a CSU-owned site for the Off-Campus Center (OCC);

¢ To provide sufficient land for the eventual transition of the OCC to a full-service, four-year
university campus;

¢ To provide undergraduate and graduate programs to students in the Ventura County region;

¢ To meet the infent and spirit of Senate Bill 1103 (Hart 1985) and §89001 of the Education Code,
which is to provide expanded educational opportunity to the citizens of Ventura County;

¢ To provide educational opportunities to eligible ligh school graduates of the region;

¢ To provide increased opportunity for conmmumity college transfer students in the region;

*+ To provide an educational, cultural, and recreational facility which will serve all of the citizens of
the region, including those currently underrepresented in the CSU;

¢ To provide for increased capacity within the CSU to meet projected statewide needs (tidal wave
[T population growth forecasts);

¢ To provide for beneficial reuse of an existing major State facility;

To maintain the historic nature of the on-site buildings; and

¢ To provide an alternative funding mechanism per § 89009 of the Education Code to support the
University in meeting the above objectives,

<

The C5U has named the proposed facility CSU, Channel Islands. Full build-out of the proposed
Campus Master Plan would provide facilities to accommodate 15,000 FTES, with 11,950 FTES
served onsite and the remainder through distance learning facilities. The need to provide this
space is based on the current lack of regional access to convenient higher education. The local
population base for the existing CSU Northridge Off Campus Center (OCC) and future CSU
Channel Islands consists of Ventura, western Los Angeles, and southeastern Santa Barbara
counties. The 1996 Census population for Ventura and Santa Barbara counties exceeds one
million and is projected to grow to approximately 1.3 million by 2005. Public and private
elementary and secondary schools (K-12) enrolled 193,337 students in 1997 and enrollment is
projected to increase to 205,569 by Year 2000. The two counties graduated 10,800 students from
high school in 1990, and are projected to graduate 11,426 by 2000. This equates to a demand for
about 3,000 FTES if only incoming first year students are considered. Almost 5,690 students
from Ventura County attended CSU campuses in 1996/97. Of this total, 2,900 students went to
CSUN, with 1,220 (637 FTES) upper division and graduate students attending the OCC. CSUN
is projected to reach its enrollment ceiling of 25,000 FTES by the Year 2002. The second largest
destination campus for Ventura County students (744) is at San Luis Obispo, which already
exceeds its enrollment ceiling of 15,000 FTES. The proposed CSUCI would provide for these
students within Ventura County, thereby alleviating other overcrowded CSU campuses, and
the proposed project would also be attractive for students from all areas of California.

Because of the limitations on the availability of funding for the CSU system, the Trustees of the
CS5U have stated the objective that the proposed project site should provide a source of funding
for development of the campus. To meet the financial needs of the proposed CSUCI, a reliable
funding source associated with on-campus private business ventures and public-private
partnerships is proposed. The following are the objectives for the ancillary development that
would provide financial funding for the site.
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To provide joint facilities for research;

To provide employment opportunities for students;

To provide an opportunity for student, staff, and faculty housing;

To provide for development that has links to the University curriculum;

To provide for development that is enhanced through its location adjacent to the University or
that requires an essential location near the University; and

¢ To provide for the continued economic vitality of the region through productive development or
reuse of those portions of the site which are consistent and compatible with the educational
mission of the University.

L AR B B 2 J

B.1.3 Project Description

The CSU has been in the process of establishing a new university campus within Ventura
County for several years. In 1993, the CSU prepared and certified an EIR for the acquisition
and development of a 260-acre agricultural parcel, which is presently owned by CSU, located
west of the Clity of Camarillo and 7 miles northwest of the current subject site. In 1996, the
University began to investigate the option of acquiring the California State Developmental
Hospital when that facility was closed down in response to local interest. The CSU is
proposing to adaptively reuse the former state hospital facilities for (a) initially relocating the
Ventura Off-Campus Center (OCC) and (b) eventually developing a 15,000 full-time equivalent
student (FTES) university campus. Reuse of these facilities allows the OCC to move out of
inadequate leased office space in the City of Ventura and also re-directs the planning effort for
the four-year university from the 260-acre agricultural parcel. Phased growth of the campus
would be guided by a proposed Campus Master Plan. The Campus Master Plan will establish
campus planning values and design guidelines, spatially locate the various elements of the
campus and proposed uses, illustrate future development strategies, determine facility
infrastructure needs, and determine capacity demands.

Currently the site contains approximately 1,600,000 total gross square feet (gsf) of developed

" structures, About 1,270,000 gsf are in the central area of the campus, with most of the
remainder consisting of dormitories and a variety of attached and detached housing units (total
approximately 400 units). The 634-acre site provides adequate area for the University and
compatible university support uses. These uses at full build-out of the Campus Master Plan
would include a variety of facilities related to the University and its academic programs.
Proposed uses include a public elementary school, day-care center, academic enhancement
center, research/ office space {340,000 gsf) for academic partnership-oriented research and
science and technology firms, food service and related university support space, and
recreational facilities. Housing for faculty, staff, and students is currently being planned for,
along with potential military family housing and senior facilities, which would range from
units for retirement and independent living to full-time elder-care units. Student housing
within the existing main campus buildings would serve up to 1,000 students at campus build-
out, while 900 residential units would be developed within the project site. Adjacent to the
residential units would be recreation/open space that would serve as a fuel modification zone
and may be developed as a 9-hole golf course intended for use by the campus population.

Reuse of the hospital for the OCC is proposed to begin with 1,500 FTES as early as January
1999, with plans for expansion to 3,250 FTES in 3-8 years (2001 /2002 to 2006 /2007). This initial
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phase of the Master Plan will involve the renovation of 12 buildings, yielding approximately
100,000 gsf and 170,000 gsf of space proposed for use by science and technology firms. As the
student population increases and additional re-usable space becomes available through
renovation, the campus would grow in accordance with the Campus Master Plan into a four-
year university serving 15,000 FTES (11,750 FTES onsite) and approximately 1,500 faculty and
staff. It is anticipated that full build-out would occur after Year 2025,

Legislation has been currently introduced to the State legislature that would allow the
formation of a regulatory authority including the County of Ventura and the CSU that would
assist in the future development of University-related facilities within the Campus Master Plan
area. If the site is approved by the CSU for implementation of the University, the CSU and the
County have agreed to develop a Specific Plan that would provide guidelines for the
development of any facilities that are not in direct support of the University mission.

B.2 AREAS OF PUBLIC CONTROVERSY

The primary concern raised by the public regarding the reuse of the site by the University is the
potential for growth inducing impacts because of the location of the site outside of the urban
centers contained within Ventura County. Land use compatibility of the site with the adjacent
approved development of Camarillo Regional Park is also an issue, especially with regard to
noise effects due to the location of an amphitheater in the park and the development of senior
housing within the site. Traffic has been raised as an important issue due to the project site’s
reliance on access via Lewis Road and the potential traffic conflicts during concert events at the
adjacent Camarillo Regional Park.

Other concerns raised during the environmental scoping process for the EIR include: effects on
rare plants and animals, loss of wetlands, impacts to historic structures and cultural resources,
traffic at local intersections and Highway 101, consistency with Ventura County General Plan,
effects to agricultural resources, flood control, fire hazard, water supply, wastewater treatment,
solid waste generation, air quality, geologic issues, noise, and loss of landscaping trees planted
in memoriam.

B.3 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
B.3.1 Environmental Effects

The following briefly categorizes the identified impacts for the various issue areas and the level of
significance that remains with the imposition of recommended mitigation measures.

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts (U) are defined as significant, unavoidable adverse impacts which
require a statement of overriding considerations to be issued per Section 15093 of the State CE QA
Guidelines if the Campus Master Plan is approved. Based on the analysis contained herein, the
foliowing impacts have been determined to fall within this impact category.

Ailr Quality: Pollutant emissions due to increased vehicular travel to campus and
inconsistency with AQMP
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Land Use:
Noise:
Traffic:

Conversion of up to 11.6 acres of prime farmland

Project and cumulative increases in noise levels due to incrensed veliicular use
Project plus cumulative increases m traffic that create congestion at local
intersections and along the freeway

Significant but Mitigable Impacts (S) are significant adverse impacts that can be feasibly
mitigated fo less than significant levels and which require findings to be made under Section
15091 of the State CEQA Guidelines. The following impacts have been determined to be significant
but mitigable given the measures identified herein.

Aesthetics;
Biolo;gy:

Cultural Resotrces:

Geology & Soils:

Hydrology:
Wiater Quality:

Land Use:

Noise:

Public Services:

Alteration of public vietws from nearby rondways eligible for designation as
scenic roads, alteration of nesthetic character of site, new sources of light and
glare due to nighttime lighting

Potential loss of wetland vegetation and possible degradation of sensitive coastal
sage scruh vegetation, potential loss of raptor nests, potential loss of rare plants
due to brush clearance activities

Potential damage to unknown, buried resources during grading, demolition of
buildings that contribute fo historic character of site

Strong ground-shaking at site during earthquakes, potential liquefaction because
of high grounduwater, debris erosion on hillsides near to buildings, foundation
damage due to subsidence

Location of parking garages in areas used for stornuwater detention and location
of garages in 100-year floodplain, increase in stormwater flows

Increase in pollutants from urban uses, pesticide and fertilizer pollution from
golf course

Construction caused compatibility problems of noise and dust emissions,
potential inconsistency of residential uses and supporting commercial uses with
County development policies

Noise during construction, amplified music from offsite amphitheater affecting
residences on campus

Increased solid waste generation

Less Than Significant Impacts (L) are those effects that have been determined to not be
significant because they do not exceed the thresholds for such a determination. The following
issues have been determined to be less than significant.

Atr Quality:
Biology

Cultural Resources:
Hydrology:

Land Use:

Noise:

Public Services:

Construction emissions and no creation of CO “hotspots”

No loss to listed sensitive species, minor loss of Catalina mariposa-lily stands,
miinor loss of plant and wildlife habitat in development aren, minimal
interruption of migration corridors

No damage to known resources at Round Mountain

Existing storm drains in campus core do not meet standards

Compatibility of proposed uses with adjacent agricultural uses

Nuisance notse from nearby farm operations

Increased wastewater flows

Beneficial Effects (B) are those effects of the project that are considered to be potentially
beneficial to the local community.
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Provision of additional higher educational facilities to meet the needs of the local populace with wide
ranging culfural enhancement

Ultimate buildout of the master planned site will provide n beneficial impact on the aesthetics of the
built environment of the acadentic core

Long term preservation of plant and wildlife habitat, including sensifive communities and plants,
within the site

Long term preservation and enhancement of historical resources

Reuse of an existing major state asset

Expanded recreational and cultural facilities within the campus that serve the general public

B.3.2 Summary Table

Table B.3-1, which follows, includes a more detailed summary that describes the identified
environmental impacts relative to each issue area, proposed mitigation measures, and residual
impacts. The level of significance after mitigation are imposed is also shown in Table 2.3-1 by the
appropriate abbreviation following the effect statement. Please note that different effects within
any particular issue area can fall within a different impact category.

Table B.3-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts

AESTHETICS

The aesthelic environment of the subject site is dominated by views of the Santa Monica Mountains and
its foothills, into which the site is situated. Views to the west are dominated by the fiat lands of the
Oxnard Plain. Within the accessible viewshed, these lands are used for a variely of agricuftural
endeavors. The core campus area’s aesthetic environment is highly unified visually, with 1930s-1940s
era buildings formally arranged around courtyards and aligned to an axial grid system. Two other
guadrants of buildings are developed in the East Campus area separated by hills and topography from
the core campus. Implementation of the Campus Master Plan would result in a restoration of most of
the structures in the campus core, potentially enhancing their aesthetic value. The addition of new
structures at the campus perimeter would affect viewsheds primarily from Potrero Road. The east and
northeast quadrants would be entirely modified visually, but these areas are not generally visible from
outside the subject site or from the campus core. Measures guiding the design of new facilities would
mitigate potentially adverse aesthetic effects to less than significant levels. Renovation of campus core
buildings could enhance the aesthetic condition in this portion of the campus,

Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact
AES-1 The proposed project AES-1(a} The University or Site Authority shall | Less than
has the potential to alter public | assess the health of the trees along Camarille | significant
viewsheds from Lewis Road Drive from Lewis Road to Long Grade Canyon
and Potrero Road. (S) Creek. Missing or failing trees shall be
replaced with an equivalent number of the
same or otherwise suitable species (sycamore,
oakK, pepper).
AES-1(b) Any widening of Camarillo Drive shall
be done in a manner that incorporates the
existing tree rows by adding lanes to the north
side of the tree row along the inbound lane and
converting the road to a divided road. A new
tree row shall be planted at the outside edge of
the new lanes.
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Table B.3-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts

Impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

AES-1(c} Entry signage shall be designed in a
menument-style format, and shall not exceed
six feet in height. Lighting necessary for such
signage shall be creatively shielded to direct
light poals.

AES-1{d) The Master Plan of lighting shall deal
specifically with the treatment of the Camarillo
Drive and the Santa Barbara Avenue
extension, as well as any proposed nighttime
fighting of play fields. Ultimate design shall
consider leaving Camarifio Drive and the Santa
Barbara Avenue extension unlit. Iflighting is
required by California State University lighting
standards, it is recommended that bollard-style
or splash lighting of street surface areas shall
be employed. Under no circumnstances shail
lighting standards exceed 20 feet, and lighting
shall not be permitted to exceed 1 foot-candle
at a distance greater than 50 feet from the
roadway perimeter.

AES-1(e) If nighttime lighting of the recreational
fields is required, lighting standards shall be of
such a design as to not generate light pools in
excess of 1 foot-candle at a distance of 100
feet from the field area.

AES-1({f) If nighttime lighting of the recreational
fields is required, tree row perimeter
landscaping of the fields shall be incorporated
into the design such that mature canopies
would interrupt light pools from spilling offsite
along the Potrero Road corridor. Evergreen
species whose canopies are tall and broad
shall be specified.

AES-1(g) Buildings and facilities built along the
Potrero Road edge of the core campus area
shall be set back from the Potrero Road right-
of-way a minimum of 40 feet. Heights of any
building within 100 feet of the Potrero Road
right-of-way shall be limited to 30 feet.

AES-1(h) Highly reflective fagade building
materials such as glass or polished metals
shall not be allowed to exceed 20 percent of
the fagade areas visible to Potrero Road
travelers,
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Table B.3-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts

Impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

AES-1{i) Parking structure design shall
incorporate buffering features (landscaping,
half-walls on parking decks) to minimize giare
and lighting from vehicles to viewers on Potrero
Road.

AES-1(j) The landscape plan for the Potrero
Road parking structures shall specify that a
minimum of 30% of the fagade views shall be
interrupted from Potrero Road viewing
locations with landscaping.

AES-1{k} Landscaping within the Potrero Road
viewshed shall, when feasible, incorporate
existing trees into the new design. When they
must be removed, trees should be either
relocated or replaced at a 1:1 ratio with tree
species of a like variety to those being
removed.,

AES-2 The aesthetic condition
of the subject site would be
altered through building
demolition, construction of new
buildings and roadways and
landscaping during the life of
the Master Plan. (8)

AES-2(a) All new structures shall be limited to
four levels and 60 feet in parapet height.
Building design plans shall incorporate design
details as recommended by the campus master
plan architect to minimize bulk and to ensure
design compatibility with campus structures.
Design features to be considered in the design of
buildings and building complexes shall include;
+ Incorporation of courtyards and plazas;

¢ Perimeter landscaping along fagades;

+ Massing, rooflines, and facade materials that
complement the core campus design;

+ Setback of third and fourth stories; and

+ Use of arcades, colonnades, and cupolas.

AES-2(b) Site lines of new sfructures in the core
campus area shall orient to the grid pattern
established by the existing design. Sight lines of
visually prominent features such as the central
cupola, Round Mountain, and surrounding
ridgelines shall be considered in the design of
new buildings.

AES-2(c) All parking structures shall be limited
to three levels and 30 feet in parapet height.

AES-2(d) All mature trees with trunk
measurements of 6" or greater when measured
4.5 feet above the ground shall be incorporated
into site design when feasible. If their removal is

Less than
significant.
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Table B.3-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts

Impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

required for the construction of new skructures,
roadways, or parking areas, they shall be
replaced at a one-for-one ratio with a like species
or moved to a suitable location. Planting
locations shall be determined by a qualified
landscape architect in consultation with the
building architect.

AES-2(e} New roadways connecting the core
campus area to Lewis Road and the northeast
guadrant to Camarillo Drive shall be designed as
two lane facilities, with four lane roads separated
by a landscaped median. Lane widths shall be
specified to the minimum of the standard to
minimize the paved area.

AES-2(f) New roadways connecting the core
campus area to Lewis Road and the northeast
guadrant to Camarillo Drive shall be landscaped
with trees of a type and spacing pattern
equivalent to that which exists along Camarillo
Drive,

AES-2(g) All surface parking areas shall include
a minimum of 15% landscaped area, and
shading shail cover a minimum of 35% of the
surface area when trees are 10 years of age.
Landscaping shall be compatible in design with
the existing landscape treatment, as determined
by the Master Plan landscape architect. In order
to provide visual relief, glare reduction, and
shade, large-canopy trees planted in an orchard
siting arrangement are recommended.
Pedestrian amenities shall be incorporated into
the surface lot areas, including but not limited to
textured paving at aisle crosswalks, walkways
through parking aisles, bollard-style lighting, and
seating areas.

AES-2(h) Residential development in the east

and northeast quadrants shall incorporate design

principles accepted by the New Urbanism

school, characterized by:

+ Narrow, traffic-calmed street design;

¢ Pedestrian and transit-friendly circulation

system design;

+ Mix of uses that accommodates basic needs
on-site; and

¢ Human-scaled design.
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Table B.3-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts

Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact
AE3-3 The proposed project AES-3(a) lllumination of all parking areas Less than
would create new sources of should be accomplished in a manner that significant.

ligh: and glare through the minimizes spillage of light canopies away from

construction of new buildings, the iit area. Light standards shall be designed
ligiting for sports facilities, and | to achieve gne (1) foot-candie at the property

new parking greas. (S) ling, considering weather conditions.

AES-3(b) Overhead lighting fixtures to light
roads and parking areas shall not exceed 20
feet in_height,

AES-3(e)_Top decks of parking structures shall

be illuminated with floor-mounted bollards or

half-wall mounted fixtures to provide splash
lighting_to the parking surface areas. Bollards
shall not exceed six feet in height.

AR QUALITY

Canstruction of the proposed project would result in soif disruption and subsequent dust emissions, as
wall as exhaust-refated pollutants due to the operation of construction equipment. Although these
e’'ects would be considered less than significant due fo their temporary nature, mitigation measures to
b= included within the CSU's standard construction contract are recommended that would further
reduce air-borne dust and exhaust emissions. Operational emissions would exceed APCD thresholds
for ROC and NOx. Recommended mitigation would partially reduce emissions; however, fong-term
impacts are considered significant and unavoidable. No significant impacts associated with potential
O “hotspots” are anticipated. The projected on-site population exceeds the AQMP population
r-rojections for the area, but less than the on-site population of the former hospital use. Nonetheless,
qrowth associated with the project is considered to be inconsistent with the AQMP and therefore
cumulatively significant and unavoidable,

Impact Mitigation Measures Residual impact

AQ-1 Project construction The C8U includes standard construction Because

would result in temporary - mitigation measures in all of their construction construction

increases in air pollutant contracts. The following Ventura County APCD | emissians would

amissions. (L) recommended measures should be included be temporary, this
within these construction contracts. impact is

considered less

AQ-1(a) Dust Control Measures: than significant.

Dust generation produced during grading and
construction activities shall be controlled by the
following activities:

* Throughout grading and construction
operations, fugitive dust shall be controlled with
the use of water trucks generally at least three
times per day (except immediately after
rainfall). If available, reclaimed water from
Camrosa Water District shall be used.

* All exposed soil areas, including unpaved
on-site roadways and material stock piles shall
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Table B.3-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts

Impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

be watered and/or treated with APCD approved
Soil Stabilization materials and roll compacted
unless recent rainfall provides sufficient dust
control. Completed grading shall be monitored
weekly for dust stabilization.

s All trucks exporting fill from the site shall
use tarpaulins to cover the load in compiliance
with State Vehicle Code Section 23114.
Material transported on-site shall be sufficiently
watered or secured to prevent fugitive dust.

» All construction traffic an-site along dirt
roads shall be limited to 15 miles per hour or
less,

e  APCD-approved soil stabilizers, such as
water and roll compaction, Magnesium
Chioride additives (DUST-OFF or DTC or
equivalent) shall be applied to portions of the
construction site that are inactive for over four
days.

« During periods of high winds {i.e., wind
speed exceeding 20 mph averaged over one
hour), all clearing, grading, earth moving, and
excavation operations shail be curtailed to the
degree necessary to prevent fugitive dust from
the project site from becoming a nuisance or
hazard. The Site Superintendent shall use
his/her discretion in conjunction with the
Ventura County APCD in determining when
winds exceed 20 mph averaged over one hour.
= Streets shall be swept at the end of each
day during construction if visible soil material is
cartied over {o adjacent roads.

» Employees involved in grading operations
shall be advised to wear face masks during dry
periods to reduce inhalation of dust.

AQ-1{b) Ozone Precursor Control
Measures:

» Equipment engines should be maintained
in good condition and in proper tune as per
manufacturer's specifications;

» Lengthen construction periods during the
smaog season so as to minimize the number of
vehicies and equipment operating
simultaneously; and

» Use new technologies to control ozone
precursor emissions as they become available.
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Table B.3-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts

Impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

AQ-2 Operaticnal emissions
would exceed APCD
significance thresholds for ROG
and NO,. (U)

AQ-2(a) The university shall implement a Trip
Reduction Program that would include campus
van and car pools. All on-site vans or buses
shall be electric powered or shall run on clean

fuels. The Trip Reduction Program shall be
evalfuated annually by University transportation
officials and modified as necessary to achieve
reasonably feasible trip reduction benefits. The
Irip Reduction Program shall be initially

designed considering the following optional
strateqies:

Ridesharing
¢ Carpoolvanpogl match
+ preferential parking for carpools and

vanpools
¢ financial subsidies or rewards fo

carpoolivanpool/buspog] passengers including

drivers *

+ emplover-sponsored vanpools *
¢ carpoolvanpool/buspool operating
subsidies. e.q. insurance, fuel maintenance,

ele. *

Transit

+ subsidized bus passes for students *

¢ work site ticket sales

+ financial subsidies/rewards to transit users

e.q. Commuter Check™ *
+ lransif route maps and schedules on-site

+ shuttle transit line (employer-sponsored or

subsidized) *
+ work with VCTC to extend VISTA bus

service onfo campus

Trip Elimination
+ distance learning/satellite education centers
¢ consolidated/coordinated scheduling of

classes

Parking Management

+ reduced parking rates for carpools and
vanpools only

+ preferentia parking for clean fuel vehicles
+ campus parking priging schems to reduce

vehicle trips where consistent with CSU fee
policies

Froject-related
emissions would
remain above
APCD significance
thresholds and
impacts to regional
air quality are
considered
significant and
unavoidable.
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Impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

Bicycle and Pedestrian

¢ financial subsidies to bicycle or pedestrian
commuters ingluyding purchase of equipment for
comyite frip purposes *

¢ bicycle lockers or other secure. weather-
protected bicycle parking facilities

¢ bicycle and/or walking route information

¢ on-site bicycle registration

+ employee shower facilities and clothes
lockers

+ financial subsidies/rewards for waltking and
other non-motorized fransportation modes *

+ active participation and promation of “Bike to
Work Week”

On-Site Facilities/Services

¢ site planning that would encourage walking,
transit, carpool, vanpool and bicycfe use

+ resirict vehicle access within the campus
perimeter

+ on-site services to reduce mid-day vehicle
trips, e.g. cafeteria. ATMs, apparel cleaning.

efe.

+ permit access fo the proposed onsite child
daycare center for Uiniversily staff_students,
and employees of the research office uses

+ refueling/recharging facifities for clean fuel
vehicles used for emplovee/student commute
frips. e.g. electric, compressed natural gas
vehicles

+ on-campus housing preference to students
that do not require parking accommodations

Promational and Marketing Activities

+ ridesharing marketing campaigns
+ on-site transportation fair to promofe

commiufe alternatives

¢ participation in “California Rideshare Week"

Qther

+ class scheduling during non-pealk hours
+ membership jn a Transporntation
Management Association that provides

services and incentives *

+ esfablishment of employee committee to
help design, develop, and monitor the trip

reduction program
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Impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

+ enhanced {rip reduction efforts on forecast
criterfa pollutant excegdance days

+ [inancial subsidies/rewards for clean
vehicles used for employee commute frips
including carpool and vanpool vehicles *

¢ assistance to employees in locating their

home residence closer fo the work site ancd/or
along transit routes

¢ Irip recluction measures fo reduce non-
employee vehicle trips to the work sife. e.q.
busing for student populations. delivery trips,
elc,

* The financial feasibility of these optional
strategies are reliant on funding that would be
dependent upon availability and allocation of
parking citation revenue gvailable to CSUC! for
alternative transpaortation.

AQ-2(b) The university shall reduce NOx and
ROG emissions produced by project related
trips by subsidizing bus passes for students
and employees af the site.

AQ-2(c} Structures shall be oriented o
facilitate the use of passive solar energy.

AQ-2(d} The U.S. Department of Energy is
currently leading an effort to place one millicn
solar energy systems on the roofs of buildings
and homes across the United States by the
year 2010. The California State University
should investigate federal grants and other
programs that will be used to initiate sales of
solar energy systems for applicability to site
facilities.

AQ-2(e) On-site landscaping shall be designed
so as to provide natural cooling and minimize
the costs associated with upkeep by reducing
the need for maintenance and reducing the
need for motorized fawn care equipment.

AQ-2(f) All new structures on-site shall be
designed to exceed California Code of
Regulations, Title 24 energy standards by at
least 20%.
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impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

AQ-2(g} The university shall convert cnsite
maintenance vehicles to electric power or clean
fuels (such as compressed natural gas). Golf
carts if used at the golf course shall all be
electric powered.

AQ-3 Carbon monoxide
concentrations associated with
cumulative traffic growth would
not exceed state or federal
standards. (L)

None necessary.

No significant
residual impacts.

AQ-4 The proposed project
could he considered
inconsistent with the County's
Air Quality Management Plan.

Measures recommended under impact AQ-2
would reduce air quality effects to the degree
feasible.

Impacts are
considered
cumuiatively
significant and
unavoidable.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The project site is vegetated primarily by Venturan coastal sage scrub on the hillsides, with the
previously disturbed lowfands vegetated as urban landscaping, ruderal field vegetation, or non-native
grassland. The threatened Verity's dudleya and rare Conejo buckwheat are located onsite within the
coastal sage scrub habitat, and several other sensitive plants are also expected to be found within this
vegetation type. This plant community also provides suitable habitat for several wildlife species that
have declining populations, with the coastal cactus wren, coastal westem whiptail, ashy rufous-crowned
sparrow, and San Diego desert woodrat known to be located within this habitat at the site. The
proposed Campus Master Plan is designed for growth to occur within the previously disturbed lowland
areas, thereby preserving the coastal sage scrub in open space. However, about 4.0 acres of sensitive
wetland communities (southern willow scrub and mulefat scrub) could potentially be altered due to the
planned residential and recreation/open space development. This is considered a significant project
and cumuiative impact. An additional 5 acres of wetland plants located within a mowed and disced field
could also be removed during Phase 3 construction of a parking garage. No significant impacts to listed
sensitive plant species are expected, but adverse impacts would occur to a population of Catalina
mariposa fifies. Impacts to sensitive wildlife species would be less than significant except for the
potential removal of trees that may contain nesting raptors. This effect would be mitigated by
determining that nesting is not present if and when large trees are proposed for removal and through
construction controls if raptor nesting is determined. Future growth of the campus as planned by the
Campus Master Plan would not result in significant effects to regional wildlife movement patterns
because of the maintenance of large portions of the site in open space and the presence of similar
habitats within non-growth areas of the Santa Monica Mountains to the east. Certain buildings at the
site are exposed to wildfire hazard associated with sensitive coastal sage serub vegetation;
maintenance of both fire safety and this vegetation can be achieved through fandscaping controfs and

installation of external automatic sprinkiers.

Impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

BlO-1 Buiidout of the proposed
Campus Master Plan would
reduce the amount of piant and
wildlife habitat available at the
site. Substantial decreases in
locally and regionally significant
biologically sensitive

BIO-1(a} The open space portions of the
Campus Master Plan shall be managed by the
University as-a-bielegical-preserve to maintain
its biological resources, and Round Mountain
shall also be managed as a cultural resource.,
Prior to any construction, vegetation clearing, or
other change in the natural characteristics of

Assuming
sticcessful wetiand
mitigation, the
residual effects of
campus buildout
on general plant
communities and

7
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Impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

communities would also occur.
(S)

this area, the University shall consult with the
Biclogy Department regarding the biological
consequences and any recommended
procedures. delineate-allfeasible-mitigation

BIO-1({b) Wetland habitats lost as a result of the
construction of the north residential access
road or the conversion of the debris basin shall
be replaced through the establishment of new
wetland within the detention basins that would
e needed for the site.

BIO-1(c) The CSU shall post signs prohibiting
indiscriminate access intg the surrounding
hilisides. Such signage shall be included with
those marking the location of degignated trails.
Warning signs regarding the presence of
rattlesnakes shall similarly be posted.

BIO-1(d) The CSU shall prepare a

lands¢aping plan for the open space buffers
between the developed portions of the site and
native open space vegetation. This
langscaping plan shall contain a palette that is
appropriate to ensure compatibility hetween the
landscaped areas and the native plants while
maintaining the historica| landscaping palette
present within the developed portions of the

site. Those plants known to be invasive

species shall be excluded from the landscaping

palette,

wiidlife habitat is
expected to be less
than significant.

BIO-2 Buildout of the proposed
Campus Master Plan may cause
a decrease in the population size
of sensitive plant species known
to occur at the site. (L)

None Necessary. Recommendation that either
the recreation/ open space be designed so as
to avoid removing stands of Catalina mariposa
lily or that the bulbs be relocated after
becoming dormant to a suitable location(s)
within the open space area.

Less than
significant.

BIO-3 Build-out of the Campus
Master Plan may affect
sensitive fish and wildlife
resources at the site. (S)

BIO-3 Removal of potential raptor nest trees
should be limited to the time period between
September 1 to January 31. Alternatively, prior
to any trees being removed during the raptor
nesting season, a survey for active nests shall
be conducted by a qualified biologist at the site
two weeks prior fo any scheduled tree removai.
If active nests are located, then all construction
work must be conducted at least 500 feet from.

Less than
significant.
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Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact
the nest until the young have fledged and are
independent of the adulis

BI04 Development of the No mitigation measures are necessary. Impacts fo the
project could cause an indirect movement of
and cumulative impact to wildlife are not
regional fish and wildlife significant.

resources because of the
interruption of wildlife corridors
or habitat linkages. (L)

BIO-5 Development within the BIO-5 Those buildings located within 100-feet Implementation of

project site is located adjacent of undisturbed coastal sage scrub shall have this mitigation

to native vegetation that has a automatic fire sprinklers instailed under the measure would
high potential for wildfire. Fuel | eaves facing the brush and shall be maintain fire safety
modification zones and wildfire | landscaped such that no shrubs or trees occur | while not removing
suppression efforts can alter the | under the eaves or within 10 feet. No sensitive

diversity of the vegetation in the | landscaping conifer, sucalyptus, cypress, vegetation

long term. (S) juniper, acacia, or palm trees may be located

on the building side exposed to natural brush.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

The Campus Master Plan area includes an important archaeological resource associated with Round
Mountain, and the former Camarillo State Hospital, which ma y be eligible for listing to the National
Register of Historic Places and is an excellent example of Mission-Spanish Colonial Revival
architectural style. The hospital also has historic value as a significant manifestation of public health
care policy during the Great Depression and post-Depression era of the 1930s and 1940s. The
Campus Master Plan has been designed to avoid affects fo the known archaeological resources and to
adaptively reuse most of the former hospital buildings. However, proposed demolition of certain
structures, primarily the Spanish Colonial Revival style employee housing and the former laundry
building, could cause significant effects on the historical fabric of the campus as a whole. While the
proposed project would preserve the majority of buildings within the site, it is recommended that the
laundry also be preserved through adaptive reuse and that other historic buildings be documented in
detail prior to their demolition. On a more speculative basis, the project may also result in damage to
unknown, buried cultural resources that may be located in the area. This impact can be mitigated
through notification and monitoring procedures.

Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact
C-1 Project construction could C-1 Should unanticipated cultural resource Reduction of the
expose praviously unknown, remains be encountered during construction or potential effects of
buried cultural resources within | land modification activities, work must stop, construction
the Campus Master Plan area and the University shall contact an impacts to as
and along future road archaeologist to provide a qualified assessment | minimal level as
expansions. {8) of the nature, extent and possible significance feasible.

of any cultural remains. [f signjficant resources
are gncountered or inadvertently damaged, the
University shall implement the :
recommendations of the archaeologist with
respect to documenting and safeguarding the
resource, and restoring gor repairing any
damaged artifacts or resources.

r CS2ICY
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impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

C-2 Growth and activities within
the Campus Master Plan area
may affect the known cultural
resources at Round Mountain.
(L)

No mitigation measures are required.

No significant
impacts
anticipated.

C-3 Development within the
project site would demolish
some structures and may
otherwise alter the historical
relationships and physical
characteristics of historic
resources associated with the
Camarillo State Developmental
Hospital. {S)

C-3(a) The University shall adaptively reuse the
laundry facility as part of the West Campus, if
feasible. If not feasible, historic documentation
of this resource shall be done.

C-3(b) Employee Housing Home 1 should be
considered for reuse, possibly as part of a
community center or pessibly the academic
enhancement center. For this structure and the
other Spanish Colonial Revival styled
employee housing buildings, the University
shall prepare a detailed report regarding the
structures that includes: photographic
documentation; detailed architectural drawings
if they do not already exist; additional historical
research into early photographs; and aspects
of construction.

C-3{c) The CSU will continue to consult with
the State Historic Preservation Officer for

individual adaptive reuse building rehabilitation
picjects,

With incorporation
of the rmitigation
measures, the
historic resources
of the former
Camarilio State
Hospital would be
documented for
future historians.
in addition, the
adaptive reuse of
the majority of the
historic buildings
within the site
would be
considered a
potentially
beneficial effect of
the proposed
project.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

The developable portions of the Campus Master Plan are generally alluvial filled valleys with shallow
groundwater in certain locations. Significant but mitigable impacts related to geologic and soil
conditions have been identified at this site. Future median seismic ground accelerations up to 0.53g
along the Bailey faulf, seismically induced liquefaction of soil, and soil hazards (debris flows and rock
falls) have been identified as potentially significant impacts. Mitigation measures recommended are
designed to be pre-emptive, and incorporate standard requirements for new construction.

impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

GEO-1 Future seismic events
could produce median ground
accelerations up to about 0.53 g
on the site. (S}

GEO-1(a) Building-specific seismic studies
shall be required for new University structures.
These studies will determine the applicable
standards to be implemented per CSU
standards. Mitigation measures identified
within these site specific studies shall be
implemented for new construction.

GEO-1(b) Seismic design for proposed
buildings of four stories or more in height, or
6,000 square feet or more in ground level floor
space, shall be reviewed by a licensed
structural engineer.

Impacts related to
ground shaking
are reduced to the
extent of
applicable industry
standards.
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Impact .

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

GEO-1(c} Those buildings or structures
requiring a permit from the County shall be
designed to meet County criteria and be
inspected by County building inspectors.

GEO-2 Future seismic events
could result in liquefaction of
soils beneath the site. (8)

GEO-2 A geotechnical study shall be prepared
for those areas proposed for new structural
development. This report shall include an
analysis of the liquefaction potentiai of the
underlying materials. If the site is confirmed to
be in an area prone to seismically-induced
liquefaction, suitable measures shall be
proscribed and implemented.

Impacts are
reduced to the
extent of
applicable industry
standards.

GEO-3 Soil stability conditions
contributing to landslides, debris
flows, or rock falls exist within
the Campus Master Plan area.

8)

GEO-3 A geotechnical evaluation shall be
prepared to assess the stability of slopes
adjacent to new structures proposed in the
area of the former powerhouse when Phase 3
expansion is planned. This evaluation shall
determine the potential for adverse soil stability
and discuss appropriate mitigation techniques,
primarily setting structures back sufficiently
from the slope to avoid problems.

If siope stability
problems exist,
several solutions
are possible to
eliminate hazards.
These solutions
will need to retain
the slopes in their
natural condition
to avoid secondary
biological impacts.
Setbacks and
adequate drainage
are the primary
solutions that
should be
employed,

GEQ-4 Soil conditions leading
to subsidence could result from
the removal of underlying
support {oil, gas, or water} or
during strong ground shaking.

(S)

GEO-4(a) A geotechnical evaluation shall be
required prior to site development. This report
shall address the potential for static and
seismically-induced soil subsidence. All
recommended mitigation measures necessary
to reduce this impact shall be implemented.

GEO-4(b) If a structure is identified to be in a
high soil subsidence zone as a result of the
geotechnical report, foundations shall be
designed by a structural engineer to withstand
the existing conditions, or the site shall be
graded in such a manner as to mitigate the
potential impact,

impacts related to
soil subsidence
would be reduced
to a less than
significant level.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

The developed portions of the campus site currently have a storm drainage system that adequately
serves the campus though it does not meet current design standards. Development of the proposed
residential area east of the campus core will require the construction of an appropriately designed

5
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drainage system. This drainage system will need to provide for storm water detention within the site to
avoid increased flooding impacts on downstream properties. The parking garages proposed west of the
campus during Phase 3 development are within areas that currently receive discharge of stormwater
flows from the campus core. New retention or detention facilities will be required to avoid flooding
impacts both within the campus and on adjoining lands. Simitar to other development, construction of
new urban uses will potentially increase the amount of urban-related contaminants exported from the
site during construction and long term occupation of the site. A Best Management Practices and
Stormwater Pollution Prevention plan are needed fo reduce the potential for downstream impacts. The
potential for a 8-hole golf course to be developed in the recreation/open space introduces the potential
for contamination of downstream water by fertilizers and pesticides associated with the management of
the golf course. The development of a Best Management Practices and Integrated Pest Management
plan{s) would reduce the potential for downstream water quality impacts. Surface and groundwater
monitoring is recommended to determine compliance and the effectiveness of the mitigation measures.

Impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

HYD-1 Capacity of the
drainage system within the
campus core is exceeded
during the 10-year frequency
storm event. (L)

The following improvements would eventually
be needed as part of long term maintenance:

HYD-1(a) Replacement of 2,000 feet of the
existing 8 inch to 18 inch collector line in
Ventura Street adjacent to the Maintenance
Shops.

HYD-1(b) Replacement of approximately 2,000
feet of the existing 18-24 inch collector line
Camarillo Drive.

HYD-1(c) Replacement of 1,000 feet of the
existing 24 inch outfall line which flows westerly
to the open field north of the cogeneration
facility.

No significant
residual effects
assoclated with
fiooding within the
campus core.

HYD-2 The parking garages
developed during Phase 3 of
campus growth are located in
areas that are used for storm
water detention and may be
subject to the 100-year flood.

(S)

HYD-2(a) A hydrology study shall be prepared
for the proposed parking garage on the
northwest end of the campus core. Drainage
design for the 9-acre parking structure shall re-
route storm flows such that local peak fiows are
not increased and no additional flooding is
created by the new drainage system. This may
include delivery of flood flows into the
Calleguas Creek system prior to the peak
event, or the routing of storm flows into a
suitably sized detention or retention basin.

HYD-2(b) A hydrology study shall be prepared
for the two southern parking garages as part of
the drainage design. Such design shall inciude
provisions for on-site retention if necessary to
avoid offsite flooding problems along Potrero
Road.

After implementa-
tion of properiy
designed drainage
systems, no
significant residual
impacts would be
anticipated.
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Impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

HYD-3 Expansion of residential
usaes in the East Campus would
result in storm water flows that
exceed the existing drainage
system capacity. (8)

HYD-3(a) Design and construct one or more
detention basins within the residential and
recreationfopen space zones to reduce the
post-development peak discharge to pre-
development discharge rates.

HYD-3(b) If the golf course design converts the
existing debris basin, an appropriately sized
debris basin shall be located within other
portions of the golf course along the main Long
Grade Canyon channel.

HYD-3(c) Additional connections of drainage
systems to the Long Grade Canyon channel
within the site will require the preparation of a
hydrology study to be submitted to the Ventura
County Flood Control District.

After impiementa-
tion of preperly
designed drainage
systems, no
significant residual
impacts would be
anficipated.

HYD-4 The Campus Master
Plan could resuit in the runoff of
various pollutants that would
cumulatively effect local
drainages and subsurface
aquifers. (S)

HYD-4(a) The University shall require the
contractor for each new facility subject to
NPDES requirements to prepare a SWPPP
containing specific Best Management Practices
to be instituted during site construction.

HYD-4(b) Construct oil and grease traps within
catch basins for the parking lots and/or
construct perimeter infiltration trenches. The
catch basin shall include a trap that prevents
floatables from discharging with the drainage
water.

HYD-4(c) The University shall limit the use of
pesticides and inorganic fertilizers applied to
the landscaping to those quantities necessary
to treat specific problems.

Less than
significant.

HYD-5 Decrease in the quality
of surface water and
groundwater associated with
change in land use to golf
course. (8)

HYD-5(a} A Best Management Practices Plan
and integrated Pest Management Plan shall be
prepared for implementation by the golf course
operator. The purpose of both plans would be
to reduce the use of harmful chemicals onsite,
and to reduce the potential offsite movement of
high concentrations of sediment, salts,
excessive nutrients, and chemicals.

HYD-5(b) The golf course shall be designed to
include drainage swaies and detention basins
to collect and filter poliutants.

Assuming effeciive
implementation of
these measures,
water quality
impacts
associated with a
potential golf
course at the sits
would be reduced
to a less than
significant level,
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impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact
HYD-5(c) A groundwater monitoring well shall
be instalied by the golf course operator at the
point where golf course drainage flows to
receiving channeis. The wells must meet the
minimum reguirements of Bulletin 74-90
(California Well Standards) and the Ventura
County code. The wells shall be sampled by
the operator on a quarterly basis for a minimum
of three years, and then semi-annually for at
least an additional seven years for a total of 10
years, with the sampling reports sent to the
CSUC! c8U-Risk-Management-Authority and
the Regional Water Quality Control Board. At
the end of ten years, the data shall be analyzed
to determine if there is a need to continue the
monitoring. Constituents sampled for will
include nitrate, phosphate and any pesticides
applied to the golf courses. An initial well
sample shall be taken at completion of grading,
but before the installation of landscape
vegetation.

HYD-5(d) Surface water samples shall be
taken within all drainages immediately
downstream of golf course facilities at periods
to be determined by the Best Management
Practices Plan, but not more than quarterly.
The samples shall be examined for nitrate and
phosphate content, and any pesticides applied
to the golf courses. Sampling reports shall be
sent by the operator to the CSUCI SSU-Risk

ity and the Regional Water
Quality Control Board.

LAND USE AND PLANNING

The prop:osed project would create the potential for land use compatibility conflicts, both during
conslruciion and during the long-term operation of the project. Construction-related conflicts involve the
Greation of dust and noise that could affect on-site operations. Long-term conflicts could occur between
the proposed University and adjacent agricultural uses and the proposed amphitheater. However, with
recomm:anded mitigation measures and implementation of appropriate site planning and buffering
technigiizs, both temporary and long-term conflicts can be reduced to a less than significant level. The
project access roads would involve the direct conversion of up to 11.6 acres of farmiand, which is
considered a potentially significant and unavoidable impact of the project. The anciliary uses that are
not direHty part of the University mission may be considered inconsistent with policies of the Ventura
County General Plan and the Guidelines for Orderly Development, both of which encourage urban
develosment to occur within incorporated cities or other existing communities. However, these
inconsistencies would be addressed with the adoption of a Specific Plan and accompanying General
Plan A:nendments by the County of Ventura which would acknowledge the special status of the
campus.

r CSZUCY
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Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact
LU-1 Project construction may See mitigation measures for Air Quality and Less than
create both internai and Noise. significant.
external compatibility conflicts in
the short-term. (S)
LU-2 Long-term operation of the | None required. Less than
praject may create compatibility significant.
conflicts with adjacent
agricultural uses. (L)
LU-3 The amphitheater LU-3 The University shall require that the Less than

propased at the adjacent
regionai park site may create

developer of the residential units in the
northern end of the East Campus include a

significant, but
nuisance effects

long-term conflicts with on-site | disclosure notice in the lease/purchase may still be
residential uses. (L) agreements regarding the potential for anticipated.
nuisance noise problems associated with the
amphitheater.
lLU-4 Aircraft fly-overs may No mitigafion measures are necessary. Less than
create long-term conflicts with significant.

on-site residential uses. {L)

LU-5 Project implementation
couid directly convert up to an
estimated 11.6 acres of prime
farmiand. (1)

LU-5 Whenever feasible, Camarillo Drive and
the Santa Barbara extension for the University
site shall be aligned so as to avoid adjacent
farmland.

Unavoidable loss
of farmland with
implementation of
the project as
proposed.

I.U-6 Some proposed uses
within the Master Plan may be
considered inconsistent with
various County General Plan
policies and zoning.

Adoption of a Specific Plan by the County and
a General Plan Amendment would reconcile
the discrepancies between the proposed
project and the County's General Plan.

LU-7 Some land use
components of the project could
be considered inconsistent with
the County's Guidelines for
Orderly Development.

Adoption of a Specific Plan by the County and
a General Plan Amendment would reconcile
the discrepancies between the proposed
project and the County’s Guidelines for Orderly
Development,

NOISE

Demolition and construction activity associated with the project would generate high noise levels that
would be potentially disruptive to university operations, the planned elementary school, and on-site
residences. However, because noise generated by construction would be temporary and would not
affect sensitive off-site receptors, it is considered less than significant. An amphitheater has been
approved for development to the northeast of existing and proposed on-site residences. Average and
peak noise levels generated by concerts are expected to exceed threshold criteria at residences located
in the north portion of the East Campus. Additional sound insulation of residences, prior notification,
and requested improvements to the County’s Noise Abatement Plan for the amphitheater would reduce
effects to an acceptable level. Traffic generated by the university would affect sensitive residential
noise receptors along Lewis Road, Cawelti Road, and Los Posas Road. Traffic noise impacts could be
minimized through the use of van and car pools, although traffic noise impacts would remain significant
and unavoidable. Adjacent farming activities ma y creale occasional nuisance nois

area, although such impacts are not considered significant.

e in the core campus
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Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

N-1 Demoilition of existing
facilities and construction of
new facilities on the campus
could cause temporarily high
noise levels, (8)

N-1{a} Grading activities that involve heavy
equipment should be scheduled for during the
summer months when there is reduced activity
on the campus or at other times when there is
less activity on the campus.

N-1(b) Construction activity within the campus
core, including at the parking garages, shall be
limited to day time hours of 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM
Monday through Friday, and no construction on
State recognized holidays.

N-1(c) Air compressors and generators used
for construction within the campus core shali be
surrounded by temporary acoustical shelters if
within 300 feet of a sensitive receptor.

Occasionally high
nuisance noise
levels during
construction
perinds.

N-2 The proposed Camarillo
Regional Park amphitheater
would generate sound levels
during concerts that would
cause nuisance noise impacts
to existing and proposed
residential units in the East
Campus. {S)

N-2(a) The University shall not appreve accept
the Noise Abatement Plan for the amphitheater
operations until the following are included:

¢ Curfew for performances of 10:00 pm,

¢ Established limits for “maximum” or ‘peak
noise levels,”

¢ ECnforceable monetary penalties for non-
compliance with standards, and

+ Development of a permanent sound system
with sound limiting equipment.

N-2(b) Residences within the northern portion

of the on-site residential zone shall include the

following:

+ Air conditioning or a mechanical ventilation

system thaf will allow doors and windows fo

remain closed

+ Double-paned glass on all windows

+ Windows and sliding glass doors mounted in

low air infiltration rate frames (0.5 cfm or less)

¢+ Solid core exterior doors with perimeter

weather stripping and threshold seals

+ Building wall construction capable of
altenuating exterior noise by 25 dBA Ldn.

Noise levels would
be at an
acceptable level
for residential use,
however exierior
noise levels
associated with
the amphitheater
may still result in
complaints by
future onsite
residences.

N-3 Project traffic would
generate noise levels that could
affect sensitive receptors along
Lewis Road and Caweiti Road.
(U)

N-3 Rubberized asphalt paving material should
be used for any repaving of roads affected by
project and cumulative traffic.

Measures would
reduce noise
levels, but noise -
levels could not be
reduced to below
County standards
at all locations.
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Table B.3-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts

Impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

N-4 Adjacent farming activity
may generate noise that creates
an occasional nuisance for on-
site uses. (L)

None necessary.

Less than
significant.

PUBLIC SERVICES

This section discusses those environmental effects to public services that potentially have a significant
impact on the physical environment, wastewater collection and solid waste disposal services. Public
service issues that would not have a significant environmental effect are discussed in Section 5.11,
Effecls Found to be less than Significant, and in the Initial Study (Appendix A). Storm drainage issues
are discussed in Section 5.6, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this EIR. It is also noted that the project
itself is a major public service that provides higher education facilities, which is a beneficial effect

The Camrosa Water District provides wastewater treatment services to the project site. Increased sewage
flows would occur with full buildout of the University. The treatment plant, with planned expansion, would
have enough capacity to meet the University wastewater treatment demands at full buildout of the Campus.
Therefore, the impact of the proposed project on wastewater treatment facilities would be less than

significant.

Proposed buildout of the CSUCI campus would generate 1,274 tons per year of solid waste assuming
no recycling occurs. Recommended mitigation measures to implement campus recycling and source
reduction programs would reduce solid waste generation by 50%, thereby reducing impacts to less than

significant levels.

Impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

PS-1 Proposed buildout of the
Campus Master Plan would
increase sewage flows. (L)

None necessary.

None.

PS-2 Proposed buildout of the
CSUCI campus would generate
additional solid waste. (S)

PS-2(a) A long-term plan for recycling should
shall be developed with specific collection
goals for each recyclable material category and
a method to track quantities of materials. A
source reduction plan should include such
policies as training custodial staff for recycling
as part of their jobs.

PS-2(b) A source reduction plan sheuld shall
be developed and integrated with a long-term

| recycling plan. A source reduction plan should

include measures to efiminate single use items,
encourage reuse of materials, use of more
durable materials, and eliminate unnecessary
usage. Use of reusable mugs and drink
discounts have been shown to reduce the solid
waste stream significantly (by as much as 30%
at University of Colorado).

P8-2(c) The University should shall promote
the use of materials with recycled material
content in them such as paper products.

Effects associated
with an increase in
solid waste
generation would
be less than
significant with the
use of recycling
and
implementation of
a source reduction
program.
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Table B.3-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts

Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact

Disposable products that are used should be
made of materials that can be easily collected
on campus and recycled. For example, the
plastics that are marked with numbers "1" or *2”
are more readily recyclable than those plastic
products marked with higher numbers.

PS-2(d) As part of the construction and
demolition contracts, the University shall
require that contractors purchase and utilize
materials with a recycle content during the
construction of University facilities.

PS-2(e) The University should shall prepare
and implement an organics recycling plan
which would identify methods of recycling or
reducing green waste collected from the project
site through mulching or small-scale
composting activities. Space allocation for on-
site mulching and composting activities should
be provided at the facilities maintenance yard.
Any composting shall meet recent new
standards concerning the control of pathogens.

TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC

Traffic impacts associated with the proposed project were analyzed assuming development in two
components. Phase 1 of the project assumes an enrollment of 3,250 FTES and additional non-
university developments. The Phase 2 and 3 scenario assumes an enroliment of 1 1,750 FTES and full
development of the other non-university uses. Phase 1 would generate 14,484 average daily trips,
1,327 trips during the A.M. and 1,343 P.M. peak hour periods. The incremental change in traffic
created by Phase 1 compared to the previous hospital use of the campus is 5,178 ADT, 769 A.M. and
821 P.M. peak hour trips. Development of Phase 1 would impact the operation of several existing two-
lane roadway segments in the study area, as well as 7 study-area intersections. Phase 2 and 3
buildout of the proposed project would generate 36,535 average daily trips, 3,438 A.M. and 3,321 P.M.
peak hour trips. The incremental change in traffic created by buildout of the university compared fo the
previous hospital use of the campus is 27,229 ADT, 2,680 A.M. and 2,799 P.M. peak hour trips. Full
buildout of the campus would contribute to cumulative traffic impacts at several area roadways and
intersections (6 roadway segments and 6 intersections.

Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact

Road widenings
would resuit in
secondary impacts
to agricultural
land, air quality,

T-1 Development of Phase 1 of
the Campus Master Plan would
result in the addition of 14,484
ADT to the roadways adjacent
to the site, which would impact

T-1(a) Lewis Road. Traffic volumes on the
saection of Lewis Road between Cawelti Road
and Camarillo Drive would increase to 18,900
with buildout of Phase 1. This ingrease in traffic
would require implementation of a 4-lane

v
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Table B.3-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts

Impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

would be generated by the
existing State Hospital facility.

(U)

Increase in_traffic will reguire improvements to
the existing 2-lane roadway to provide adequate
shoulder areas and standard lane widths as

required by the County of Ventura.

T-1(b} Camariilo Drive. Traffic volumes would
increase fo approximately 14,500 ADT on
Camarillo Drive with Phase 1 traffic. This
increase in traffic would require signalization of
the Lewis Road/Camarillo Drive intersection
and implementation of left- and/or right-turn
lanes on all intersection approaches.

T-1(c) Cawelti Road. Traffic volumes would
increase to 7,400 ADT on Cawelti Road with
buildout of Phase 1 of the project. This
increase in traffic would require signalization of
the Lewis Road/Cawelti Road and Las Posas
Road/Cawelti Road intersections and
implementation of left- and/or right-turn lanes
on all intersection approaches. This increase

in traffic will also require improvements to the
existing 2-lane roadway to provide adequate

shoulder areas and standard lane widths, as

required by the County of Ventura.

significant and
unavoidable.

T-2 Development of Phase 1 of
the project would generate
1,343 A.M. peak hour trips and
1,327 P.M. peak hour trips,
which would impact several of
the study-area intersections.
This represents a net increase
of 769 A.M. and 821 P.M. trips
over the traffic which would be
generated by re-use of the
existing State Hospital facility.

U)

T-2(a) Las Posas Road/U.S. 101 SB Ramps.
The following lanes would be required.
NB: 2 Thru, 1 Thru/Right, 1 Right

-SB: 1 Left, 2 Thru, 1 Right

EB: 2 Left, 1 LeftThru, 2 Right
WB: | Left, 2 Right

T-2(b) Las Posas Road/Pleasant Valley
Road. This location is forecast to operate at
LOS D during the peak commute periods. LOS
D is considered acceptable by the City for short
time periods. Mitigations are therefore not
recommended.

T-2(c) Lewis Road/Daily Drive. The following
lanes would be required.

NB: 1 Left, 2 Thru

SB: 2 Thru, 1 Right

EB: 1 Left, 1 Right

T-2{d) Lewis Road/Ventura Blvd. This
location Is forecast to operate at LOS D during
the peak commute pericds. LOS D is
considered acceptable by the City for short

Road widenings
would result in
secondary impacts
to agricultural
fand, air quality,
and noise,
Impacts to
agricultural land
would be
significant and
unavoidable.
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Table B.3-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts

Impact Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

time periods. Mitigations are therefore not
recommended.

T-2(e) Lewis Road/Pleasant Valley Road.
The following lanes would be required.

NB: 1 Left, 1 Thru, 1 Thru/Right

SB: 1 Left, 2 Thru, 1 Right

EB: 2 Left, 1 Thru, 1 Thru/Right

WB: 1 Left, 2 Thru, 1 Right

T-2(f) Santa Rosa Road/U.S. 101 NB Ramps.
This location is forecast to operate at LOS D
during the peak commute periods. LOS D is
considered acceptable by the City for short
time periods. Mitigations are therefore not
recommended.

The following lanes would be required.
NB: 1 Left, 1 Thru/Right

5B: 1 Left, 1 Left/Thru, 1 Right

EB: 2 Thru, 1 Thru/Right

WB: 1 Left, 2 Thru, 1 Right

T-2(g) Santa Rosa Road/U.S. 101 SB Ramps.

T-3 Buildout of the Campus The foliowing mitigation measures would
Master Plan would result in the | address cumulative impacts to roadway
addition of 36,535 ADT to the network intersections, of which the proposed
roadways adjacent to the site. project is a part.

This represents a net increase
of 27,229 ADT over the traffic T-3{a) U.S. Highway 101, Widen to 10 lanes
that would be generated by the | within the Camarillo area. It is noted that the
existing State Hospital facility. need for this widening would be generated as a
(U) result of buildout in the Ventura County area
and would be required with or without Campus
Master Plan traffic.

T-3(b) Pleasant Valley Road. Widen to 4
fanes between Lewis Road and the existing 4-
lane section in the City of Oxnard Camarillo.

T-3(c} East 5™ Street. Widen to 4 ianes from
Pleasant Valley Road to Oxnard.

T-3(d) Lewis Road. Widen to 4 lanes from
U.S. Highway 101 to south of the University.

T-3(e) Cawelti Road. Widen to 4 lanes from
Las Posas Road to Lewis Road.

Many mitigation
measures
recommended to
address traffic
caongestion
problems involve
roadway system
expansian in the
form of widenings
to add capacity
within the regional
roadway network.
These widenings
are likely to result
in significant
impacts in the
areas of
agricultural
resources, naoise,
water quality, and
air quality. Road
segment
widenings would
result in
cumulatively
significant and
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Table B.3-1. Summary of Environmentai Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts

Impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual impact

T-3(f) Las Posas Road. Widen to 6 lanes from
U.S. Highway 101 to Pleasant Valley Road and
to 4 lanes south of Pleasant Valley Road.

T-3{g) Camariilo Drive. Widen to 4 lanes
between the campus and Lewis Road, or
provide for four lanes on the Santa Barbara
Avenue extension between the campus and
Lewis Road. CSUCI may determine in the
future that the Santa Barbara Avenue
extension should be the primary access to the
campus, depending on ultimate campus layout.
In the interim, the Santa Barbara Avenue
extension should be constructed to 2 lanes and
signage should be in place to direct traffic to its
use,

unavoidable
impacts related to
the loss of
agricultural land.

T-4 Buildout of the Campus
Master Plan would result in the
addition of 3,438 A.M. and
3,321 P.M. peak hour trips to
the intersections in the study-
area. This represenis a net
increase of 2,880 A.M. and
2,799 P.M. peak hour trips over
the traffic which would be
generated by the existing State
Hospital facility. (U)

The following mitigation measures would
address cumulative impacts to roadway
network intersections, of which the proposed
project is a part. .

T-4(a) Las Posas Road/Pleasant Valley
Road. The foliowing lanes wouid be required.
NB: 1 Left, 4 2 Thru, 1 Thru/Right

SB: 1 Left, 1 Thru, 1 Thru/Right, 1 Free Right
EB: 42 Left, 1 Thru, 1 Thru/Right

WB: 21 Left, 4 2 Thru, +Fhru/Right 1 Right

T-4(b} Las Posas Road/5" Street. The
foliowing lanes would be required.

NB: 1 Left, 1 Thru, 1 Thru/Right

SB: 1 Left, 2 Thru, 1 Thru/Right

EB: 2 Left, 1 Thru, 1 Thru/Right

WB: 1 Left, 1 Thru, 1 Thru/Right

T-4{c) Lewis Road/Pleasant Valley Road.
The following lanes would be required

NB: 1 Left, 2 Thru, 1 Right

SB: 1 Left, 2 Thru, 1 Right

EB: 2 Left, 1 Thru, 1 Thru/Right

WRB: 2 Left, 1 Thru, 1 Thru/Right

T-4(d) Santa Rosa Road/U.S. 101 NB
Ramps. The following lanes would be required
NB: 1 Left, 1 Left/Right, 1 Right

EB: 3 Thru, 1 Right

WB: 2 Thru, 1 Thru/Right, 1 Right

Many mitigation
measures
recommended to
address fraffic
congestion
problems involve
roadway system
expansion in the
form of widenings
to add capacity
within the regional
roadway network,
These widenings
are likely to result
in significant
impacts in the
areas of
agricultural
resources, noise,
water quality, and
air quality.
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Table B.3-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts,
Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts

Impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

T-4(e) Santa Rosa Road/U.S. 101 SB Ramps.
This location is forecast to operate at LOS D
during the peak commute periods. LOS D is
considered acceptable by the City for short
time periods. Mitigations are therefore not
recommended.

T-4(f) Pleasant Valley Road/Pancho Road.
This location is forecast to operate at LOS D
during the peak commute periods. LOS D is
considered acceptable by the City for short
time periods. Mitigations are therefore not
recommended.

T-4(g) Camarilio Drive/l ewis Road.
Signalize intersection.

T-4(h) Las Posas Road/Cawelti Road.
Signalize intersection.

T-4(i) Lewis Road/Cawelti Road. Signalize
intersection,

T-4{j) Lewis Road/Santa Barbara Avenue
extension. Signalize intersection.

T-4(k) Lewis/Hueneme Road/Potrero Road.
Signalize intersection.

An alternative mitigation scenario associated

with the Lewis Road/Highway 101 interchange
improvement is as follows:

T-3{d). Lewis Road. Widen to 6 lanes from

US Highway 101 south to the University

entrance at Camarillo Drive.

TI-3(e). Cawelti Road. Delete, widening to 4
lanes is not necessary,

T-4{a}. No change from above,

T-4(b). Las Pasas/5" Delete: no
improvements bevond those currently planned

are nesded.
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Mitigation Measures, and Residual Impacts

Impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

New T-4(b) Lewis Road/Daily Drive. The
following lanes are needed,
NB;, 2 Left, 2 Thru

SB: 2 Thry, 1 Right
EB. 2 Left, 1 Right

T-4{c). Lewis/Pleasant Valley The following
lanes are needed.

NB: 1 Left, 3 Thru. 1 Right

SB: 1 Left, 3 Thru, 1 Right

EB: 2 teft 2 Thru, 1 Right
WB: 2 Left 1 Thry, 1 Thru/Right

T-4(d) - T-4{k). No chanae from above.

GROWTH INDUCEMENT

Impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

Long term development of the None necessary. Potential

project would generate economic growth

increased econgmic activity in is accommodated

the region. in existing plans,

Development of the site would None necessary. Potential

resylt in direct and indirect population growth

population growth. is within existing
planned
parameters.

Project could remove obstacles
to growth of adjacent parcels
through the amendment of the
County General Plan regarding
the “State or Federat Facility”
designation or if connection to
infrastructure within the project

site were allowed,

Gl-1_Concurrent with its adoption of the
Campus Master Plan, the University shall
recommend to the County that the General
Plan land use designation for Assessor Parcel
No. 234-05-19 be changed to "Agricultural” to
reflect the existing and planned land use for
this parcel.

Gl-2 The University shali agree not to provide

easements gr land areas for development

support infrastructure (water angd sewer lines,
drainage infrastructure, and general service
access roads) {o land areas designated
‘Agricultural” or "Open Space” in the Ventura
County General Plan and that lie adjagent to

the 634-acre project site.

Gl-3 The University and the Site Authority shall
cooperate with any viable land conservancy
that proposes to purchase land on jts borders
for the purposes of agricultural land

preservation. open space protection, or habitat
restoration. .

Implementation of
these measures
would further
reduce the

potential for

secondary growth
impacts,
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B.3.3 Mitigation Responsibility

CEQA provides that each public agency shall mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the
environment of projects it approves or carries out whenever it is feasible to do so (Public
Resources Code § 21002.1[b]). In mitigating or avoiding a significant effect of a project on the
environment, a public agency may exercise only those express or implied powers provided by
law other than under CEQA (PRC § 21004). The California State University has specific powers
to mitigate effects that occur within its jurisdiction, namely within the campus, but limited
powers for those that occur outside of the project site. Because of these limitations, it is not
feasible for the California State University to mitigate offsite impacts, as is further discussed
below. In addition, the State of California has a clear constitutional and statutory assignment of
responsibilities for various public works and methods for allocating revenues to pay for these
facilities.

Local agencies frequently impose fees for the mitigation of project specific and cumulative
impacts to finance the fair share cost of infrastructure improvements needed to accommodate
growth. Such imposition of fees can occur only for those entities that are within the jurisdiction
of that local agency. The California State University as a state agency is not within the
jurisdiction of local agencies. The California Constitution, Article 9, Section 6, prohibits the
University, as a component of the State’s public school system, from being placed under the
jurisdiction of a local government or other non-educational agency. Similarly, the courts have
held that the CSU is exempt from property taxes generally and from most special assessments,
such as impact mitigation fees. However, the Legislature in Government Code § 54999 et. seq.
has allowed local entities to negotiate with the State for the imposition of “capital facilities fees”
for the connection of specified utility services. Therefore, insofar as CSU agrees with a local
entity for a capital facilities fee, such as needed expansion of a wastewater treatment facility to
accommodate university growth, that amount may be assessed CSU. Utilities covered under
§54999 include water, light, heat, communications, power, garbage service, flood control,
drainage, sanitation and sewage collection, treatment, and disposal. With regard to the project
site, either the CS5U would negotiate with the local agencies as established by statute, or the Site
Authority would under its own legislative authority.

In order for the State, including CSU, to expend State money, the State must receive in return a
benefit that has some relationship to the amount spent. The California Constitution in Article
XV1, Section 6, forbids the State from making a gift of public funds. Although the courts have
been liberal in finding a public purpose for expenditures which have been made, there is a limit
to that liberality. If there is no legal duty to pay and the State then makes a payment, the issue
of whether a gift of public funds arises,

Beyond the constitutional proscription is a statutory issue as to whether money has been
appropriated in a State budget for making a payment. Again, the courts have been liberal in
deferring to the discretion of the officers charged with the decision to pay. Nevertheless, before
a payment of State money is made, two questions should be asked: 1) Is the State receiving
benefit for the payment? and 2) Are there funds appropriated in the State budget to make the
payment? Funding for schools, for example, is made under separate State appropriations
which are formulated on the Serrano v. Priest (1976) 135 Cal Rptr 345 decision requiring equal
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support to the students of all the State's public schools. In addition under Proposition 98 (1988)
the schools are entitled to a set percentage of the State's budget. The CSU has no such
guaranty. Thus it is highly inappropriate to divert limited funding from higher education to
local schools. The State has regulated the amount of fees that private developers may be
charged (see Government Code Section 66000 et seq.). With the exception of utilities, it has not
authorized assessments against itself.

California State University is funded to provide public higher education. Its mission is set forth
in Education Code Section 66608. Its revenue is basically from the State general fund
appropriation (including appropriation of student fee income). Unlike cities and counties it
does not directly receive income from sales, transient occupancy, real estate, or gasoline taxes.
Nor is it allocated federal highway funds.

Since a primary source of road and highway funding is gasoline and sales tax, it is appropriate
that local streets and roads be funded by local government. Separately, the State funds State
highways through its State Transportation Commission-and Caltrans. The CSU has no direct
access to Caltrans financing.

Provision of regional roads is not within the jurisdiction of the California State University. The
University does not for example have the power of eminent domain. The prioritization and
funding of State highways is the responsibility of the State Transportation Commission (see
Streets and Highways Code Section 70 et. seq.). Through the Highway Users Tax Fund and the
Federal Aid for Secondary Highways (Government Code Section 2200 et. seq.), the State has
adopted a funding mechanism for county road systems. Funding of county roads isnot a
responsibility of the California State University as this lies within the jurisdiction of the county.
Therefore, mitigation measures suggested within this EIR are the responsibility of the County
or other public agencies with local jurisdiction and responsibilities for roads and highways.

The State as with other public agencies is also not responsible for fire protection fees for
development purposes (Health and Safety Code Section 13916[a]). Indeed, even in the absence
of Section 13916, the State would not be subject to a district exaction in the absence of a specific
legislative authorization.

In summary, CSU is only subject to capital facilities fees as defined under Government Code
Section 54999.1 and the manner in which its contributions are determined are provided in that
code. These sections do not include contributions for transportation, schools (K-12), police, fire,
or similar fee and assessment contributions exacted from private developers. Correspondingly,
the California State University does not exact financial contributions from local governments or
developers for construction of University facilities,

The CSU does not contend that any private development not connected to CSU’s educational
and research mission is exempt from local regulation and possessory interest taxation like other
private parties.

In confrast to the California State University, if the proposed (ia]ifornia State University,
Channel Islands Site Authority is enacted, it would be an agency responsible for potential
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mitigation efforts. The Site Authority would have the ability to collect ad valorem property
taxes and adopt a pian to use such monies to mitigate project-specific and cumulative onsite
and offsite impacts attributable to the development of the campus (proposed Government Code
Section 67478). Such a plan could be adopted to aid in financing improvements to the local
transportation syst+-m, and to pay for various other fee assessments. This can only occur if the
legislation is enact: 1 by the State Legislature in a form similar to the current version (last
amended May 26, . 998).

B4 SUMMEARY OF ALTERNATIVES

A range of reasonaole alternatives to the proposed Campus Master Plan is required to be
evaluated within a1 EIR per the State CEQA Guidelines §15126(d). The alternatives addressed in
this document are those that could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project, with the
discussion focusing on the comparative merits of the alternatives relative to environmental
effects (without ccnsideration of economic effects) and on alternatives that could substantially
reduce or eliminate significant adverse impacts. Alternatives addressed in this EIR in Section
7.0 include:

No Project Alternative
¢ No Additional Reuse
¢ Correctional Institution
¢ Office
Alternativ- Project Sites
¢ Donlon Site
¢ Chaffee/Duntley Site
¢ Sudden Ranch Site
Alternativ: Master Plan Concepts
¢+ No Santa Barbara Avenue Extension
¢ No Golf Course '
¢ 25,000 FTES Campus
¢ No Redevelopment of East Campus

The "environme::tally superior” alternative is that which would cause the least amount of
adverse change i1 the physical environment, which in most cases is the “no project” alternative.
In this case the “110 project” alternative would either include no reuse of the facility (continued
shutdown), or reuse and redevelopment of the former Camarillo State Developmental Hospital
since it can be ex'pected that the State of California would institute a productive use of the more
than 1.6 million ::quare feet of developed space present at the site. If the site remains in its
“shutdown” cor:dition, it can be expected that the buildings will ultimately deteriorate as
maintenance is 1ot performed and vandalism and the physical elements damage the structures.
Since it is econornically impractical for the State to continue the “warm shutdown” state, the
two alternative ::ses that are most likely to occur at the site include correctional institution and
office. Another -onsequence of the “no project” alternative is that the university for Ventura
County would e developed at another location, probably the Orchard Site (formerly
Chaffee/Duntley Site) previously acquired by the CSU for that purpose. Therefore, the “no
project” alternative would include not only those impacts associated with long term
deterioration of the site or, alternatively, reuse of the site, but also the impacts of campus
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development at an alternative site. Site-specific significant impacts associated with reuse of the
site under the “no project” alternative include degradation of aesthetic views, increased air
pollutant emissions, potential impacts to historic structures, geological hazards relating to
strong seismic shaking, solid waste generation, and traffic congestion.

The three alternative sites were previously studied in the California State Universi ty Ventura
Campus Site Acquisition EIR (1991). As a consequence of this analysis, a 260 acre portion of the
Chatfee/Duntley Site was acquired for future university development. Itis noted that the
Camarillo State Hospital was not recognized as a potential alternative site at the time that the
Chaffee/Duntley Site was chosen. Significant impacts associated with these three alternative
sites include obstruction of views from scenic roads and alteration of landscape characteristics,
increased air pollutant emissions, removal of oak trees and eucalyptus windrows at the Donlon
Site, exposure to liquefiable and expansive soils, exceedance of downstream drainage channel
capacities, contribution of urban-related pollutants to stormwater flows, unavoidable loss of
farmland, exceedance of local sewer line capacities, solid waste generation, and traffic -
congestion.

Four alternative design concepts were considered for the site, all of which would include reuse
of the campus core by the University. The No Santa Barbara Avenue Extension would possibly
reduce the loss of agricultural lands below the County’s 5-acre significance criteria at the
expense of more traffic congestion at Camarillo Drive or rerouting traffic onto Potrero Road.
Routing of additional traffic to Potrero Road may result in farmland losses for road widening
purposes, damage to known cultural resources, and increased traffic safety hazards. The No
Golf Course Alternative would eliminate potential water quality impacts associated with golf
courses while reducing the revenue-production ability of the site (one of the project objectives).
The 25,000 FTES University would cause the greatest impacts on traffic, air quality, and traffic
noise. Since mitigation measures to address traffic impacts would be greater, secondary
impacts to agricultural resources would also be higher, since much of the road widening would
occur on prime agricultural lands.

The No Redevelopment of East Campus alternative would result in a 15% reduction in
vehicular trips, thereby reducing traffic, air quality, and noise effects. However, these impacts
would remain significant to the same degree as the proposed project. This alternative would
reduce impacts associated with historic structures and wetland loss and reduce water quality
and drainage impacts. Overall, the No Redevelopment of East Campus alternative would be
the Environmentally Superior Alternative. It is noted that neither this alternative nor the 25,000
FTES University meet the objectives for the project, particularly that the proposed project
should provide a source of funding for development of the campus. These alternatives do not
meet the objectives associated with providing alternative funding mechanisms to advance
CSU’s educational goals.

B.5 ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

The Trustees of the California State University must determine if the proposed reuse of the
former Camarillo State Hospital meets the needs of their academic programs and goals of the
University system. As part of this decision, the Trustees need to determine if they will accept
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responsibility for the site from the State Department of General Services. The Trustees must
also determine if the proposed uses are compatible with the surrounding land uses and the
relationship of the school to the Ventura County community and the type and nature of
educational and cultural services to be provided by the campus. As part of the determination
of compatibility, the Trustees will need to determine if the future Specific Plan to be processed
through the County of Ventura would sufficiently resclve potential inconsistencies with
County planning policies. As part of the Specific Plan and development agreement, the
Trustees in cooperation with the County of Ventura will need to determine the appropriate
permitting procedures for future construction and the appropriate jurisdictional entity.

As part of their decision-making process, the Trustees will also need to consider the alternative
designs and uses possible for the site. Also, if the proposed project site is approved for use by
the University, the Trustees will need to determine the disposition of the 260-acre Orchard Site
previously acquired for development of the Ventura Campus of the California State University.
Itis currently proposed that the University retain ownership of this property and continue to
lease it to agricultural interests, with the revenue so generated being used for continued
operations at the Channel Islands site.

If the property is accepted by the Trustees and the proposed Campus Master Plan approved,
the Trustees must also determine if the mitigation measures recommended in this EIR
adequately reduce the impacts associated with University use of the project site. They must
also decide if the measures are reasonable and whether or not they should be imposed and to
what level. To the extent that they can, the Trustees would also make a determination
regarding the responsibility for implementation of measures. As part of their decision-making,
the Trustees will need to make findings regarding those impacts that are considered
unavoidably significant and those impacts that are significant but mitigable.

The State Legislature will be determining whether or not the Site Authority would be enacted
into law. If the Site Authority is enacted, it will have certain powers that include the ability to
mitigate a fair-share basis of the project-specific and cumulative onsite and offsite
environmental impacts attributable to long term development of the campus. If the Site
Authority is not enacted, the University would need to determine the level to which it can
mitigate impacts in keeping with restrictions on its powers as contained within the Education
Code. :

B-36
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SECTION C. EIR MODIFICATIONS/CLARIFICATIONS

This section of the Final Program EIR for the California State University, Channel Islands
Master Plan presents modifications to the Draft Program EIR text as a result of the response to
comments or further informational clarifications, except for changes in the Summary Section
which were contained in Section B. Deletions are noted by strikesut and insertions by

underline.

Page 1-1. Make the following pages to the second paragraph:

The CSU obtained 425 acres of agricultural land in 1969 in Semis the western part of the Las
Posas Valley for the purpose of establishing a Ventura County campus, but no campus was
developed. In March 1976, the sale of the 425 acres was authorized.

Page 2-9. Add the following summary after Impact AES-2.

Impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual Impact

AES-3 The proposed project

would create new sources of

light and glare thrgugh the
construction of new buildings,
lighting_for sports facilities, and

new parking areas. {S)

AES-3(a) lllumination of all parking areas
should be gecomplished in a manner that

minimizes spillage of light cangpies away from
the lit areg, Light standards shall be designed

to achieve one (1) foot-candle at the property
line, considering weather conditions,

AES-3(b) Qverhead lighting fixtures to fight
roads and parking areas shall not exceed 20
feet in helght.

AES-3(c} Top decks of parking structures shall

be illuminated with floor-maunted bollards or

half-wall mounted fixtures to provide splash
lighting to the parking surface areas. Ballards
shall not exceed six feet in height,

Less than
significant,

Page 2-27. Append the following summary to the end of Table 2.3-1.

GROWTH INDUCEMENT

Impact

Mitigation Measures

Residual impact

Long term development of the
project would generate
increased economic activity in
the region,

None necessary.

Potential

economic growth
is accommodated

in_existing plans.

Development of the site would None necessary. Potential

result in direct and indirect population growth

population growth. is within existing
planned
parameters.

Project could remove obstacles
to growth of adjacent parcels

Gl-1_Concurrent with its adoption of the
Campus Master Pjan, the University shal|

Implementation of

these measures

g
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through the amendment of the recommeng to the County that the General would further
County General Plan regarding 1 Plan land use designation for Assessor Parcel reduce the

the "State or Federal Facility” No. 234-05-19 be changed tp “Agricuitural” to potential for
desianation or if connection to reflect the existing and planned land use for secondary growth
infrastructure within the project this parcel. impacts.

site were allowed.

Gl-2 The University shall agree not to provide
easements or land areas for development
support infrastructure (water and sewer lines,
drainage infrastructure, and general service
access roads) to land areas designated
"Agricultural” or "Open_Space"” in the Ventura
County General Plan and that lig adjacent to
the 634-acre project site.

Gl-3 The University and the Site Authority shall
cooperate with any viable land conservancy

that proposes to purchase land on its borders
for the purposes of agricuitural iand
preservation, open space protection, or habitat

restoration.

Page 3-7. Insert the following at the end of the first paragraph under Section 3.6.2.

Also as part of the Specific Plan process, the County may amend its General Plan to
eliminate inconsistencies with existing land use policies stated for the land use designation
for State or Federal Facilities and the Urban Centers policy, amend the Regional Road
Network plan to accommodate the widening of Cawelti Road and Las Posas Road, change
the land use zoning within the site in accordance with proposed land uses, and amend the
County’s Traffic Mitigation Fee Ordinance.

Page 3-9. Enlarge the text of Figure 3-4 to more clearly show Santa Barbara Avenue, Rincon
Drive, Santa Paula Avenue, and Ventura Street.

Page 5.2-3. Add the following to the last paragraph on the page.
Other nearby sensitive receptors are the Association for Retarded Citizens facilities, Las

Posadas Mental Health Care Facility, and Casa Pacifica Crisis Care Facility, located along
Lewis Road between Cawelt Road and Camarillo Drive,

Page 5.2-5. Make the following change to the second paragraph.

As outlined in the APCD Guidelines, projects that are inconsistent with the Ventura County
AQMP and emit greater than 2 pounds of ROC or NO, per day would contribute to a

significant air quality cumulative impact.

Page 5.2-6. Make the following insert to the fourth bullet in the st for Measure AQ-1(a).
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* All construction traffic on-site along dirt roads shall be limited to 15 miles per hour
or less.

Page 5.2-7. Make the following change to paragraph 3.

Table 5.2-3 shows the estimated long-term &affie mobile source pollutant emissions. ..

Page 5.2-9. Make the following changes to the Mitigation Measure AQ-2(a):

AQ-2(a)

The university shall implement a Trip Reduction Program that would include
campus van and car pools. All on-site vans or buses shall be electric powered or
shall run on clean fuels. The Trip Reduction Program shall be evaluated
annually by University transportation officials and modified as necessarv to
achieve reasonably feasible trip reduction benefits. The Trip Reduction Program
shall be initially designed considering the following optional strategies:

Ridesharing

¢ carpool/fvanpeoel match

4 preferential paricing for carpools and vanpools

'y financial subsidies or rewards fo carpool/vanpool/buspool passencers including
drivers *

4 employer-sponsored vanpools *

¢ carpool/vanpool/buspool operating subsidies, e.o. insurance, fuel, mainienaice,
efc. *

Transit

¢ subsidized bits passes for students *

+ work site ticket sales

’ financiql subsidies/rewards to transit users, e.o. Commuuter Checl™ *

¢ transit route maps and schedules on-site

* shuttle transit line (employer-sponsored or subsidized) *

¢ work with VCTC to extend VISTA bus service onto camputs

Trip Elimination

' distance learning/satellite education centers

) consolidated/coordinated scheduline of classes

Parking Management

+ reduced parking rates for carpools and vanpools only

+ preferential parkine for clean fuel veliicles

* campus parking pricing scheme to reduce vehicle trins where consistent with
CSU fee policies

Bicvcle and Pedestrian

+ financial subsidies to bicycle or pedestrian comnutters including purchase of
equipment for commute trip purposes *

* bicycle lockers or other secure, weather-protected bicycle varkine facilities

r CSZICY
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* S O &

L4

bicycle and/or wallkdne route information

ait-site bicycle registration

employee shower facilities and clothes lockers

financial subsidies/rewards for walking and other non-motorized transportation
modes *

active participation and promotion of “Bike to Work Week”

On-5ite Facilities/Services

L4

site planning that would encourage walking, transit, carpool, vanpool and
bicycle use

restrict velicle access within the campus verimeter

on-site services fo reduce mid-day velicle trips, e.g. cafeteria, ATMs, apparel
cleaning, etc.

permit access to the proposed onsite clild daycare center for University staff,
students, and employees of the research office uses

refueling/recharging facilities for clean fuel vehicles used for emplovee/student
commute trips, e.g. electric, compressed natural vas veliicles

on-campus housing preference to students that do not require parking
accommodations

Promotional and Marketing Actvites

L4

ridesharing marketing campaions
on-sife transportation fair to promote commute alternatives
participation in “California Rideshare Weelk”

class scheduling during non-peak hours

menibersitip in a Transportation Management Association that provides services
and incentives *

establishment of employee committee to help desion, develop, and monitor the
trip reduction program

enhanced trip reduction efforts on forecast criferia pollutant exceedmice days
financial subsidies/rewards for clean veliicles used for employee conmmuite trips
including carpool and vanpool velricles *

assistance to employees in locating their iome residence closer to the work site
and/or along transit routes

trip reduction measures to reduce non-employee vehicle trips to the work site,
e.g. busing for student populations, delivery trips, etr.

* The financial feasibility of these optional strategies are reliant on funding that would

be dependent upon avatlability and allocation of parking citation revenue available fo

CSUCI for alternative transportation.

Page 5.2-10. Make the following corrections to the 3+ line of the 4t paragraph.

...Section 5-5-Trafficand Cirewdation 5.10 Transportation/Traffic ...

7
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Page 5.3-13. Change the following typo in the last paragraph.

Past use of the project site for the Camarillo State Hospital and the past agricultural uses
associated with the hospital has eliminated the natural plant communities that were
fermally-formerly located in the flatlands of the site.

Page 5.3-15. Make the following changes to Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a).

BIO-1(a)

The open space portions of the Campus Master Plan shall be managed by the
University as-a-bielegical preserve to maintain its biological resources, and
Round Mountain shall also be managed as a cultural resource. Prior to any
construction, vegetation clearing, or other change in the natural characteristics of
this area, the University shall consult with the Biclogy Department regarding the
biological consequences and any recommended procedures, delineate-all

£ HegrHres B or-me fa o el o fa = siatrotatals 1

Page 5.3-15. Add the following mitigation measures.

BIO-1(c) The CSU shall post signs prohibiting indiscriminate access into the surrounding
hillsides. Such signage shall be included with those marking the location of
designated trails. Warning signs regarding the presence of rattlesnakes shall
similarly be posted.

BIO-1(d) The CSU shall prepare a landscaping plan for the open space buffers between

the developed portions of the site and native open space vegetation. This
landscaping plan shall contain a palette that is appropriate to ensure
compatibility between the landscaped areas and the native plants while
maintaining the historical landscaping palette present within the developed
portions of the site. Those plants known to be invasive species shall be excluded -
from the Jandscaping palette.

Page 5.4-6. Make the following addition to Mitigation Measure C-1:

C1

Should unanticipated cultural resource remains be encountered during
construction or land modification activities, work must stop, and the University
shall contact an archaeologist to provide a qualified assessment of the nature,
extent and possible significance of any cultural remains. If significant resources
are encountered or inadvertently damaged, the University shall implement the
recommendations of the archaeologist with respect to documenting and
safeguarding the resource, and restoring or repairing any damaged artifacts or
Iesources.

Page 5.4-8. Make the following change to Mitigation Measure C-3(a).

C-3(b)

Employee Housing Home 1 should be considered for reuse, possibly as part of a
community center or pessibly the academic enhancement center.

v
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Page 5.4-8. Insert the following mitigation measure following Measure C-3(b).

C-3{c) The CSU will continue to consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer for

individual adaptive reuse building rehabilitation projects.
Page 5.6-12. Make the following changes to the beginning of the last paragraph:

Irrigation water for the golf course would be reclaimed water from the Camrosa wastewater
treatment facility. Camrosa currently pumps its effluent to storage ponds located north of
the project site and the Camarillo Regional Park and reclaims much of its effluent through
sales to area growers. Discharges of excess reclaimed water occur during the winter into
Conejo Creek in the vicinity of storage ponds upstream of the Campus Master Plan area.
Fhiswater-is-currently being-discharged-directly-into Callegua cek-south-ofthe Lewi
Read-bridge: This irrigation water source is not expected to exhibit water quality problems
beyond those that may currently exist, but the addition of fertilizers, pesticides and other
chemicals to the golf course has the potential to add these materials to the groundwater and
surface water run-off.

Page 5.6-14. Make the following addition to the footnote at the bottom of the page.

For the campus this agency is the CSU Risk Mantagement Authority and/or a designated official at each campus under the
Office of the Chancellor.

Page 5.6-15 and 5.6-16. Make the following changes to Mitigation Measure HYD-5(c).

HYD-5(c) A groundwater monitoring well shall be installed by the golf course operator at
the point where golf course drainage flows to receiving channels. The wells
must meet the minimum requirements of Bulletin 74-90 (California Well
Standards) and the Ventura County code. The wells shall be sampled by the
operator on a quarterly basis for a minimum of three years, and then sermi-
annually for at least an additional seven years for a total of 10 years, with the
sampling reports sent to the CSUCI GSU-Risk Management-Authority and the
Regional Water Quality Control Board. At the end of ten years, the data shall be
analyzed to determine if there is a need to continue the monitoring,
Constituents sampled for will include nitrate, phosphate and any pesticides
applied to the golf courses. An initial well sample shall be taken at completion
of grading, but before the installation of landscape vegetation.

Page 5.6-16. Make the following changes to Mitigation Measure HYD-5(d).

HYD-5(d) Surface water samples shall be taken within all drainages immediately
downstream of golf course facilities at periods to be determined by the Best
Management Practices Plan, but not more than quarterly. The samples shall be
examined for nitrate and phosphate content, and any pesticides applied to the
golf courses. Sampling reports shall be sent by the operator to the CSUCI CSU

Fisk-Management-Autherity and the Regional Water Quality Control Board.
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Page 5.8-8. Make the following pages to the third paragraph, immediately under Effect 2:

The Camarillo Regional Park Amphitheater was recently approved to be located to the
north of the project site and this venue could generate sound levels that would be audible in
portions of the residential component of the proposed project. The amphitheater would
have a capacity of 16,000 and is permitted to hold up to 35 30 concerts per year.

Page 5.8-10. Make the following correction to Mitigation Measure N-2(a)

N-2(a) The University shall not appreve accept the Noise Abatement Plan for the
amphitheater operations until the following are included:

Page 5.9-5. Make the following changes to the mitigation measures below:

P5-2(a) A long-term plan for recycling sheuld shall be developed with specific collection
goals for each recyclable material category and a method to track quantities of
materials. A source reduction plan should include such policies as training
custodial staff for recycling as part of their jobs.

PS-2(b) A source reduction plan sheuld shall be developed and integrated with a long-
term recycling plan. A source reduction plan should include measures to
eliminate single use items, encourage reuse of materials, use of more durable
materials, and eliminate unnecessary usage. Use of reusable mugs and drink
discounts have been shown to reduce the solid waste stream significantly (by as
much as 30% at University of Colorado).

P5-2(c)  The University should shall promote the use of materials with recycled material
content in them such as paper products. Disposable products that are used
should be made of materials that can be easily collected on campus and recycled.
For example, the plastics that are marked with numbers “1” or “2” are more
readily recyclable than those plastic products marked with higher numbers.

P5-2(d)  As part of the construction and demolition contracts, the University shall require
that contractors purchase and utilize materials with a recycled content during
the construction of University facilities.

PS-2(e)  The University should shall prepare and implement an orgamics recycling plan
which would identify methods of recycling or reducing green waste collected
from the project site through mulching or small-scale composting activities.
Space allocation-for on-site mulching and composting activities should be
provided at the facilities maintenance yard. Any composting shall meet recent
new standards concerning the control of pathogens.

Page 5.10-3. Insert following text change for Las Posas Road.

“...to its terminus at State Route 1, adjacent to Point Mugu State Park and NAWS Point
Mugu.”
r CSZACY
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Page 5.10-15. Add the following sentence to the end of Mitigation Measure T-1(a).

The section of Lewis Road north of Cawelti Road would carry 15,200 ADT with buildout of
Phase 1. This increase in traffic will require improvements to the existing ?-lane roadway to
provide adequate shoulder areas and standard lane widths as required by the County of
Ventura.

Page 5.10-17. Add the following sentence to the end of Mitigation Measure T-1(c).

This increase in traffic will also require improvements to the existing 2-lane roadway to
provide adequate shoulder areas and standard lane widths, as required by the County of
Venhura.

Page 5.10-17. Add the following after the end of Mitigation Measure T-1(c)

The road widenings recommended above would result in secondary impacts to agricultural
land, air quality, and noise, The additional loss of agricultural land associated with the road
widenings would be considered significant and unavoidable.

Page 5.10-17, 5.10-18. The footmnote in the table should be corrected to read.

Net Project-Added Critical Trips = Short-Term + GSU Phase 1 minus Shorf-Temn + Haspital.

Page 5.10-21. Correct ADT volume in Figure 5.10-7 for Cawelti Road from “20,000” to “2,000”.
Page 5.10-22. Modify Mitigation Measure T-3(b) as follows.

T-3(b) Pleasant Valley Road. Widen to 4 lanes between Lewis Road and the existing 4-
lane section in the City of @saard Camarillo.

Page 5.10-24. Correct ADT volume for Cawelti Road in Figure 5.10-9 from “35,286” to “17,286" .

Page 5.10-26, 5.10-27. The footnote in the table should be corrected to read.

Nef Project-Added Critical Trips = General Plan + CSU Phase 1 minus General Plan + Hospital,

Page 5.10-26. Make the following changes concerning the ultimate geometrics for the Los Posas
Road/Pleasant Valley Road interchange.

T-4(a) Las Posas Road/Pleasant Valley Road. The following lanes would be required to
provide an acceptable level of service at this intersection.

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
L TT TR L T TR R* LL TTR LL TT IR R
* Provide a free right turn lane,
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Page 5.10-28. Insert following text.

At the request of staff at the City of Camarillo and the VCTC, a suppiemental traffic analvsis
was completed for the Lewis Road and Las Posas Road corridors assuming implementation of
the [.ewis Road/U.S. Highway 101 interchange improvement proiect. The interchange project
may result in an alternative trip distribution assignment in which the Lewis Road interchange
would be the preferred freeway access for CSUCI (it would be signec: for CSUCT) and trips
assigned to the Las Posas Road interchange at U.S, Hishway 101 wou:ld be reduced. While
this intersection improvement has been preliminarily funded, the Prciect Study Report, CEQA
analysis, detailed design and engineering studies for this improveme:t have not been

completed.

An alternative trip distribution was developed in conjunchon with the Tity of Camarillo staff
angd the trip assignments for the University were modified based on tF.:: interchange
improvement plan. However, the actual distribution of trips to occur 20 years in the future is
difficult to forecast as it is dependent on future roadway volumes, whi-h will be affected by
the actual growth that occurs in the area. This alternative trip distribution assumes that most
of the traffic agsociated with the CSUCI campus will use the new Lewis Road interchange,
However, if the freeway becomes congested between Las Posas Road and Pleasant Valley
Road, it is likely that campus-related traffic will choose to use the distribution pattern
previously forecasted without the Lewis Road interchange improvements. These two
alternative trip distributions therefore represent a range within which the actual future
distribution is likelv to occur.

Intersection levels of service based on the alternative trip distribution were calculated
assuming the new Buildout + Project volumes. Tables 5.10-12 and 5.10-13 show the revised
levels of service for the intersections affected by the Lewis Road/1U.S. Hichway 101
inferchange improvement project.

Table §.10-12.

A.M. Peak Hour Buildout Levels of Service - With Lewis Road Interchange Project
Al Feak Hour buildout Levels of Service - With Lewis Road Interchange Project

. Added
| Critical |

E o R a I I’igﬁ_
Las Posag Rd./U.S. 101 SB Ramps | 0.68/L0S B 0.68/L0S B ¢ NO
Las Posas Rd./Pleagant Valley Rd. | 0.78/LOS C 0.83/L0OS D 73 YES
Las Posas Rd./S5th St 0.62/L.0S B 0.79/105C 274 NO
Lewis Rd./Daily Dr, 0.59/1L.0S A 0.80A 0S8 C 351 NO
Lewis Rd./Ventura Blvd, 0.684/1L05 B 0681058 78 NO
Lewis Rd./Pleasant Valley Rd. 0.541 05 A 1.10LOS F 923 YES
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Table 5.10-13
P.M. Peak Hour Builc.out Levels of Service - With Lewis Road Interchange Project

Intersection CUILOS Project | Impact

Added :

Critical

Ttips

+ C§L!_ Cl

Las Posas Rd./U.*~. 101 §B Ramps | 0.894.03 D 08908 D 8] NQ
Las Posas Rd /Pleasant Valley Rd. | 0.85/.05D 0.B7/LOS D a3 YES
Las Posas Rd, /5t St. 0.66A05B 0.80/L05 C 226 NO
Lewis Rd./Daily T 0.49/L08 A 1.04/10S F B76 YES
Lewis Rd./\VVentur: Blvd, 0.50/LOS A 0.56/L03 A B85 NO
Lewis Rd./Pleass::i Valley Rd. 0.681.0S B 1291 0S F 991 YES

The revised CSUCI trip distribution which may result from the Lewis Road/U.S. Highway
101 interchange proje:t would generate significant impacts at the following intersections:

Las Posas Rd./Pleasant Valley Rd.
Lewis Rd./Daily {"r.
Lewis Rd./Pleasa it Vallev Rd.

Project related impact- at the Las Posas Rd./Pleasant Valley Rd. interchange would remain
significant under this »lternative, and the ultimate geometrics for this intersection given under
Mitigation Measure T-4(a) above would need to be implemented. Impacts at the Lewis
Rd./Daily Dr. interse :Hon would be significant under this trip distribution alternative and
additional mitigatior: would be required. Conversely, project impacts at the Las Posas
Rd./5th St. intersecti: n would be reduced under this scenario and would be less than
significant, Mitigatic n T-4(b) previously outlined above to mitigate project impacts would not

be required.

The need for mitigat' yn measures and the actual improvements that would occur will be
based on monitorine of traffic prowth in the area. If trip distribution to the CSUCI campus
follow the alternativ: trip distribution and area-wide growth occurs as projected, the
intersection mitigat 'n measures previously discussed above would be modified as follows:

Delete:
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Add: T-4(b) Lewis Road/Daily Drive. The following lanes would be required to
provide an acceptable level of service at this intersecton.

Norihbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
LL TT TT R ILLL R

T-4(c} Lewis Road/Pleasant Valley Road. The following lanes would be required to
provide an acceptable level of service at this intersecton.

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
L TIT R L TIT R LL TT R LL T TR

Completion of the Lewis Road/U.S. 101 interchange improvement and the resulting
reassignment of traffic generated by the CSUCI project would also require that Lewis Road be
six lanes in width from U.S. Highway 101 to the campus. Mitigation T-3(d) would need to be
revised to read:

T-3(d) Lewis Road. Widen to 6 lanes from U.S. Hischway 101 south to the University
entrance at Camarillo Drive,

Completion of the Lewis Road/U.S. 101 interchange improvement project and the resulting
reassignment of traffic generated by the CSUCT project would significantly reduce project
traffic loading on Cawelti Road. Based on the revised ADT forecast of 7,000 ADT to 8,000
ADT, widening of Cawelti Road to 4 lanes would not be required, and subsequent impacts
associated with the loss of agricultural land and cumulative noise impacts would also be
reduced. Mitigation T-3(e) would be deleted under this scenario.

Delete:

Please note that shoulder improvements on Cawelli Road recommended by Mitigation
Measure T-1(a) above would stll be applicable for the cumulative build-out scenario.

Page 5.10-28. Add the following after the end of the above insert.

Many mitigation measures recommended above to address traffic congestion probiems
associated with the cumulative scenario involve roadwav system expansion in the form of
widenings to add capacity to the regional roadway network. These road widenings are likelv
to result in secondary impacts to agricultural resources, noise, water quality, and air quality.
The additional loss of agricultural land associated with cumulative road widenings is not
expected to exceed 20 acres. Nonetheless, this loss would be considered cumudatively

51 cant and unavoidable.

Page 5.10-30. Insert the following paragraph after the third paragraph on the page, under
“Transit.”
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Amirak currently provides service to the Cities of Camarillo and Oxnard. This service could
potentially serve the campus in the future if appropriate shuttle/ transit svstems were
developed between the rail stations and the CSUCI campus.

Page 5.10-32. Revise text discussing the CMP thresholds as follows.

However, so that local jurisdictions are not unfairly penalized for existing congestion, CMP
locations eurrently which were operating in the LOS F range at the time the original CMP was
adopted are considered acceptable.

Page 5.11-2. Make the following changes to the first paragraph in Section 5.11.3, Hazards:

feplaeeé—wqﬂaﬂ—fwsﬂaee—taﬂ}rPresenﬂv, there are four underg;ourld tanks at th
Master Plan site. Three of these are diesel tanks, and one is a gasoline tank. One of the

diesel tanks is located on the eastside of the S & T building. The other two diesel tanks and
the gasoline tank is located near the boiler plant. All four are scheduled for removal and
replacement with above-ground tanks by October 1998. The removal and efforts are being
overseen by the State Department of General Services. As part of the removal process, the
State Department of General Services will be required to test the remaining soils for any
contamination. The County of Ventura Environmental Health Division will be required to
review the assessment at that time, and will oversee anv remediation efforts that may be
required. Ultimately, the County of Ventura Environmental Health Division will rule on
closure of these sites.

Appendix C - pg. 2 of the Observed and Expected Wildlife table. Make the following
corrections.

Replace “Black-backed Woodpecker Picoides arcticus” with “Northern Flicker Colaptes
auratus”

Add “O” to “Urban” column for the Western Scrub Jay.

Delete the rows containing “Yellow-Billed Magpie” and “Verdin”.

Add “O” to “Urban” column for the Bushtit.
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