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SECTION ONE
INTRODUCTION

SECTION ONE
INTRODUCTION
1.1

BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE

The Draft Environmental Impact Report, California State University, Chico, Campus Master
Plan 2004 dated January 2005, was prepared to disclose, analyze, and provide mitigation
measures for all potentially significant environmental effects associated with implementation of
the revised Campus Master Plan in Butte County. The Campus Master Plan was subsequently
renamed Campus Master Plan 2005 and this Final EIR will refer to the Campus Master Plan
2005. The Campus Master Plan 2005 is the same document referred to in the Draft EIR as the
Campus Master Plan 2004. Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is a
requirement of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for all discretionary projects
in California that have a potential to result in significant environmental impacts. As required
under CEQA, the Program Draft EIR (DEIR) was published and circulated for review and
comment by responsible and trustee agencies and interested members of the public for a 45-day
review period beginning January 31, 2005 and ending on March 16, 2005. As a result of
comments received on the transportation section of the Draft EIR, a Revised Draft EIR was
prepared. The Revised Draft EIR was limited to revisions to the transportation section. This
Revised Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day review period (April 8, 2005 through May 23,
2005). Comments received on the Revised Draft EIR are included in Section 4 of this Final EIR.
CEQA requires that a Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) be prepared, certified, and
considered by public decision-makers prior to taking action on a project. The Final EIR provides
the Lead Agency (i.e., Trustees of California State University) an opportunity to respond to
comments received on the Draft EIR during the public review period and to incorporate any
additions or revisions to the Draft EIR necessary to clarify or supplement information contained
in the Draft document.

1.2

SCOPE AND FORMAT

This document includes this section, Introduction, providing background and outlining the
purpose, scope and format of the Final EIR. Section Two explains the public review process and
lists all agencies and individuals who commented on the Draft EIR and the Revised Draft EIR.
Section Three consists of the actual letters of comment, reproduced in their entirety and the
responses to each written comment received on the Draft EIR. These responses are intended to
supplement or clarify information contained in the Draft EIR, as appropriate, based on the
comments and additional research or updated information. Each response follows the associated
letter. Each letter has been numbered (e.g., Letter 1, Letter 2). Within each letter, individual
comments are assigned an alphanumeric identification. For example, the first comment of Letter
1 is Comment 1A, and the second is Comment 1B. Section Four consists of comment letters
received on the Revised Draft EIR and responses to each comment on the Revised Draft EIR
presented in the same format as Section 3. Section Five presents the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program.
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SECTION TWO
OVERVIEW OF COMMENTS RECEIVED

SECTION TWO
OVERVIEW OF COMMENTS RECEIVED
2.1

PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT PROCEDURES

CEQA requires public disclosure in an EIR of all project environmental effects and encourages
public participation throughout the EIR process. As stated in Section 15200 of the CEQA
Guidelines, the purposes of review of environmental documents are:
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

Sharing expertise
Disclosing agency analyses
Checking for accuracy
Detecting omissions
Discovering public concerns
Soliciting counter proposals

Section 15201 of the CEQA Guidelines states that “Public participation is an essential part of the
CEQA process.” A public review period of no less than 30 days nor longer than 60 days is
required for a Draft EIR under Section 15087(c) of the CEQA Guidelines. If a State agency is a
lead or responsible agency for the project, the public review period shall be at least 45 days. In
this case, a review period extending 45 days from January 31, 2005 through March 16, 2005 was
established by California State University, Chico.
As a result of comments received on the transportation section of the Draft EIR, a Revised Draft
EIR was prepared. The Revised Draft EIR was limited to revisions to the transportation section.
This Revised Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day review period (April 8, 2005 through May
23, 2005). Comments received on the Revised Draft EIR are included in Section 4 of this Final
EIR.

2.2

AGENCIES AND INDIVIDUALS WHO COMMENTED ON THE DRAFT EIR

Letter 1:

Terry Roberts, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, (March 17, 2005)

Letter 2:

Jon Clark, Executive Director, Butte County Association of Governments,
(February 11, 2005)

Letter 3:

Michael Magliari, Professor of History, California State University, Chico,
(March 8, 2005)

Letter 4:

Peggie Adamson, President, Butte County Historical Society, (received March 11,
2005)

Letter 5:

Bruce De Terra, Chief, California Department of Transportation, (March 15,
2005)
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Letter 6:

Kim Seidler, AICP, Planning Director, City of Chico, (March 16, 2005)

Letter 7:

Steve Santos, Tribal Chairman, Mechoopda Indian Tribe, (March 16, 2005)

Letter 8:

John Gallardo, President, Chico Heritage Association, (March 14, 2005)

Letter 9:

Greg Francis, Executive Dean and Director of Facilities Planning, California State
University, Chico, (May 13, 2005)

2.3

AGENCIES AND INDIVIDUALS WHO COMMENTED ON THE REVISED DRAFT EIR
(TRANSPORTATION SECTION)

Letter 10:

Terry Roberts, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, (May 26, 2005)

Letter 11:

Bruce De Terra, Chief, California Department of Transportation, (May 12, 2005)

Letter 12:

Kevin Boles, Utilities Engineer, State of California, Public Utilities Commission,
(May 25, 2005)
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SECTION THREE
RESPONSES TO DRAFT EIR COMMENTS

SECTION THREE
RESPONSES TO DRAFT EIR COMMENTS
This section includes all of the written comments received on the Draft EIR during the public
review period. Each letter is followed by a response that is intended to either supplement,
clarify, or amend information provided in the Draft EIR, or refer the commenter to the
appropriate place in the Draft EIR where the requested information can be found. Those
comments that are not directly related to environmental issues are noted for the record.
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Letter 1

LETTER 1

Terry Roberts, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research,

Response 1A: Comment noted. Letters received from the Clearinghouse are included in Section 3
and are responded to below.
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Letter 2

A

B

C

LETTER 2

Butte County Association of Governments, received March 3, 2005

Response 2A: The Butte County Air Quality District was contacted and has submitted a letter
dated March 29, 2005 (see Appendix A) stating that the Air Quality Section of the Draft EIR
adequately addresses the potential air quality impacts of the proposed project.
Response 2B: The text on page 3-108, second paragraph, last sentence is hereby revised as
shown below:
Nord Avenue is a two-lane facility and Walnut Street is a 4-lane arterial from 2nd
St. to 9th St.
Response 2C: The Transportation Section of the Draft EIR has been re-circulated for public
review. On page 3-108 of the Revised EIR, a discussion of the updated Campus Master Plan’s
impact on regional circulation systems was added. Based on the peak hour forecast presented in
the trip generation section there could potentially be an increase of between 14 and 36 peak hour
trips on SR 99. This is not a significant impact to the regional circulation system and is not
further discussed in the Revised Draft EIR.
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Letter 3

A

B

B cont.

C

D

E

E cont.

F

G

H

I

J

K

L

M

N

O

O cont.

P

Q

Q cont.

R

LETTER 3

California State University, Chico, March 8, 2005

Response 3A: The team that completed the study consisted of Neal Neuenschwander of the Chico
office of Peak & Associates and Melinda Peak, historian and archeologist. Ms. Peak has an
undergraduate degree in Anthropology and a graduate degree in History. Ms. Peak has been
involved in public history research since 1975, has compiled hundreds of accepted historical
studies about northern California sites, and has given several lectures in the public history M.A.
degree program at CSU Sacramento and other institutions about her area of expertise – sitespecific research. She meets the U.S. Secretary of Interior standards in both history and
archeology, and is also a registered professional historian with the only certifying body in the
State – the California Council for the Promotion of History. The commentor has provided no
evidence that Ms. Peak is not a professionally trained historian.
Response 3B: This document was prepared as a Program EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15168. The CEQA Guidelines state: A program EIR is an EIR which may be prepared
on a series of actions that can be characterized as one large project and are related either:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

Geographically,
As logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions,
In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or general criteria to
govern the conduct of a continuing program, or
As individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or
regulatory authority and having generally similar environmental effects which can
be mitigated in similar ways.

The project consists of the adoption of a revised Campus Master Plan for California State
University, Chico and subsequent development of projects outlined in the Master Plan will
require other approvals by the University prior to any construction. There will be no
development directly resulting from the adoption of the Campus Master Plan 2005. Future
approval processes will require additional environmental review. Many of the proposed
improvements in the Campus Master Plan 2005 are in the existing Campus Master Plan and
would occur with or without the adoption of the revised Plan. This includes the future
acquisition of the Rio Chico area and the historic homes located in that area.
CEQA Guidelines (Section 15146) states:
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.
(a) An EIR on a construction project will necessarily be more detailed in the specific
effects of the project than will be an EIR on the adoption of a local general plan or
comprehensive zoning ordinance because the effects of the construction can be
predicted with greater accuracy.
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(b) An EIR on a project such as the adoption or amendment of a comprehensive zoning
ordinance or a local general plan should focus on the secondary effects that can be
expected to follow from the adoption, or amendment, but the EIR need not be as
detailed as an EIR on the specific construction projects that might follow.
In this case, the level of specificity is commensurate with the detail and information provided in
the Campus Master Plan 2005. The EIR does not attempt to speculate on the impact of the
specific details of future projects that are unknown at the present time and are not included in the
Master Plan document.
Limited field survey work was conducted for the identified projects in the Campus Master Plan
2005 and programmatic recommendations for further work were included as mitigation measures
in the EIR.
The EIR is not required to complete a list of all of the buildings and structures on the Chico State
campus, the Agricultural Teaching and Research Center (ATRC), and the proposed acquisition
areas. The EIR is only required to analyze the impacts of the proposed future projects in the
locations where those projects are anticipated to occur. No changes were identified in the
Campus Master Plan 2005 to Colusa Hall, the Stiles Warehouse, and the Reynolds Warehouse;
therefore, there is no impact to these structures and no analysis required in the EIR. The impact
to the houses within the land acquisition areas is discussed on page 3-45 of the Draft EIR (DEIR)
under the discussion of Impact 3.4-2. In fact, the EIR identifies the impact on these structures as
significant and unavoidable due to the fact that it is not possible to undertake the evaluation
necessary to determine if the structures can be successfully moved at this time in the planning
process. Some additional discussion of the importance of these houses can be added to the EIR.
The fourth paragraph of page 3-45 of the DEIR is hereby revised to state:
With the exception of the historic period structures located within the CSU Chico
Campus area, there are no known properties eligible for or listed on the California
Register of Historical Resources within the proposed CSU Chico Campus. There
are historic structures in the land acquisition areas and these are proposed for
relocation in the Master Plan. There are seven historic homes on Rio Chico Way,
known collectively as “Faculty Row” because of their strong association with the
early history of the Chico State campus. These homes include the homes of three
early Chico State College presidents, while another was the birthplace and longtime
home of Theodore “Ted” Meriam. Meriam, the namesake of CSU Chico’s Meriam
Library, was perhaps the single most influential figure in the history of Chico. He
served on the City Council (1947-1959), was mayor (1949-1959), and in 1960 was
appointed by Governor Pat Brown to the statewide Board of Trustees of the
California State Colleges, a post he held until 1971. Since it is unknown whether
these structures have the physical integrity to withstand a move and whether there
are feasible “receiver sites” the impact of the proposed land acquisition on
historical resources is not known at this time.
Response 3C: Maps of the proposed Campus Master Plan 2005 projects are included in the DEIR
that clearly show the geographic areas that will be impacted by the proposed Master Plan. Please
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refer to Figure 2-7, and Figure 2-8. The proposed acquisition areas have been added to Figure 25.
Response 3D: Please see Response 3B regarding the scope and purpose of a programmatic EIR.
The commentor is correct that any future projects will require further analysis of historic
significance and comply with all standards and regulations of the State Office of Historic
Preservation. At this time, the project consists of the adoption of a Master Plan and does not
involve or impact any structures. No construction will directly result as a consequence of
adopting the Master Plan. These types of assessments would be premature at this time, since it is
anticipated that the Campus Master Plan 2005 will have a 20-year time horizon for buildout.
Regulations may change dramatically in that time period and any studies done now would be
out-of-date and inadequate at the time that the actual project is undertaken. It is precisely for this
reason that CEQA allows for the adoption of program EIR’s when the project is one of a series
of further actions.
Response 3E: Funding sources for the future projects that are outlined in the Campus Master Plan
2005 are unknown at this time and there may or may not be federal funding. It is also unknown
whether a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers permit will be required for any project that impacts
historical resources. The note on Table 1-1 (pages 1-7 &1-7) of the DEIR clearly states that
“Not all permits/approvals listed above may ultimately be required for the proposed project.” It
would be pure speculation to assume that all or part of the future projects identified in the DEIR
will be subject to federal Section 106 review. As noted in Response 3A, the cultural resources
assessment was conducted by an imminently qualified team, consisting of Melinda Peak, an
archeologist as well as a registered professional historian and Neal Neuenschwander, an
archeologist. The commentor has not provided any evidence that Peak & Associates does not
have the qualifications to perform this work. Please see also Response 3A, Response 3B,
Response 3D.
Response 3F: The setting section in the DEIR for cultural resources provides a brief description
of the historical setting of the college campus. It is intended to be background information and
does not discuss the impacts of the proposed Campus Master Plan 2005 on cultural resources.
There is no requirement under CEQA to bring this information up to the year that historic
resources might be considered significant. In fact, since this is a program EIR for a Master Plan
document with a 20-year time horizon, this discussion would be out-of-date and not particularly
relevant for projects that may or may not occur many years in the future. The DEIR does
describe the more recent buildings on pages 3-40 and 3-41 where necessary and relevant to the
potential impact. The impact discussion appropriately discusses the issues related to potentially
impacted resources that are at least 45 years and older.
Add the following text to page 3-40:
The campus opened in 1889 with ninety students and five faculty members. The
first class of teachers graduated in June 1891. Chico State Normal School
became Chico State Teachers College in 1921. The legislature converted its
teachers colleges to state colleges in 1935, and Chico State Teachers College
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became Chico State College.
University, Chico.

In 1972, the College became California State

Response 3G: The commentor is requesting that the EIR include a number of “themes” that have
occurred over the years in the City of Chico. While interesting historical information, it is not
relevant or necessary in an EIR that is evaluating the impacts of the adoption of a Master Plan.
See also Response 3F.
Response 3H: Early public consultation is discussed in Section 15083 of the CEQA Guidelines
and is a recommended tool to solve potential problems that could arise in more serious forms
later in the review process. Early public consultation is typically referred to as “scoping” and
would include both the Notice of Preparation process as well as any public scoping meetings that
the lead agency may hold. In this case, a Notice of Preparation was completed in September 8,
2004 and a scoping meeting was held on Wednesday, September 29, 2004. Comments were
received on the NOP and are included in Appendix A of the DEIR. Representatives of the
Mechoopda Indian Tribe, and others were in attendance at the scoping meeting. All of the
comments received during this initial consultation process were carefully evaluated and
considered during the preparation of the DEIR. This early consultation process provided
meaningful information that was integrated into the DEIR. The early public consultation was
done in accordance with the requirements set forth by the CEQA Guidelines (Sections 15082 and
15083).
Response 3I: There are numerous well-known published histories of Chico and Butte County.
CEQA does not require that all published sources be reviewed and considered in an EIR. The
commentor has referenced several different sources that, in his opinion, should have been
consulted. Exactly what references should be consulted is a decision that should be made by the
professionals that are conducting the assessment and there is a limit to the number of sources that
need to be consulted. The cultural resources assessment utilized documents that were considered
the most appropriate and relevant in the expert opinion of Peak & Associates given the task of
evaluating the impacts of the proposed Campus Master Plan 2005. As noted in Response 3A,
Ms. Peak is a registered professional historian with the California Council for the Promotion of
History. The commenter has not identified any deficiency in the EIR itself as a result of the
perceived lack of adequate research.
Response 3J: There was no identified need to review the Chico Historical Resources Survey for
this program EIR for the adoption of the Campus Master Plan 2005. Clearly, this detailed survey
will contain valuable information for many historic properties in the community. The analysis in
the DEIR is limited to the evaluation of the impacts of the adoption of the Campus Master Plan
2005. This Plan is a revision to an existing Campus Master Plan. Many of the provisions in the
revised Plan are carried over from the already adopted Plan and would occur with or without the
adoption of a new Plan. This includes the acquisition of the Rio Chico area and the historic
homes located there. The commentor has not identified any deficiency in the EIR itself as a
result of the perceived lack of adequate research. The potential impact on the historic homes on
Rio Chico Way is discussed on page 3-45 and no further discussion is required under CEQA.
See also Response 3B.
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Response 3K: The Draft EIR recognizes the impact of the Campus Master Plan 2005 on the
historic homes in the Rio Chico area. There was no need to consult the “List of Endangered
Historic Resources” since the DEIR indicates that the destruction of these homes would be a
significant impact. The EIR discusses the fact that although the homes are proposed to be relocated in the Master Plan, this may ultimately be infeasible if the structural integrity of the
homes is not sufficient to allow them to be moved. The DEIR then concludes that this impact of
the proposed Master Plan is significant and unavoidable. The commentor has not identified any
deficiency in the EIR itself as a result of the perceived lack of adequate research. See Response
3B, 3I, and 3J.
Response 3L: The purpose of the cultural resources assessment was not to conduct extensive
research, but rather to analyze the potential impacts of the proposed Campus Master Plan 2005
on cultural resources as required under CEQA. From an academic perspective, it is
understandable that the commentor would like to have seen an extensive research project
undertaken, that is beyond the scope of what is required in an EIR document. Lack of
researching certain documents would only cause difficulty if it had resulted in serious omissions
in the impact analysis in the DEIR and the DEIR failed to address the impact on those resources.
In this case, the DEIR does address the issue of the loss of the historic homes and the commentor
has not identified any deficiency in the EIR itself as a result of the perceived lack of adequate
research. See Response 3B, Response 3I, Response 3J, and Response 3K.
Response 3M: The commentor is noting other sources that, in his opinion, should have been
researched. As noted in previous comments, the preparation of the EIR is not a research project,
but is focused on analyzing the impacts of adopting the Campus Master Plan. The commentor
has not identified any deficiency in the EIR itself as a result of the perceived lack of adequate
research. See Response 3B, Response 3I, Response 3J, Response 3K and Response 3L.
Response 3N: The field surveys were done in accordance with accepted standards and protocol
for a program EIR. Although the text of the cultural resources assessment does not specifically
mention the historic homes in the Rio Chico area, the DEIR does discuss the removal of historic
homes in any of the potential acquisition areas. The commentor has not identified an actual
deficiency in the DEIR related to the field work, only stated that certain buildings were not
included in the discussion. The DEIR adequately addresses any impacts that a future project
might have on these resources through Mitigation Measures 3.4-1a, 3.4-1b, 3.4-1c, 3.4-2a, 3.42b, and 3.4-2c.
Response 3O: The two buildings identified within the ATRC Core area (University Farm) were
physically isolated cultural resources that were surrounded by modern facilities. The recordation
and evaluation of these two buildings did not require the development of an extensive and
comprehensive historic context comparable to what would have been required for buildings
within the CSUC main campus area.
Buildings within the CSUC campus core will need to be evaluated both individually and also
potentially as part of a district, and determine whether they are contributing or non-contributing
elements of the district. To complete the district evaluation, a study will need to be made of the
overall history of development of the Campus, establish dates of construction for each building,
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and establish the period of significance. Only then can these buildings be evaluated. As the
study was programmatic, the evaluation of the entire campus and preparation of the historic
context for the entire campus is beyond the scope of this project. Any recordation would be
premature because it would not be possible to include any aspect of the site and district
evaluation on the form that is required by the Department of Parks and Recreation.
Certainly the comments regarding the scope of the historic context and evaluation of specific
structures within (and adjacent to) the CSUC campus area would apply to the evaluation of
Siskiyou Hall and the Aymer Jay Hamilton buildings. This work will be undertaken at the time
of a specific project proposal.
Response 3P: There is no language in the DEIR that implies that Peak & Associates did not
complete the assigned task. As noted previously, this is a program level EIR and the cultural
resources assessment was completed in accordance with the standards and procedures in
preparing a program EIR as set forth in the CEQA Guidelines (see Response 3B). Since there
are no definitive projects proposed at this time it would be premature and inappropriate to
conduct a detailed investigation at this time. The DEIR is structured to ensure that the mitigation
measures remain valid over the 20-year time horizon of the plan. The specific identification of
structures identified as 45 years or older in this DEIR and specifically targeting mitigation for
those structures is not the right approach for a program EIR. In fact, many structures might be
not be evaluated because by the time a project is proposed more structures may have made the 45
year threshold. It is for this reason that the areas of potential effects may not be known at this
time. Studying the structures in detail at this stage prior to even knowing whether they would be
impacted by a future project would be an expensive and wasteful process. It is for this reason
that Peak & Associates recommended specific analyses of projects as they are proposed, not
attempted to prepare an inclusive document that would become obsolete over time and would
require additional expenditure of funds to update as specific projects are proposed.
Since this is a program EIR it is not possible to completely define what measures will be taken in
the event a “significant” resource is discovered; however, the EIR can provide generalized
criteria that would indicate the types of measures that can be taken in the event these resources
are discovered during project specific review.
Mitigation Measure #3.4-1a is hereby revised to add the following:
In the event that archeological resources are discovered at the ATRC site, efforts
will be made to permit any or all of these resources to be preserved in place or
left in an undisturbed state using the following measures:
1. Planning construction to avoid archaeological sites.
2. Deeding archaeological sites into permanent conservation easements.
3. Capping or covering archaeological sites with a layer of soil before building
on the sites.
4. Planning parks, greenspace, or other open space to incorporate
archaeological sites.
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Mitigation Measure #3.4-1c is hereby revised to add the following:
In the event that a significant historical resource is discovered at the ATRC site,
the University shall consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer as
provided in Public Resources Code Section 5024.5. The University shall follow
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing
Historic Buildings or the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation
and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings.
Mitigation Measure #3.4-2a is hereby revised to add the following:
In the event that archeological resources are discovered at the main campus or at
the future acquisition areas identified in the Campus Master Plan 2005, efforts
will be made to permit any or all of these resources to be preserved in place or
left in an undisturbed state using the following measures:
1. Planning construction to avoid archaeological sites.
2. Deeding archaeological sites into permanent conservation easements.
3. Capping or covering archaeological sites with a layer of soil before building
on the sites.
4. Planning parks, greenspace, or other open space to incorporate
archaeological sites.
Mitigation Measure #3.4-2c is hereby revised to add the following:
In the event that a significant historical resource is discovered at the main
campus or at the future acquisition areas identified in the Campus Master Plan
2005, the University shall consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer as
provided in Public Resources Code Section 5024.5. The University shall follow
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing
Historic Buildings or the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation
and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings.
Response 3Q: The evaluation of the impact of the Campus Master Plan 2005 on historical
resources is based on what the Plan proposes for future projects. Since this is a program EIR and
there is no specific project being evaluated at this time, some unknown issues remain. As noted
in the DEIR on page 3-45, the historic structures are proposed to be relocated when future
projects are proposed for those areas. The DEIR correctly points out that at this point in the
planning process there is really no way to know if relocation is feasible. It is for this reason that
the DEIR reaches the conclusion that the potentially impacts are significant and unavoidable in a
worst case scenario. When a specific project that has the potential to impact significant historic
resources is proposed, further study will be undertaken to evaluate more specific mitigation
measures. It may be possible that the Campus Master Plan 2005 can be implemented without
impacting historical resources, but until the time an actual project is proposed it is not possible to
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provide specific recommendations that may not be relevant at the time an actual project is
proposed.
Response 3R: A well researched planning document that clearly identifies and inventories all of
the historically significant resources located on the main campus, the ATRC, and the College
Park and Rio Chico neighborhoods would be a useful tool for the University in the future;
however, it is was not the purpose of this EIR to provide such a document nor is it required under
the provisions of CEQA. The preparation of a comprehensive cultural resources assessment for
the campus and ATRC would need to be completed by the University as a separate and distinct
process. See Response 3B.
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Letter 4

A

B

C

LETTER 4

Butte County Historical Society, received March 11, 2005

Response 4A: Comment noted. This is a general comment that does not address a specific
environmental impact.
Response 4B: A discussion of these specific houses has been added to the EIR. This discussion
is background information and does not affect the impact analysis in the DEIR. See Response
3B.
Response 4C: Comment noted. A complete survey may be desirable and useful; however, it is
not required under CEQA for a program EIR. Please see Response 3B and Response 3R.
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Letter 5

A

A cont.

B

C

D

E

E cont.

F

G

H

H cont.

I

J

LETTER 5

California Department of Transportation, March 15, 2005

Response 5A: The following text will be added to the discussion of Impact 3.7-3 on page 3-60:
Since there will be no net increase in runoff, there will be no increases of
discharge into the State’s highway right-of-way.
This EIR is a program EIR for the adoption of the Campus Master 2005. There are no specific
projects proposed at this time. As a result, there are no post-project hydrologic/hydraulic
calculations. At the time that specific projects are proposed, that analysis will be required. See
Response 3B.
Response 5B: The Transportation Section of the Draft EIR has been re-circulated for public
review. This comment was re-submitted as a comment on the Revised Draft EIR and is
responded to in Section 4 of this Final EIR.
Response 5C: The Transportation Section of the Draft EIR has been re-circulated for public
review. This comment was re-submitted as a comment on the Revised Draft EIR and a response
is provided in Section 4 of this Final EIR.
Response 5D: The Transportation Section of the Draft EIR has been re-circulated for public
review. This comment was re-submitted as a comment on the Revised Draft EIR and a response
is provided in Section 4 of this Final EIR.
Response 5E: The Transportation Section of the Draft EIR has been re-circulated for public
review. This comment was re-submitted as a comment on the Revised Draft EIR and a response
is provided in Section 4 of this Final EIR.
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LETTER 6

City of Chico, March 16, 2005

Response 6A: The DEIR provides a detailed project description of the Campus Master Plan 2005,
including the specific goals of the Campus Master Plan 2005 and the project objectives. See
pages 2-1 through 2-18 of the DEIR.
Response 6B: This is a program EIR that evaluates the impacts of adoption of a planning
document. The impacts of specific projects are not addressed in this program EIR. The level of
detail in the aesthetics section is related to the level of detail in the Campus Master Plan 2005.
As discussed in the Aesthetics section of the DEIR (Section 3.1), the Master Plan sets forth a
number of standards that will have to be met for new construction. These standards are
incorporated into Mitigation Measures 3.1-2a, 3.1-2b, and 3.1-3a. Photo simulations are not
possible at this time, since individual projects are not proposed and there are no specific designs
available to review. Until these buildings are actually designed and a specific project is
proposed, there will not be architectural renderings or elevations. The DEIR does discuss the
height and size of each proposed project under the project description (Chapter 2 of the DEIR).
The Campus Master Plan 2005 includes a Landscape Improvement Plan that was taken into
consideration in the evaluation of the impact on aesthetic resources. This is noted on page 3-5 of
the DEIR. Lighting is also discussed on page 3-7 of the DEIR. See Response 3B.
Response 6C: The Butte County Air Quality Management District has been consulted and their
letter of March 29, 2005 (see Appendix A) states that the “Air Quality Section 3.2 appears to
adequately address the potential air quality impacts of the proposed project.” The conclusions in
the EIR are valid based upon the evidence presented in the Draft EIR.
Response 6D: The Overlay District does not apply to University owned lands; therefore, it was
not discussed in the Draft EIR. For informational purposes, the DEIR is hereby revised to add
the following text to page 3-42 (prior to the discussion of Impacts and Mitigation Measures):
City of Chico Landmark Overlay Zoning District
The City of Chico has adopted an overlay district (Chico Municipal Code Section
19.52.040) that applies to the Rio Chico neighborhood. The overlay district is
intended to identify landmarks and historic sites in compliance with the General
Plan, so that development and new land uses are designed and operated in a
manner compatible with the preservation of these resources. A Certificate of
Appropriateness is generally required prior to the issuance of any demolition
permit, or building permit which includes demolition, within the –L overlay zone.
The following sentence will be added to the fourth paragraph (after the second sentence) on page
3-45 of the DEIR:
The City has applied the Landmark Overlay District to the Rio Chico
neighborhood.
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The Draft EIR recognizes the historical significance of the homes in the Rio Chico neighborhood
and analyzes the impacts of what could occur as a result of future projects anticipated under the
Campus Master Plan 2005. Language has been added to the DEIR to further clarify and discuss
the significance of these homes. See Response 3B.
Response 6E: See Response 6D.
Response 6F: This EIR is a program EIR as described in Response 3B. See also Response 3P.
Response 6G: The commentor is correct that the impact on the Rio Chico homes might be
avoided; however, no mitigation has been identified that would make that certain since there is
no specific proposal to evaluate at this time. The Master Plan indicates that the homes will be
relocated; however, this is not a certainty since the structural integrity of the homes may not be
sufficient to withstand such a move. It is for this reason that the impact was deemed at this time
to be significant and unavoidable. When a specific project is identified, measures may be
incorporated that are able to mitigate this potential impact to a less than significant level.
Response 6H: An inventory of all the historically significant resources located on the main
campus (including the acquisition areas) is not required for the preparation of a program EIR for
the adoption of a revised campus master plan. The EIR is only required to examine the potential
impacts of the implementation of the Campus Master Plan 2005. Many areas of the campus are
not affected by the future projects outlined in the Master Plan and are not required to be studied
or evaluated in this EIR. The EIR does examine the potential impacts of implementation of the
Campus Master Plan 2005 on cultural resources and describes the areas where there may be a
potential impact and outlines mitigation to reduce the level of impact. Since the adoption of the
Campus Master Plan 2005 will not directly result in any construction, and no specific projects
are proposed at this time, the EIR examines this issue at a program level as outlined in CEQA.
When a specific project is proposed, the mitigation measures will be applied and further more
detailed evaluation can occur. See Response 3B, 3D, and 3L.
Response 6I: The following will be added to the last paragraph on page 3-63 after the fourth
sentence:
Chico High School and the “Avenues” neighborhood are located to the north of
the campus.
The implementation of the Campus Master Plan 2005 will not encroach into existing
neighborhoods with the exception of the two acquisitions areas that are discussed in the DEIR.
The “expansion” primarily involves the demolition and replacement of existing structures rather
than a physical expansion of the campus into existing neighborhoods that are not identified as
acquisition areas.
Response 6J: As discussed on page 3-64 of the DEIR, the campus and ATRC facility are
consistent with the zoning and general plan designations of the City and County of Butte. The
DEIR did not contain a detailed discussion of the consistency of the Campus Master Plan 2005
with all of the policies in the Chico General Plan since this is a program EIR and no specific
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project is proposed at this time. Additionally, the city and county do not have jurisdiction over
the project; therefore their plans are not really relevant. The following discussion will be added
to the discussion of Impact 3.8-2:
The City of Chico General Plan contains a number of guiding policies that the
Campus Master Plan 2005 took into consideration when planning for future use
of the campus. The Plan contains goals and policies and design principles and
characteristics to ensure that the campus and the community are integrated.
The principles and goals of the Master Plan will ensure that transitions in scale
and character blend with the existing campus and community. The University
will work closely with the city as future projects are proposed in order to ensure
a true integration of the campus with the community.
Response 6K: As noted in Response 6J above, the University is not subject to the policies in the
City of Chico General Plan. The Master Plan provides for the linkages between Bidwell Park
and the University (Policy CD-G-30), identifies strategies for improved bicycle circulation (T-111, and is clearly consistent with the policies in the City’s plan that encourage the University to
plan to meet the needs of projected enrollment (PP-G-5 and PP-I-26).
Response 6L: Land use compatibility issues were addressed by analyzing the existing and
planned land uses in the vicinity of the campus as well as looking at city and county general plan
and zoning designations. The DEIR discusses the fact that the improvements identified in the
Campus Master Plan 2005 are a continuation of the existing use of the property for the Chico
State University campus. It is also noted that the uses on both the main campus and ATRC site
are consistent with the city and county zoning and general plan designations. The DEIR also
states that the improvements identified in the Campus Master Plan 2005 do not involve any
changes in land use that would conflict with these existing policies. These are not just stated
conclusions, the statements are based on an analysis of the setting information and analysis of the
area surrounding the campus and the zoning and land use designations.
Response 6M: Implementation of the Campus Master Plan 2005 will only result in encroachment
into the two acquisition areas identified in the plan. These acquisition areas are the same areas
identified in the existing Master Plan and do not represent a departure from what the University
has envisioned for many years. The master plan is intended to last for the next 15-20 years. The
DEIR text on page 2-2, second full paragraph, will be revised to add the following:
The Master Plan is intended to last 15 – 20 years.
Response 6N: The following discussion will be added to the DEIR discussion of Impact 3.8-1:
The proposed closure of First Street between Ivy Street and Orange or Cedar will
be a western extension of the existing First Street pedestrian mall. The second
street segment proposed for closure is also located on-campus on Chestnut Street
between 2nd and 3rd to allow for the development of a parking garage. Although
the Chestnut Street proposed closure is adjacent to an existing neighborhood, it is
not dividing the neighborhood. These areas are located entirely within the
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existing campus boundary; therefore it will not divide an established community.
Rio Chico Way would also likely be closed as a result of future implementation of
the Master Plan. This area is identified as the location of the Rio Chico
Academic and Aquatic Center and would be surrounded primarily by University
land. Adjacent to the southwest of the Rio Chico acquisition area is a residential
area; however, the residential area would remain intact and would not be
“physically divided” as a result of implementation of the plan.
Response 6O: It is assumed that the comment is referring to the two land use acquisition areas
identified in the Campus Master Plan 2005, Rio Chico and College Park. The Rio Chico area is
designated for the Rio Chico Physical Education Facility/Aquatic Center. This is a more
intensive use than the current residential use; however, the Rio Chico area is surrounded by
University owned facilities. Private residential neighborhoods are nearby; however, the impact
on these neighborhoods is anticipated to be minimal since they are not adjacent to the Rio Chico
site. The College Park area would be utilized for additional campus housing and would be
limited to four stories in order to ensure a more human scale. Adjacent to the College Park area
is Chico High School. To the north of the College Park area are residential uses; however, the
College Park housing will not be a large departure from what is already across Sacramento
Avenue. There is already high density residential to the north of the campus and the majority of
the houses along Sacramento Ave.
Response 6P: It is not possible to undertake photo simulations, architectural renderings, or
elevations of the various structures at the programmatic level since these structures have not yet
been designed. The EIR addresses these issues in a general manner at a level of specificity
consistent with the level of specificity in the proposed Campus Master Plan 2005. Issues related
to circulation have been addressed in the Transportation Section of the Draft EIR and that
analysis does take into consideration the proposed parking garages, student housing, and aquatic
center.
Response 6Q: The program EIR is prepared at a level of specificity consistent with the proposed
project, in this case the adoption of a revised Campus Master Plan. The EIR cannot contain
more detail than is contained in the Campus Master Plan 2005, it can only analyze the potential
impacts at a program level given the information in the Master Plan document. The Master Plan
does not propose new “student towers.” The Master Plan proposes new student housing up to
four stories high. A “four story” building is generally not considered a tower. The Master Plan
contains a number of policies that will be implemented for future specific projects that address
both visual impacts and the impacts of scale and compatibility with existing community
character. The Draft EIR has evaluated these policies and has determined that as applied to
future site specific development they will help to mitigate impacts on visual quality and
community character. In some cases, the EIR proposes additional mitigation to further reduce
potential impacts.
Response 6R: The Land Use Section does not cross reference the Population and Housing
discussion since the issues discussed in these sections are separate and this section does not
address the potential acquisition areas or displacement of people. The discussion of Impact 3.102 does not make a distinction between students and residents, since students are considered
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residents. Although it is unknown exactly how many are permanent residents, most of the
housing units in the acquisition areas are rental units. Only one home in the College Park area is
owner occupied and the Rio Chico property has an apartment building along with single-family
residences. The discussion in the Draft EIR reflects the fact that although 400 residents and
students could be temporarily displaced as a result of acquisition by the University, the
additional bed spaces provided by the Campus Master Plan 2005 will allow other housing units
in the City to be available. The University intends to acquire these houses through the voluntary
cooperation of the homeowners; however, in the event that the property owners are unwilling to
sell the property, the University could use the power of eminent domain. As noted above, the
College Park and Rio Chico areas are predominately renter occupied and a number of homes
have already been acquired by the University in the College Park area. In the event that the
University is compelled to use eminent domain to acquire additional properties, the University
will be required to provide relocation assistance to any displaced residents.
Between the years of 1990 – 2000, a total of 3,354 single-family housing units were built in the
City providing an average of 304 units per year. In addition, over the past twenty years, an
average of 250 multi-family units have been constructed per year. The City had a total of 24,352
housing units in the year 2000. Of these, approximately 100 housing units would be acquired by
the University. This represents less than ½ percent of the total housing stock and the removal of
these homes from the housing stock would have minimal, if any impact on the availability of
housing in the City. Since the University is proposing an additional 1,298 bed spaces to be
constructed at some point in the future, these bed spaces will allow more students to live on
campus further reducing the impact of the loss of these 100 housing units.
Response 6S: The Draft EIR provides background information and a discussion of capacity
information for each service provider serving the campus and ATRC in Sections 3.7 and 3.11.
The following service providers have been re-contacted to verify the information, and the Draft
EIR is hereby amended to include documentation of those contacts:

• California Water Service Company - Pete Bonacich, Distribution Superintendent, June
•
•
•
•
•

14, 2005
CSU Chico, University Police Department - Debra Furgason, Administrative Support
Coordinator, June 13, 2005
City of Chico Fire Department - Gary Scholar, Operations Chief, June 13, 2005
Butte County Fire - Frank Zarate, Supervising Engineer, June 13, 2005
Enloe Medical Center - Les Doll, Director of Engineering, June 14, 2005
Butte County Public Works Department - Bill Mannel, Solid Waste Manager, June 13,
2005

Specific “will-serve” letters have not been obtained because the project is the adoption of a plan
document and no specific projects are proposed at this time. In fact, it could be 10 to 20 years
before a specific project is proposed. See Response 3B.
Response 6T: As discussed in the Draft EIR on page 3-89 and pages 3-95 through 3-96 of the
Draft EIR, the University maintains its own police force that would be augmented in the future
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as future specific development projects are undertaken. University Police Department officers
have the authority to enforce local, state and federal laws both on and off campus and as state
officers, their police authority includes concurrent jurisdiction with the Chico Police Department
on adjacent streets and in the surrounding community. The University has the ability to add
additional police officers as the campus expands that would assist the City of Chico Police
Department with all enforcement issues related to students both on and off campus. The
following mitigation measure will be added to further ensure that the City Police Department is
not unduly burdened by the increase in the student population:
Mitigation Measure #3.11-1c:
When specific improvement projects are proposed, the University shall work
closely with the City of Chico to identify any additional law enforcement needs
and the University will provide University Police Department officers as
necessary to adequately handle any additional law enforcement demands that are
identified as a result of the proposed improvements to the campus.
Response 6U: This is an issue that will be addressed during review of specific development
projects. Since no projects are proposed at this time, it is not possible to analyze whether
upgrades will be needed. As noted previously, this is a Program EIR for the adoption of the
Campus Master Plan 2005 and will not directly result in construction. Please see Response 3B.
Response 6V: The transportation section of the Draft EIR has been revised and re-circulated as a
result of comments received on the Draft EIR. See discussion of impacts to the regional
circulation system on page 3-108 of the Revised Draft EIR.
Response 6W: See Response 6V. The University will be working cooperatively with the City of
Chico to address future traffic issues.
Response 6X: See Response 6V. The University will be working cooperatively with the City of
Chico to address future traffic issues.
Response 6Y: As stated in the Draft EIR on page 2-1, one of the principal forces behind the
Campus Master Plan 2005 is the need to accommodate current and anticipated future growth. A
state-wide rise in the number of college aged students seeking to enter the California State
University system is predicted. After considerable University discussion, and in conjunction
with the California State University Chancellor’s office, campus leadership proposed that CSU
Chico accommodate a small portion of the state-wide enrollment demand by increasing its
growth capacity. The CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states the following:
The EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of
the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of
the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.
The Guidelines (Section 15126.6(c)) further state:
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Among the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed
consideration in an EIR are: (i) failure to meet most of the project objectives.
An alternative that evaluates substantially lower enrollment figures would not meet the primary
project objective and is not required to be evaluated in the EIR. The Draft EIR does contain an
evaluation of a reasonable range of alternatives as required under CEQA.
Response 6Z: CEQA requires that the EIR discuss the cumulative impacts of a project when the
project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable, as defined in Section 15065(a)(3). In
the case of a program EIR for a plan document, the consideration of the possible effects of future
projects is different than if the analysis involves a site specific development proposal. In this
case, the level of detail is consistent with the level of detail contained in the Campus Master Plan
2005. The plan horizon is 20 years, so the probable future projects that are considered include
the development potential that is anticipated under the Chico General Plan. Two impacts
specifically discuss cumulative impacts, air quality and transportation since these are the impacts
where it could be determined that there may be cumulative impacts.
The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15130) specifically state that an EIR should not discuss impacts
which do not result in part from the project evaluated in the EIR. Since the project involves the
adoption of a Campus Master Plan and does not involve an individual project, the only probable
future projects that it can be compared to is the Chico General Plan since it would be speculative
to attempt to identify specific potential projects that could occur during the time horizon of a
planning document. Projects that are in progress at this point in time, may not be relevant at the
time a specific project is proposed under the provisions of the proposed Campus Master Plan
2005. The State CEQA Guidelines provide for this approach (Section 15130(b)(1)(B)).
CEQA does not require that cumulative impacts be discussed for each potential impact. CEQA
requires that the cumulative impacts of a project be discussed when the incremental effect is
cumulatively considerable. In this case, impacts related to air quality and transportation were
considered “cumulatively considerable” and are specifically discussed in the Draft EIR.

Final EIR
Campus Master Plan 2005

Letter 6

June, 2005

Letter 7

A

B

B cont.

C

D

E

E cont.

F

G

H

I

J

K

L

M

N

O

O cont.

O cont.

O cont.

P

Q

R

S

T

U

LETTER 7

Mechoopda Indian Tribe, March 16, 2005

Response 7A: Comment noted. The Draft EIR discusses the potential impact on cultural
resources on pages 3-37 through 3-46.
Response 7B: This Draft EIR evaluates the potential impacts of the adoption of the Campus
Master Plan 2005 and analyzes the impacts of the proposed improvements to the Chico campus
and the ATRC. The Master Plan does not include any provisions to acquire additional lands for
the ATRC. In the event that the University decided to acquire additional land for the ATRC, a
Master Plan amendment would be required and further environmental review to determine
appropriate mitigation would be undertaken at that time. The EIR for the Campus Master Plan
2005 is not required to include mitigation that covers future unidentified land acquisition that is
not proposed in the Master Plan document.
The Final EIR contains a Mitigation Monitoring Program for each mitigation measure in the
Draft EIR as required under the CEQA Guidelines Section 15097.
Response 7C: Mitigation Measure #3.4-1b is hereby revised to replace the word “should” with
“shall” in the first sentence. The term “internments” is a very specific term and is defined as:
“The practice of placing a deceased body in a grave.”
This is the appropriate terminology to use for this mitigation measure.
Response 7D: The Draft EIR sets forth Impact Evaluation Criteria on page 3-42. These criteria
provide the basis for determining whether or not a potential impact is “significant” and
essentially eliminate the vagueness from the term for use in evaluating environmental impacts.
The University would agree that an overall policy and preservation program would be desirable;
however, this EIR is limited in scope to discussing the potential environmental impacts of the
adoption of the Campus Master Plan 2005. While desirable, the preparation of an overall
program that would encompass issues unrelated to the adoption of a revised master plan
document is not required to be addressed under CEQA.
Response 7E: Mitigation Measure #3.4-2a is revised to state:
Prior to any proposed activity that will result in the excavation of sub-surface
sediment within the 119 acre CSU Chico campus area, or acquisition areas as
identified in the Campus Master Plan 2005, the Research Archaeology Program,
a CSU Chico Foundation supported program, and the Mechoopda Indian Tribe
shall be consulted prior to the commencement of ground disturbing activities.
Response 7F: See Response 7B.
Response 7G: Mitigation Measure #3.4-2c is hereby revised to replace “should” with “shall.”
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Response 7H: The Master Plan contains a section dedicated to landscape improvements and has a
set of design and planning principles. One of those principles calls for providing an easily
maintainable low life cycle cost landscape based upon sound and sustainable ecological systems.
The plan also calls for continuing efforts to eliminate exotic species within the riparian zone.
The Campus Master Plan contains adequate design principles to ensure that landscaping is
appropriate and no invasive ornamentals will be utilized that could potentially impact riparian
areas.
Response 7I: Comment noted. You may contact the University directly for a copy of the
Strategic Plan or view the plan on the CSU, Chico web site.
Response 7J: Comment noted. This comment is related to the desire to establish a cultural center
on the University campus and is not related to the Draft EIR prepared for the Campus Master
Plan 2005.
Response 7K: This is a comment on the proposed Campus Master Plan 2005 and is not related to
the Draft EIR. The University has received a copy of this comment and can consider adding an
additional mission statement to the Plan document.
Response 7L: This is a comment on the proposed Campus Master Plan 2005 and is not related to
the Draft EIR. The University has received a copy of this comment and can consider adding an
additional mission statement to the Plan document.
Response 7M: Comment noted. Draft technical documents are not part of the public review.
CEQA provides for a 45-day review period for the Draft EIR that includes the technical reports
that are prepared for the analysis in the EIR. The commenter had the opportunity to review both
the technical reports and the Draft EIR during the established review period as required under
CEQA.
Response 7N: The cultural resources setting relies on most of the sources of information cited by
the commenter. The following text will be added to the beginning of the cultural history setting
section of the Draft EIR:
Mechoopda oral tradition does not include a story of migration, but rather refers
to the beginnings of this world at a place known as Tadoiko, a few miles south of
the village. It was here that a raft carrying Kodoyampeh (Earth Maker) and
Turtle first came ashore on the soft, newly created earth. This ancient site known
as Tadoiko (i.e. Tadoika), at the town of Durham, represents the location where
Kodoyampeh first landed his raft upon the newly created earth resulting in a
large circular depression in the ground. This depression was visible there for
centuries until leveled for agriculture in the early 20th century as noted by Dixon
in 1902. Surveyed in 1949 by Arnold Piling, records indicate that local residents
claimed a depression (identified as a dance house) was still visible until the
1920’s. It appeared evident that burials existed on the site.
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There is a location and identification Mitchopdo (i.e. Mechoopda), as a village
located on Little Butte Creek about three miles south of Chico. The ancestral
village of Mechoopda averaged about 20 homes (150-175 people), and a large
ceremonial roundhouse.
Dwellings were primarily round, earth-covered
structures, and averaging 20 feet in diameter, excavated to about three feet in
depth. The antiquity of the site is estimated at approximately A.D. 1400.
The people of Mechoopda spoke a language related to Maidu, one of the more
than 175 languages and dialects once spoken in native California.
Response 7O: The following text will replace the existing setting discussion for the acculturation
period:
Jedediah Smith was likely the first non-Indian to pass through Mechoopda
country, in January and April of 1828, although there is no evidence they had
contact. From 1828 to 1836, members of the Hudson Bay Company trapped the
waters of the region, and it is likely the Mechoopda were at least aware of their
presence. One of the early effects of groups such as the Hudson Bay Company
may have been rapid depletion of the large mammal population. For example, in
January of 1833, members of the company under Michael La Framboise camped
in the Sutter Butes to take refuge from local flooding. While there, they reported
killing 395 elk, 17 bears, and 8 antelope.
In 1833, an epidemic thought to be malaria, entered the northern
SacramentoValley with stunning, lethal results. Some areas may have suffered
mortality rates of 75%. The effect of this epidemic on the Mechoopda is unknown,
although they were clearly in its path.
In 1844, Governor Micheltorena issued a series of land grants, including the
Rancho Arroyo Chico grant to William Dickey in the fall of 1845. This grant was
later purchased by John Bidwell. The area encompassed by the Rancho Arroyo
Chico grant, as well as the Esquon grant, included the lands occupied by
Mechoopda.
The ancestral village of Mechoopda located on Little Butte Creek is likely the
location of the village at the time John Bidwell and other early non-Indian
explorers entered the region in the mid-1840’s. This is the well-known
archaeological site known also to early residents of the region as the Patrick
Rancheria. John Bidwell lived for a period in the Mechoopda village before
establishing himself on Chico Creek (Chico Record, March 8, 1950). Members of
the Patrick family claimed to have attended a ceremonial dance in the
roundhouse at the site about 1880, and stated that most of the village population
left the place about 1885, taking up permanent residence on Bidwell’s Rancho
Arroyo Chico. The last occupation of the Patrick Rancheria was thought to be
about 1890. (The Patrick Rancheria, The Masterkey 37(1):30-34) Abraham
Gruber, 1963).
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By 1850, following John Bidwell’s acquisition of the Spanish Land Grant, Rancho
Arroyo Chico, the Mechoopda moved to a former summer camp site located on
the south side of Chico Creek near First and Flume Streets in what is now
downtown Chico. With the establishment of the ranchos, the introduction of
agriculture and cattle, local native people soon entered into a working
relationship with the newcomers as ranch hands.
The discovery of gold in California resulted in major changes to native societies
like Mechoopda. With the massive influx of immigrants, access to the range of
traditional foods necessary for survival became much more limited. Indians often
met violence in efforts to hunt and gather in accustomed places. Mining also
resulted in serious environmental damage, such as the silting of streams, which
damaged crucial salmon runs. Even the course of Little Butte Creek, upon which
the village of Mechoopda rested was altered after a build-up of deposits from
dredging gold upstream blocked its normal flow, diverting the stream into another
channel. Most markedly, these series of changes forced the Mechoopda and other
native people out of a hunting and gathering economy into the cash economy very
quickly. People had to learn new skills, a new language, and adapt to new foods
as matters of immediate survival.
Ironically, many of the Mechoopda participated in the mining of gold,
accompanying John Bidwell to the Feather River at a place that became known as
Bidwell Bar. Bidwell’s Native laborers helped him extract some $100,000 in gold
between 1848 and 1849, for which they were compensated in trade goods such as
handkerchiefs, cigars, scissors, brandy, glass beads and pants.
Amid a climate of growing tensions and conflict between Indians and nonIndians, the U.S. Congress authorized a commission to negotiate a series of
treaties. On August 1, 1851, headmen for nine tribal communities of the region
signed the treaty at Bidwell’s ranch, known as the U.S. Treaty of 1851.
Succumbing to opposition mounted by the California State Senate and the
Governor, who objected to the reservation of lands for Indians that might be of
either agricultural or gold bearing value, the U.S. Senate rejected the treaties on
July 8, 1852.
A few years later the village was moved downstream, closer to Bidwell’s
residence. The next decade saw a dramatic rise in conflict between Indians and
non-Indians throughout Butte County. In 1863, implementation of the plan for
near complete removal of Indians from Butte County began. Some 461 Indians
rounded up from small villages throughout the foothills left Camp Bidwell, four
miles north of Chico, on the long march to Round Valley in Mendocino County.
Fourteen days later, only 277 Indians reached their destination. Most of the
Mechoopda were not forced into removal due to their association with John
Bidwell, and in effect received his protection. In fact, several of those who
managed to escape, either en-route or later from Round Valley, sought asylum at
Bidwell’s ranch.
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The people of Mechoopda had a long relationship with early pioneer John
Bidwell and his wife Annie. It has been the subject of controversy, and opinions
about their relationship vary. The Bidwell’s prospered with the help of Native
labor and the scene resembled that of a plantation to some. Yet, the Native
residents of Rancho Arroyo Chico were provided work, homes, and some
protection from hostile vigilantes. In 1868, the village was moved one-half mile
west to its final location along Sacramento Avenue, eventually becoming the
Chico Rancheria.
Before her death, Mrs. Bidwell secured their rights to live there by deeding the
property along Sacramento Avenue to the Board of Home Missions of the
Presbyterian Church as trustee for the Native residents. Annie Bidwell died in
1918 and the land she had deeded to the church was held in trust until the United
States conveyed the land into federal trust in 1939.
The General Allotment Act of 1887 provided the legal basis for subdividing
Indian reservations into individual Indian allotments and disposing of tens of
millions of acres of “surplus” reservation lands. Although the allotment period is
viewed as one of the most harmful periods of federal Indian policy in California,
Public Law 85-671 also known as the California Rancheria Act, August 18, 1958
was passed to provide for the distribution of the land and assets of certain Indian
rancherias and reservations in California and for other purposes.
The Chico Rancheria was included in this enactment, and the Bureau of Indian
Affairs coordinated the termination of the Chico Rancheria trust status, allotting
portions of the deeded land from Mrs. Bidwell to individual Mechoopda families
and selling “excess” lands to California State University, Chico. The existing
cemetery along Sacramento Avenue is known to have extended beyond the
roadway to the south.
After twenty-five years of exile, the Mechoopda became an officially federally
recognized tribe in 1992 as the result of a successful lawsuit filed against the
United States in 1986 (along with three other tribes).
The governing body of the Mechoopda Indian Tribe is the Tribal Council. The
Mechoopda Tribal Council is comprised of seven members elected by the General
Membership, consisting of four officers, Chairperson, Vice-Chairperson,
Secretary, Treasurer and three additional at-large members. The General
Membership is comprised of approximately 413 Tribal Members.
The Mechoopda Indian Tribe owns and operates the Tribal Cemetery that is
located on lands along Sacramento Avenue within the original rancheria in
Chico. The Tribal Cemetery is the only remaining land reminiscent of the unique
history and rich traditions of the Mechoopda Tribe. The cemetery is used by
tribal members for traditional and non-traditional burials, as requested by the
family.
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Response 7P: Comment noted. Mitigation Measures 3.4-1a, 3.4-1b, and 3.4-1c require
consultation prior to any future specific projects being undertaken at the ATRC facility.
Response 7Q: The University would concur that there is a need to develop archival and
ethnographic studies and a comprehensive cultural resources assessment/inventory/survey of the
Chico State main campus and Agricultural Teaching and Research center. This type of
comprehensive assessment is beyond the scope of work that is required for a program EIR for the
adoption of the Campus Master Plan 2005. The Draft EIR is limited to discussing those issues
related to the proposed future projects identified in the Master Plan document. Please see
Response 3L.
Response 7R: The EIR contains mitigation measures that require consultation with the
Mechoopda Indian tribe. These include Mitigation Measures 3.4-1a, 3.4-1b, 3.4-2a and 3.4-2b.
The mitigation measures are required to be implemented and a Mitigation Reporting Program is
included as Section 5 of this Final EIR to ensure compliance.
Response 7S: The Draft EIR examines the ability of the California Water Service Company to
serve the projected increase in student population that could potentially occur in the future as a
result of future projects on page 3-59. The company has indicated that they have the resources to
supply water to this increased population. The methodology used to calculate the increased
demand on the water company’s resources, must take into consideration the entire area served by
the water company. It is inappropriate and faulty methodology to limit it to the City of Chico,
since the city represents only a portion of the area served and the water demand for the district.
The analysis in the Draft EIR uses the correct methodology by looking at the water company’s
demands as a whole.
This EIR examines the potential impacts of the adoption of the Campus Master Plan 2005, which
does not directly result in any construction or impacts to groundwater. Quantifying potential
impacts to groundwater would be speculative for a program EIR on a plan document since there
are no specific projects proposed at this time and any increase in impervious surface is unknown.
As stated in the Draft EIR, at this point it appears that there will be no impact to groundwater
resources as a result of potential future projects.
Response 7T: On page 3-102 of the Draft EIR, it is noted that the Initial Study determined that
the adoption of the Campus Master Plan 2005 would have a less than significant impact on
existing neighborhood and regional parks since the Master Plan contains adequate recreational
facilities to serve the needs of the student population. No comments were received on the Initial
Study regarding this issue when it was circulated for a 30-day public review period and this issue
was not further evaluated in the EIR. It is important to note that the Initial Study and EIR do not
“rule out” any impacts to regional recreational facilities. The Initial Study and EIR have
determined that any impacts would be less than significant when considering the criteria set forth
for determining the level of significance. The criteria states “Increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated.” Given the amount of new
recreational opportunities in the Campus Master Plan 2005, it has been determined that although
there may be some increase in the use of existing facilities this increase would be minimal and
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certainly would not be at such a level that “substantial physical deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated.”
Response 7U: The Transportation section of the Draft EIR has been re-circulated for public
review and comment. There is no discussion of improvements required for East 1st Ave. or
Sacramento Ave. on page 3-105 of the Draft EIR. Any future street improvements undertaken
will be subject to further environmental review that will address any potential impacts on cultural
resources.
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LETTER 8

Chico Heritage Association, March 14, 2005

Response 8A: The commenter has not provided any evidence or reasons why they believe that
the Draft EIR does not comply with Sections 15002, 15021, 15064 and 15064.5. Section 15002
outlines the general concepts and basic purposes of CEQA. Consistent with this information in
the CEQA guidelines, the Draft EIR provides information to the decision-makers and the public
about the potential effects of the proposed project, which is the adoption of the revised Campus
Master Plan 2005. The lead agency has complied with all of the procedural requirements under
CEQA and the EIR contains numerous mitigation measures designed to protect the environment.
Public involvement was initiated with a scoping meeting held on February 8, 2005 and the
University has held numerous informational meetings describing the proposed Campus Master
Plan 2005.
The Draft EIR also complies with Section 15021 of the State CEQA Guidelines which requires
that mitigation be incorporated into projects to minimize environmental damage. A statement of
overriding considerations will be adopted by the lead agency for any impact identified in the
Draft EIR that cannot be mitigated to a less than significant level. With regard to historical
resources, the Draft EIR utilized Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines in determining
the level of significance. The Draft EIR did describe historical resources that could be lost at
some point in the future as a result of future development. The Campus Master Plan 2005
proposes re-location of these historical resources; however, the historian was concerned that the
structural integrity of the buildings might not withstand such a move. The Draft EIR takes a
“worst case” approach and has determined that since there is no certainty at this time that these
buildings can be relocated, the impact on historical resources is significant and unavoidable.
As noted previously, the commenter has not provided any specific reason why they think that the
Draft EIR does not comply with the CEQA Guidelines; therefore, it is not possible to provide a
detailed specific response.
The California Public Resources Code Sections 5024, 5024.1 and 5024.5 and California
Executive Order W-26-92 are not relevant with regard to the adoption of the revised Campus
Master Plan 2005; however, it should be noted that the University is in full compliance with
these regulations and submits reports and updates as required. Please see Response 3P for some
additional language that has been added to the Draft EIR.
Response 8B: Additional language has been added to the Draft EIR regarding the presence of
historical structures (see Response 3B). The State CEQA Guidelines state that when a project
will affect state-owned historic structures the lead agency will consult with the State Historic
Preservation Officer. In this case, the project is the adoption of a revised Campus Master Plan
that will not affect any historic structures. When future specific projects are submitted for
consideration that could affect historic structures, the State Historic Preservation Officer will be
consulted in accordance with Section 15064.5(a)(4).
Response 8C: There are no historic structures slated for demolition in the Campus Master Plan
2005. In fact, the Campus Master Plan 2005 states that these historic structures will be preserved
and re-located. In the expert opinion of the historian that evaluated the project, this re-location
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cannot be guaranteed; therefore, this impact was determined to be significant and unavoidable.
The commenter is correct that Mitigation Measure 3.4-2c does not mitigate these adverse
changes. No feasible mitigation that met the project objectives was identified and as stated in the
Draft EIR, this impact remains significant even with implementation of the mitigation measures.
Response 8D: The Campus Master Plan 2005 recommends that the historic structures be
relocated. This issue is discussed under Impact 3.4-2, page 3-45.
Response 8E: Comment noted. The project evaluated for the Draft EIR is the adoption of the
Campus Master Plan 2005. Whether or not the University is in compliance with California
Public Resources Code 5024 is not part of the scope of work for this EIR. An inventory was not
undertaken due to the long time horizon of the Master Plan document. An inventory completed
at this time would not be useful for future projects proposed under the Campus Master Plan
2005, since it would be out-of-date. These inventories will need to be undertaken at the time a
site specific project is proposed that could impact historical resources.
Response 8F: Please see Responses 3A, 3B, 3D and 3P.
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LETTER 9

California State University, Chico, May 13, 2005

It should be noted that this comment was received after the close of the comment period on the
Draft EIR. The comments are related to minor clarifications in two mitigation measures.
Response 9A: Mitigation Measure #3.9-9a is hereby revised to state:
A disclosure statement should be provided to all prospective buyers of properties
within the Plan Area of the ATRC facility notifying of the presence of existing and
future noise-producing agricultural-related activities in the immediate Plan Area.
Response 9B: Mitigation Measure #3.13-4a is hereby revised to insert the words “at the ATRC”
to the first sentence after “Events Center.”
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SECTION FOUR
RESPONSES TO REVISED DRAFT EIR COMMENTS
(TRANSPORTATION SECTION)

SECTION FOUR
RESPONSES TO REVISED DRAFT EIR COMMENTS
(TRANSPORTATION SECTION)
This section includes all of the written comments received on the Revised Draft EIR during the
public review period. Each letter is followed by a response that is intended to either supplement,
clarify, or amend information provided in the Revised Draft EIR, or refer the commenter to the
appropriate place in the Revised Draft EIR where the requested information can be found. Those
comments that are not directly related to environmental issues are noted for the record.
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LETTER 10

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, May 26, 2005

Response 10A: Comment noted. Letters received from the Clearinghouse are included in Section
4 and are responded to below.
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LETTER 11

California Department of Transportation, May 12, 2005

Please note that the May 12, 2005 letter does not provide any additional comments on the
Revised Draft EIR but instead indicates that the comments from their previous letter dated March
15, 2005 are still applicable.
Response 11A: Comment noted. See Response 11B through 11K.
Response 11B: See Response 5A.
Response 11C: As described on page 1-2 of the Revised Draft EIR, a paragraph was added to page
3-108 describing the share of project traffic using SR 99. Specifically, while it is likely that
some traffic generated under the Master Plan will find its way onto the regional circulation
system and use routes such as SR 99 to reach the campus, the impact of project traffic on SR 99
was not assessed quantitatively based on the relatively small share of the project’s traffic using
the facility. Based on “select link” analysis using the citywide traffic model, the share of project
traffic on various locations of SR 99 ranges from about 1.6% north of the East 1st Street
interchanges to 3.5% near the SR 32 interchange to 4.3% south of the Park Avenue interchanges.
Based on the peak hour forecast presented in the trip generation section, these percentages would
equal 14 to 36 peak hour trips on the highway, which would not represent a significant impact to
the regional circulation system.
Response 11D: See Response 11C.
Response 11E: As described on page 1-2 of the Revised Draft EIR, a discussion of trip generation
and parking availability was added to page 3-115. Specifically, as is discussed under parking
impacts, the Master Plan Parking Supply is intended to provide space for parking that today
“over flows” into areas surrounding the campus. While this relocated traffic will not appreciably
affect current traffic volumes, additional parking spaces may become available for persons who
today elect to walk, bicycle or use transit due to the unavailability of convenient parking. While
difficult to quantify, the availability of parking may encourage students/staff to drive to CSU
Chico.
Response 11F: As described on page 1-2 of the Revised Draft EIR, the date of the traffic counts
was corrected to November 4, 2004 on page 3-109 of the Revised Draft EIR and page 8 of the
Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA). The November 18, 2004 date in the previously circulated Draft
EIR was an error.
Response 11G: The Revised Draft EIR determined that potential widening of SR 32 would be
infeasible due to the existing development along this route. Although there may be other
mitigation measures available such as operational improvements, transit improvements and
bicycle and pedestrian improvements, all of these are off-site improvements that are under the
jurisdiction and responsibility of another agency. CSU Chico cannot ensure implementation of
mitigation measures that are under the jurisdiction and responsibility of another agency;
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therefore, the Revised Draft EIR has concluded that this is a significant and unavoidable impact
and no feasible mitigation measures are available.
Response 11H: As described on page 1-2 of the Revised Draft EIR, Table 3.13-7 of the Revised
Draft EIR and Table 7 of the TIA were revised to reflect the capacity recommendations by
Caltrans. Specifically, the capacity of the Nord Avenue/Sacramento Street intersection was
reduced by reducing the saturation flow rate in a manner consistent with the comment.
Additionally, updated LOS software was used that resulted in some minor changes in the results
shown in the table.
Response 11I: The LOS for the Midway/Park Avenue intersection was corrected in Table 9 of the
revised TIA (Appendix A of the Revised Draft EIR), but this correction was not carried over into
Table 3.13-9 of the Revised Draft EIR. The correction resulted from changing the Peak Hour
Flow factor in a manner consistent with the comment. Table 3.13-9 of the Revised Draft EIR is
hereby revised to include the revised information included in the revised TIA. Specifically, the
Average Delay is revised to 56.6 seconds and the LOS is revised from ‘D’ to ‘E.’
Response 11J: See Response 11C.
Response 11K: As described on page 1-2 of the Revised Draft EIR, Table 3.13-11 of the Revised
Draft EIR and Table 11 of the TIA were revised to reflect the capacity recommendations by
Caltrans. Specifically, the capacity of the Walnut Avenue/West 2nd Street intersection was
reduced by reducing the saturation flow rate in a manner consistent with the comment.
Additionally, updated LOS software was used that resulted in some minor changes in the results
shown in the original table in the Draft EIR. Please see Table 3.13.11 of the Revised Draft EIR.
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LETTER 12

California Public Utilities Commission, May 25, 2005

Response 12A: Comment noted. The project consists of the adoption of an updated Campus
Master Plan and no new development will directly occur as a result of adoption of the Campus
Master Plan 2005. Further site-specific environmental review will be required for future projects
and will consider safety factors related to the rail corridor. See Response 3B.
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SECTION FIVE
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

SECTION FIVE
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
Section 21081.6 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a public agency
to adopt a reporting or monitoring program in those cases where the public agency finds that
changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, a project, and that those
changes mitigate or avoid a significant effect on the environment. A public agency may delegate
the monitoring or reporting responsibilities to another public agency or private entity that accepts
the delegation, but the lead agency remains responsible for ensuring that the mitigation measures
have been implemented (CEQA Guidelines § d16097).
The table below identifies each mitigation measure identified in the Draft Environmental Impact
Report, and identifies the monitoring or reporting plan, and timing for such efforts.
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Table 1
Mitigation Monitoring Plan
Mitigation #
Mitigation Measure
Monitoring Plan & Timing
3.1 Aesthetics/Visual Resources
Design of future projects to be consistent
3.1-2a
Future proposals for the rehabilitation,
renovation, and/or replacement of structures with details of mitigation measure; Upon
submittal of future specific projects
on the Chico campus shall adhere to the
design principles and characteristics set
forth in the Campus Master Plan 2005.
These standards include:

3.1-2b

•

Common building materials and colors:
• red brick walls;
• potential limited use of concrete for
building columns, surrounds, lintels,
planter seat walls;
• iron and steel railings, low fencing,
trash receptacles/surrounds;
• curved red tile roofs, gable and hip
types in the historic core area.

•

Modernistic to modern with classical
forms and elements as stylistic
constants.

•

Landscaping, particularly trees, to form
a soft contrast and frame to campus
buildings contributing to the unification
of the overall visual environment.

Future proposals for the rehabilitation,
Design of future projects to be consistent
renovation, and/or replacement of structures with details of mitigation measure; Upon
in the historic core area shall complement
submittal of future specific projects

Final EIR
Campus Master Plan 2005

5-3

Implementing Agency
California State University,
Chico

California State University,
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Mitigation #

3.1-3a

Mitigation Measure
the historic core buildings in terms of
building forms, materials and colors and
shall adhere to the guidelines set forth in the
Campus Master Plan 2005 including:
•

Principal roofs shall be of a gable
design with eaves and pitch similar to
the nearest neighboring historic core
structure.

•

Roofs shall be constructed of curved
tiles of a color similar to the nearest
neighboring historic core structure.

•

Principal gable ridge line heights shall
not exceed that of the nearest
neighboring historic core structure.

•

Walls shall be constructed of brick of a
type and coursing similar to that of the
nearest neighboring historic core
structure.

New lighting proposed for future projects as
a result of implementation of the Campus
Master Plan 2005 shall be directed
downward and shall not shine onto adjacent
properties. Additionally, all new lighting
shall adhere to the guidelines in the Campus
Master Plan 2005, including:
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Inclusion of mitigation measure in design
specifications for lighting system;
Review upon submittal of future specific
projects
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California State University,
Chico
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Mitigation #

Mitigation Measure
1. The offsite visibility and potential glare
of the lighting will be restricted by
specification of non-glare fixtures, and
placement of lights to direct
illumination into only those areas where
it is needed.

Monitoring Plan & Timing

Implementing Agency

2. Appropriate fixture selection and light
placement shall minimize light
pollution and enhance natural color
rendition. All lighting shall utilize
refractive lenses and be shielded to
reduce glare into buildings and
neighboring areas.

3.1-3b

3. Walkway lighting fixtures shall not be
mounted higher than twenty feet unless
necessary for security reasons.
Individual developments associated with
the Campus Master Plan 2005 shall
minimize lighting to areas required for
safety, security, or normal operations on the
main campus and at the ATRC and shield
lighting from public view to the greatest
extent possible. The direction and shielding
of lighting shall be regulated to reduce light
spillage, light pollution, and glare. Highly
directional light fixtures shall be used with
non-glare lighting fixtures. All lighting and
light shields shall be installed and operated
consistent with manufacturer’s
specifications.
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Mitigation #
Mitigation Measure
3.2 Air Quality
3.2-1
Consistent with BCAQMD Indirect Source
Review Guidelines, the following
construction dust and equipment exhaust
emissions measures should required in all
construction contracts:
•

Watering should be used to control dust
generation during demolition of
structures and break-up of pavement.

•

Cover all trucks hauling demolition
debris from the site.

•

Use dust-proof chutes to load debris
into trucks whenever feasible.

•

Water all active construction sites at
least twice daily. Frequency should be
based on the type of operation, soil and
wind exposure.

•

Use chemical soil stabilizers on inactive
construction areas (disturbed lands
within construction projects that are
unused for at least four consecutive
days.

•

On-site vehicles limited to a speed of 15
mph on unpaved areas.
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California State University,
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Mitigation #
•

Mitigation Measure
Plant vegetative ground cover in
disturbed areas as soon as possible.

•

Cover inactive storage piles.

•

Paved streets adjacent to the
development site should be swept or
washed at the end of each day as
necessary to remove excessive
accumulations of silt and/or mud which
may have accumulated as a result of
activities on the development site.

•

Post a publicly visible sign with the
telephone number and person to contact
regarding dust complaints. This person
shall respond and take corrective action
within 24 hours. The telephone number
of the BCAQMD shall also be visible to
ensure compliance with BCAQMD
Rule 201 and 207 (Nuisance and
Fugitive Dust Emissions).

•

Provide temporary traffic control as
appropriate during all phases of
construction to improve traffic flow
(e.g. flag person).

•

Require contractors to minimize
exhaust emissions by maintaining
equipment engines in good condition
and in proper tune according to
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Mitigation #

3.2-3

Mitigation Measure
manufacturer's specifications and by not
allowing construction equipment to be
left idling for long periods.
Future development that occurs as a result
of the implementation of the Master Plan
shall adhere to the following standards:
•

Orient buildings to the north for natural
cooling and the use of appropriate
landscaping that maximizes the
potential of solar design principles.

•

Use of solar water heating for at least
25 percent of the building floor area.

•

Incorporate shade trees, adequate in
number and proportional to the project
size, throughout the site to reduce
building heating and cooling
requirements.

•

Provide preferential parking spaces for
carpools and vanpools.

3.3 Biological Resources
3.3-1a
The individual project plans for all projects
located along Big Chico Creek shall contain
a permanent 100-foot, or greater, avoidance
buffer to separate the individual project
from Big Chico Creek. If a permanent 100foot buffer is determined infeasible, the
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Design of future projects to be consistent
with details of mitigation measure; Upon
submittal of future specific projects

California State University,
Chico

Mitigation measure written into project
plans. If required, surveys need to be
administered prior to construction and
must be approved by DFG and USFWS;
Review at the time of submittal of future
specific projects

California State University,
Chico

5-8

California Department of
Fish and Game
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Mitigation #

Mitigation Measure
project proponent shall conduct protocol
level surveys consistent with the
Conservation Guidelines for the Valley
Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (USFWS
1999). If presence of this species is
determined, a permanent 25-foot buffer
shall be maintained and a qualified biologist
shall coordinate with the USFWS for a
determination of not likely to adversely
affect. If the 25-foot avoidance buffer is
determined to be infeasible, the project
proponent shall obtain the appropriate take
permit from the USFWS prior to any
construction (Section 7 or Section 10 of the
Endangered Species Act).

3.3-1b

Approximately 30 days prior to
commencement of each individual
development within the project area, a
qualified biologist shall conduct wildlife
reconnaissance level surveys along the Big
Chico Creek or in the vicinity of the ATRC
to determine the presence or absence of
special-status animals, including nesting
raptors. If special-status animals are found
during the surveys, the biologist shall
coordinate with the appropriate agency to
formulate an appropriate mitigation
measure and/or to obtain permits if
necessary. The results of the survey shall
be documented in a report.

Final EIR
Campus Master Plan 2005

Monitoring Plan & Timing

Mitigation measure written into project
plans. At least 30-days prior to
construction activities

Implementing Agency
United States Fish and
Wildlife Service

California State University,
Chico, Board of Trustees
California Department of
Fish and Game
United States Fish and
Wildlife Service

5-9

June, 2005

Mitigation #
3.3-3

Mitigation Measure
Individual project plans for all projects
located along Big Chico Creek shall be
reviewed by a qualified biologist to
determine if the plans pose the potential for
disturbance to protected wetlands and/or
waterways. If it is determined that the
project plans do pose a risk of disturbance
to wetlands and/or waterways then the
project proponent shall coordinate with the
US Army Corp of Engineers and the
California Department of Fish and Game to
obtain the appropriate permits and/or
agreements (i.e. Section 401 and 404
permit, and Streambed Alteration
Agreement).

3.4 Cultural Resources
3.4-1a
Prior to any proposed activity that will
result in the excavation of sub-surface
sediment within the 800 acre ATRC, the
Research Archaeology Program, a CSU
Chico Foundation supported program, and
the Mechoopda Indian Tribe should be
consulted prior to the commencement of
ground disturbing activities.

Monitoring Plan & Timing
Mitigation measure written into project
plans; prior to any grading or ground
disturbing activities

Implementing Agency
California State University,
Chico, Board of Trustees
California Department of
Fish and Game
U.S. Army Corp of
Engineers

Mitigation measure to be included in
proposed plans; During any future
excavation activities

ATRC (CSU Chico
Foundation program)
Mechoopda Indian Tribe

In the event that archeological resources are
discovered at the ATRC site, efforts will be
made to permit any or all of these resources
to be preserved in place or left in an
undisturbed state using the following
measures:
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Mitigation #

Mitigation Measure
1. Planning construction to avoid
archaeological sites.

Monitoring Plan & Timing

Implementing Agency

2. Deeding archaeological sites into
permanent conservation easements.
3. Capping or covering archaeological
sites with a layer of soil before building
on the sites.
4. Planning parks, greenspace, or other
open space to incorporate
archaeological sites.
3.4-1b

3.4-1c

During any future excavation of sub-surface Mitigation measure to be included in
sediment within the 95-acre ATRC core area, proposed plans; during any future
an archeological monitor shall be present to
excavation activities
observe this activity. Given the strong
possibility that such undocumented resources
may be related to the occupation and use of
the area by the Mechoopda Indian Tribe, a
representative tribal monitor should also be
present to act as a liaison to the Mechoopda
Indian Tribe and also to act as a “most likely
descendant” should Native American
internments be unearthed during construction
activities.

ATRC (CSU Chico
Foundation program)

Prior to the demolition, or alteration, of any
building or structure greater than 45 years in
age within the 95-acre ATRC, a qualified
architectural historian and historian be

ATRC (CSU Chico
Foundation program)
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State Office of Historic
Preservation
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Mitigation #

Mitigation Measure
retained to evaluate the potential significance
of these resources.

Monitoring Plan & Timing

Implementing Agency

In the event that a significant historical
resource is discovered at the ATRC site, the
University shall consult with the State
Historic Preservation Officer as provided in
Public Resources Code Section 5024.5.
The University shall follow the Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties with Guidelines for
Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and
Reconstructing Historic Buildings or the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation and Guidelines for
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings.
3.4-2a

Prior to any proposed activity that will result
in the excavation of sub-surface sediment
within the 119 acre CSU Chico campus area,
or acquisition areas as identified in the
Campus Master Plan 2005, the Research
Archaeology Program, a CSU Chico
Foundation supported program, and the
Mechoopda Indian Tribe shall be consulted
prior to the commencement of ground
disturbing activities.

Mitigation measure to be included in
proposed plans; prior to any ground
disturbing activities

ATRC (CSU Chico
Foundation program)
State Office of Historic
Preservation

In the event that archeological resources
are discovered at the main campus or at
the future acquisition areas identified in
the Campus Master Plan 2005, efforts will
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Mitigation #

Mitigation Measure
be made to permit any or all of these
resources to be preserved in place or left in
an undisturbed state using the following
measures:

Monitoring Plan & Timing

Implementing Agency

1. Planning construction to avoid
archaeological sites.
2. Deeding archaeological sites into
permanent conservation easements.
3. Capping or covering archaeological
sites with a layer of soil before
building on the sites.
4. Planning parks, greenspace, or other
open space to incorporate
archaeological sites.
3.4-2b

During any future excavation of sub-surface
sediment within the 119 acre CSU Chico
campus area, an archeological monitor
should be present to observe this activity.
Given the strong possibility that such
undocumented resources may be related to
the occupation and use of the area by the
Mechoopda Indian Tribe, a representative
tribal monitor should also be present to act as
a liaison to the Mechoopda Indian Tribe and
also to act as a “most likely descendant”
should Native American internments be
unearthed during construction activities.

Final EIR
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proposed plan; prior to any ground
disturbing activities

ATRC (CSU Chico
Foundation program)
Mechoopda Indian Tribe
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Mitigation #
3.4-2c

Mitigation Measure
Prior to the demolition, or alteration, of any
building or structure greater than 45 years
in age within the 119 acre CSU Chico
campus area or one of the land acquisition
areas, a qualified architectural historian and
historian shall be retained to evaluate the
potential significance of these resources.

Monitoring Plan & Timing
Mitigation measure to be included in
proposed plans; prior to any demolition
or alteration of any building greater than
45-years old

Implementing Agency
ATRC (CSU Chico
Foundation program)

Future projects must apply for NPDES
permit and create a SWPPP including the
BMPs from the mitigation measure to be
submitted to the RWQCB; prior to
grading or other ground disturbing
activities

California State University,
Chico

State Office of Historic
Preservation

In the event that a significant historical
resource is discovered at the main campus
or at the future acquisition areas identified
in the Campus Master Plan 2005, the
University shall consult with the State
Historic Preservation Officer as provided in
Public Resources Code Section 5024.5.
The University shall follow the Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties with Guidelines for
Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and
Reconstructing Historic Buildings or the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation and Guidelines for
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings.
3.5 Geology & Soils
3.5-3
Future development projects that may occur
as a result of implementation of the CSU
Chico Campus Master Plan 2005 shall
comply with Best Management Practices.
Examples of Best Management Practices
include, but are not limited to the following:

Final EIR
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Regional Water Quality
Control Board

June, 2005

Mitigation #
•

Mitigation Measure
Placing fiber rolls around onsite drain
inlets to prevent sediment and
construction-related debris from
entering inlets.

•

Placing fiber rolls along the perimeter
of the site to reduce runoff flow
velocities and prevent sediment from
leaving the site.

•

Placing silt fences downgradient of
disturbed areas to slow down runoff and
retain sediment.

•

Specifying that all disturbed soil will be
seeded, mulched, or otherwise protected
by October 15th .

•

Stabilizing construction entrance to
reduce the tracking of mud and dirt onto
public roads by construction vehicles.

•

Applying hydraulic mulch that
temporarily protects exposed soil from
erosion by raindrop impact or wind.

Monitoring Plan & Timing

Implementing Agency

3.6 Hazards & Hazardous Materials
3.6-1
Improvements to the ATRC facility related Future project plans will incorporate state California State University,
to the new pesticide and fertilizer building
requirements; during review of future
Chico
shall meet all the requirements of the Safe
project specific proposals
Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act
(Proposition 65) standards and shall adhere
Final EIR
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Mitigation #

3.6-2

3.9 Noise
3.9-3a, 3.9-7a

Mitigation Measure
to best practices as related to on-farm
chemical use.

Monitoring Plan & Timing

Implementing Agency

Prior to closure of any of the three street
segments, a plan should be developed that
will ensure that there will be no interference
with an emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan.

Creation of traffic control modifications
listed in the mitigation measure.
Coordination with the City of Chico;
prior to closure of public streets

All heavy construction equipment and all
stationary noise sources (such as diesel
generators) shall be in good working order
and have manufacturer installed mufflers.

Measures written into contract for
California State University,
construction services; during construction Chico
activities

California State University,
Chico
City of Chico

3.9-3b, 3.9-7b Equipment warm up areas, water tanks, and Measures written into contract for
California State University,
equipment storage areas shall be located in construction services; during construction Chico
an area as far away from existing residences activities
as is feasible.
3.9-3c, 3.9-7c

All construction shall be between the hours
of 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. daily except
Sundays and holidays.

Measures written into contract for
California State University,
construction services; during construction Chico
activities

Construction activities between the hours of
10:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays and
holidays shall meet at least one of the
following noise limitations:
1. No individual piece of equipment shall
produce a noise level exceeding 83 dBA
at a distance of twenty-five feet from
Final EIR
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Mitigation #

Mitigation Measure
the source. If the device is housed
within a structure on the property, the
measurement shall be made outside the
structure at a distance as close to
twenty-five feet from the equipment as
possible.

Monitoring Plan & Timing

Implementing Agency

2. The noise level at any point outside of
the property plane of the project shall
not exceed 86 dBA.
3.9-9a

A disclosure statement should be provided
to all prospective buyers of properties
within the Plan Area of the ATRC facility
notifying of the presence of existing and
future noise-producing agricultural-related
activities in the immediate Plan Area.

CSU shall notify local realty agencies of
all future noise potential produced by
projects; prior to construction activities

California State University,
Chico

3.9-9b

A buffer of at least 100 feet should be
provided between agricultural lands and
future residential developments within the
ATRC Master Plan Area.

Mitigation measure incorporated into
proposals; during construction activities

California State University,
Chico

Mitigation measure incorporated into
proposals; prior to occupancy of new or
remodeled structures

California State University,
Chico

3.11 Public Services & Facilities, Utilities
3.11-1a
Currently there are several “Blue Light”
emergency telephones located throughout
the campus which ring directly into the
Communications Center of the University
Police Department. These auto-dialing
phones may be used to summon emergency
police, fire or medical assistance. Before
construction is completed on new facilities
Final EIR
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University Police
Department
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Mitigation #

Mitigation Measure
on the main campus, new “Blue Light”
phones can be added to ensure safety at
these locations.

Monitoring Plan & Timing

Implementing Agency

Community Service Officers (CSO) of the
CSU Chico Police Department are student
positions. The CSO provides support to the
staff of sworn and non-sworn police
personnel. Duties include parking
enforcement, special event security, escort
detail, bicycle licensing, property
engraving, room unlocks, clerical dispatch
support, and campus lot patrol. More of
these positions can be created if needed to
ensure proper enforcement of laws and
safety concerns.
3.11-1b

Before any new facilities are constructed,
Incorporate fire codes into fire safety
the ATRC will provide a detailed fire safety plan; prior to construction activities
plan that will uphold all Federal and State
fire codes for all facilities within the ATRC.

California State University,
Chico

3.11-1c

When specific improvement projects are
proposed, the University shall work closely
with the City of Chico to identify any
additional law enforcement needs and the
University will provide University Police
Department officers as necessary to
adequately handle any additional law
enforcement demands that are identified as
a result of the proposed improvements to
the campus.

California State University,
Chico

Final EIR
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When improvement projects are
submitted, evaluate the need for
additional law enforcement
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Mitigation #
Mitigation Measure
3.12 Parks & Recreation
3.12-1
All buildings and activity areas shall be
located at least 100 feet from the top of the
stream banks. BMP’s selected shall be in
accordance with the California Stormwater
Quality Association “Stormwater Best
Management Practice Handbook,” or other
appropriate criteria as determined by the
University in consultation with the City of
Chico.

Monitoring Plan & Timing
Future projects must apply for NPDES
permit and create a SWPPP including the
BMPs from the mitigation measure to be
submitted to the RWQCB; prior to
grading or other construction activities

Implementing Agency
California State University,
Chico
Regional Water Quality
Board
City of Chico

The erosion control plan shall indicate that
proper control of erosion, sedimentation,
siltation and other pollutants will be
implemented per NPDES permit
requirements and University standards. The
plan shall address storm drainage during
construction and propose BMPs to reduce
erosion and water quality degradation. The
plan shall indicate whether grading will
occur in the winter months. If grading is
proposed for the winter months,
mechanisms to avoid sedimentation of
creeks and damage to riparian habitat shall
be identified. The plan shall also specify
restoration measures for graded areas
including but not limited to landscaping,
revegetation, the use of rice straw or other
weed free vegetative material for erosion
control measures.
Drainage facilities shall be protected as
necessary to prevent erosion of the onsite
Final EIR
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Mitigation #

Mitigation Measure
soils immediately following grading
activities. In addition, cut slopes and
drainage ways within native material shall
be protected from direct exposure to water
runoff immediately following grading
activities.
3.13 Transportation & Circulation
3.13-3
Pedestrian/bicycle activity shall be addressed
in the design of new parking facilities.
Traffic controls devices needed to ensure
crossing safety shall be provided as new
facilities are developed.
3.13-4a

Monitoring Plan & Timing

Mitigation measure to be incorporated
into design; during design of new
parking facilities

Implementing Agency

California State University,
Chico

Mitigation measure to be reviewed to
California State University,
When the Events Center at the ATRC is
constructed, the on-site parking supply shall evaluate parking supply; after completion Chico
of Events Center at the ATRC
be calculated. If the proposed supply fails
to satisfy projected demands on-site, then a
parking management plan shall be created.
The plan shall delineate the location of and
access to the on-site and off-site parking
supply that will be made available when
events are held at the Center. If
appropriate, the plan shall link maximum
ticket sales or the number of seats
constructed to the number of parking spaces
available near the Center. If necessary, the
parking management plan shall incorporate
other features to help reduce the demand for
on site parking, including shuttle busses
from satellite parking locations, and other
measures necessary to ensure adequate
parking for special events at the facility.

Final EIR
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Mitigation #
3.13-4b

Mitigation Measure
An operational plan shall be developed for
the Events Center which schedules travel to
and from large events outside of peak
commute hours. The plan shall identify the
size and schedule of events that necessitate
manual traffic controls at affected
intersections, as well as maximum
attendance for events ending during the
p.m. peak hour.

Monitoring Plan & Timing
Mitigation measure to be developed to
schedule event travel; during
construction of Events Center at the
ATRC

Implementing Agency
California State University,
Chico

3.13-4c

When the Events Center is constructed,
improvements shall be made to the ATRC’s
Hegan Lane access intersections to provide
left turn lanes on Hegan lane and to provide
adequate throat depth on exiting lanes.

CSU shall comply with this measure at
the time the proposal is made; after
completion of Events Center at the
ATRC

California State University,
Chico

3.13-5

CSU shall continue to work with CATS to
subsidize student transit ridership. Should
the need for expanded service on the
“Student Shuttle” routes be identified, CSU
shall work with CATS to develop an
equitable funding mechanism that will
ensure that adequate transit services are
available to serve the anticipated student
population.

Develop funding plan if needed; based on California State University,
need for expanded service of student
Chico
shuttle – Review transit needs annually
Chico Area Transit System

3.13-6a

When plans for the 2nd Street parking
structure proceed, CSU shall prepare a
supplemental traffic study, in conjunction
with the City of Chico, addressing site
access and local circulation impacts. The
study will address the need for signalization

CSU, in conjunction with the City of
Chico, to develop traffic study explained
in the mitigation measure at the time the
proposal is made; after plans for the 2nd
Street parking structure are approved

Final EIR
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Mitigation #

Mitigation Measure
of adjoining intersections, including 2nd
Street/Normal Street. The study shall also
consider the issue of bicycle access along
this portion of 2nd Street, and applicable
traffic control measures shall be included in
the design of the project.

Monitoring Plan & Timing

Implementing Agency

3.13-6b

Future traffic conditions at the 2nd
Street/Cherry Street intersection shall be
monitored by the City of Chico. A traffic
signal at this location would serve to reduce
impacts.
This signal location and mitigation measure
is under the jurisdiction of the City of
Chico. CSU Chico cannot ensure
implementation of mitigation measures that
are under the jurisdiction and responsibility
of another agency.

Implementation of this mitigation
Not applicable
measure has been determined to be
infeasible since it is under the jurisdiction
of another agency.

3.13-6c

Widening the Midway/Park Avenue
intersection to provide dual southbound left
turn lanes and a separate northbound through
lane would serve to reduce these potential
impacts.

Implementation of this mitigation
Not applicable
measure has been determined to be
infeasible since it is under the jurisdiction
of another agency.

The Midway/Park Avenue intersection and
mitigation measure is under the jurisdiction
of the City of Chico. CSU Chico cannot
ensure implementation of mitigation
measures that are under the jurisdiction and
responsibility of another agency.
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Mitigation #
3.13-6d

Mitigation Measure
Widening the Midway/Hegan Lane
intersection to accommodate dual eastbound
left turn lanes would reduce impacts to this
intersection.

Monitoring Plan & Timing
Implementing Agency
Implementation of this mitigation
Not applicable
measure has been determined to be
infeasible since it is under the jurisdiction
of another agency.

The Midway/Hegan Lane intersection and
mitigation measure is under the jurisdiction
of Butte County. CSU Chico cannot ensure
implementation of mitigation measures that
are under the jurisdiction and responsibility
of another agency.
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