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Other  
Comments and  

Concerns 

State Agencies 
1. State of California 

Department of Transportation 
District 7, Regional Planning 
IGR/CEQA Branch 
Dianna Watson, IGR/CEQA 
Branch Chief 
100 Main Street, MS #16 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Date: June 13, 2012 

               n   

2. State of California  
Native American Heritage 
Commission 
Dave Singleton,  
Program Analyst  
915 Capitol Mall, Room 364 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Date: May 21, 2012 
 
 
 
 

    n              
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Other  
Comments and  

Concerns 

Regional Agencies 
3. County of Los Angeles 

Fire Department, Frank Vidales 
Acting Chief, Forestry Division, 
Prevention Services Bureau 
1320 North Eastern Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90063 
Date: June 7, 2012 

   n n n  n n     n  n   

4. Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority 
Scott Hartwell 
CEQA Review Coordinator, 
Long Range Planning 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Date: May 24, 2012 

               n   

4b. Los Angeles County   
Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority 
Development Review 
Coordinator, Countywide 
Planning 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Date: Oct 22, 2014 
 

               n   
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Other  
Comments and  

Concerns 

5. South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 
Ian MacMillan, Program 
Supervisor, CEQA Inter-
Governmental Review Planning, 
Rule Development & Area 
Sources 
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond 
Bar, CA 91765 
Date: June 12, 2012 

  n                

Local Agencies 
 
 
 
6.    City of Malibu, Planning 

Department 
Joyce Parker-Bozylinski, AICP, 
Planning Director 
23825 Stuart Ranch Road 
Malibu, CA 90265 
Date: June 15, 2012 
 
 
 
 
 

n   n  n  n n n  n    n n 

• Project requires Coastal 
Development Permit 

• How will Project affect the 
memorial rose garden, 
farmer’s market (which 
occurs in a portion of the 
Civic Center parking lot), tow 
yard, and communication 
tower? 

Organizations 
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Other  
Comments and  

Concerns 

7.    Wishtoyo Foundation 
Mati Waiya, Chumash 
Ceremonial Elder, Executive 
Director; Luhui Isha, Cultural 
Resources and Education 
Director; & Jason Weiner, Staff 
Attorney 
3875-A Telegraph Road #423 
Ventura, CA 93003 
Date: July 11, 2012 

   n n    n         • Opposes Project 

Individuals 
8.    Sally Benjamin 

3216 Colony View Circle 
Malibu, CA 90265 
Date: June 16, 2012 

                 
• Concerns over relocation of tow 

yard  and temporary day labor 
area 

9.    Chris and Sally Benjamin 
3216 Colony View Circle 
Malibu, CA 90265 
Date: June 17, 2012 
 

n         n  n  n n n n 

• Concerns over the size and 
distribution of the Project 

• Concerns over the operational 
details and payment of the 
educational facility and Sheriff 
station and future growth of 
SMC. 

• Concerns over parking spaces for 
the Project 
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Other  
Comments and  

Concerns 

10.  Joan Lavine 
(Owns residential property on 
Malibu Road) Mailing address 
provided: 
9000 Sunset Blvd., Suite 1001 
Los Angeles, CA 90069 
Date: June 16, 2012 

n             n n n n 

• Opposes project 
• Concerns over how the Project 

will impact the existing 
organizations and activities 
that use the Civic Center 
building. 

• Concerns over parking 
availability for existing uses of 
the Civic Center building. 

• Concerns over future growth 
and plans of SMC College 
District. 

• Upset over the lack of notice, 
availability, and 
communication on the EIR 
proceedings. 

11. Steve Uhring 
23722 Harbor Vista Drive 
Malibu, CA 90265 
Date: June 17, 2012 

                n 

• Concerns over the operational 
details of SMC. 

• Concerns over parking for the 
new facilities 

Source: Parker Environmental Consultants, December 2014. 
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Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority

Metro
October 22, 2014

Bonnie Blue, AICP
City of Malibu
23825 Stuart Ranch Road,
Malibu, CA 90265

RE: Santa Monica College project

Dear Ms. Blue,

One Gateway Plaza 2t3.g22.2o0o Tel
Los Angeles, CA goo~2-2952 metro.net

RECEIVED

OCT 2 ~ ~0~4
PLANNING DEPT

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Santa Monica College Project. This letter
conveys recommendations from the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
(LACMTA) concerning issues in relation to our facilities and services that may be affected by the
proposed project.

Metro bus lines operate on Civic Center Way, adjacent to the proposed project. Although the project is
not expected to result in any long-term impacts on transit, the developer should be aware of the bus
services that are present. Metro Bus Operations Control Special Events Coordinator should be
contacted at 213-922-4632 regarding construction activities that may Impact Metro bus lines. (For
closures that last more than six months, Metro's Stops and Zones Department will also need to be
notified at 213-922-5188). Other municipal bus operators may also be impacted and should be
included in construction outreach efforts.

Beyond impacts to Metro facilities and operations, LACMTA must also notify the applicant of state
requirements. A Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA), with roadway and transit components, is
required- under the State of California Congestion Management Program (CMP) statute. The CMP TIA
Guidelines are published in the "2010 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County",
Appendix D (attached). The geographic area examined in the TIA must include the following, at a
minimum:

1. All CMP arterial monitoring intersections, including monitored freeway on/off-ramp
intersections, where the proposed project will add 50 or more trips during either the a.m. or
p.m. weekday peak hour (of adjacent street traffic).

2. If CMP arterial segments are being analyzed rather than intersections, the study area must
include all segments where the proposed project will add 50 or more peak hour trips (total
of both directions). Within the study area, the TIA must analyze at least one segment
between monitored CMP intersections.

3. Mainline freeway-monitoring locations where the project will add 150 or more trips, in
either direction, during either the a.m. or p.m. weekday peak hour.

4. Caltrans must also be consulted through the NOP process to identify other specific
locations to be analyzed on the state highway system.

The CMP TIA requirement also contains two separate impact studies covering roadways and transit,
as outlined in Sections D.8.1 — D.9.4. If the TIA identifies no facilities for study based on the criteria
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above, no further traffic analysis is required. However, projects must still consider transit impacts. For
all CMP TIA requirements please see the attached guidelines.

Ifyou have any questions regarding this response, please contact Xin Tong at 213-922-8804 or by
email at tongx@metro.net. LACMTA looks forward to reviewing the Draft EIR. Please send it to the
following address:

Sincerely,

----.,
s
~~

LACMTA Development Review
One Gateway Plaza MS 99-18-3
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952

Xin Tong
Development Review Coordinator, Countywide Planning
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POLICY FOR ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH REVIEW OF DEVELOPMENT 
PROJECTS WITHIN THE CIVIC CENTER PROHIBITION AREA 

 
 
The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region (Regional Board) adopted Resolution 
No. R-4-2009-007, a Basin Plan Amendment to the State Water Code to “Prohibit On-Site Wastewater Disposal 
Systems in the Malibu Civic Center Area”. The resolution may be viewed online at 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/press_room/announcements/Public-Hearing-
Malibu/Malibu_Final_Resolution_Docs/3.%20RESOLUTION.pdf. The resolution became effective on December 
23, 2010. On August 23, 2011 the State Board approved a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the City. 
The MOU establishes time frames and milestones for the City to achieve compliance with the Prohibition. The 
boundaries of the Malibu Civic Center Onsite Wastewater Disposal Prohibition Area are shown on Exhibit A 
attached.  
 
The City policy for Environmental Health review of development projects proposed for properties located within 
the prohibition area is as follows. 
 

 
PHASE I AND PHASE II AREAS 

VACANT LAND: All new onsite wastewater disposal system discharges are prohibited by the Regional Board 
through the Basin Plan Amendment with the exception of those projects identified in table 4-zz of the adopted 
resolution. These projects have been deemed entitled for a new Onsite Wastewater Treatment System (OWTS) by 
the Regional Board. All other new development projects that include a new sanitary waste discharge through a new 
OWTS will be referred to the Regional Board for concurrent approval with the development review by the City. 
Regional Board approval for a project’s wastewater discharge must be obtained prior any development approvals or 
permits. 
 
DEVELOPED PROPERTIES: The resolution prohibits effluent discharge from existing OWTS after November 
5, 2015 for commercial properties and November 5, 2019 for residential properties. Resolution No. R-4-2009-007 
states “This prohibition is not intended to prevent repairs and maintenance to existing septic/disposal systems, 
provided that repairs and maintenance do not expand the capacity of the system and increase flows of wastewater.” 
The prohibition does not allow for any new discharges, except as mentioned above those projects identified on table 
4-zz. An expansion of existing development may be authorized provided the proposal does not include a new 
discharge of sanitary waste. For residential occupancies, any increase in the number of existing bedrooms or 
plumbing drainage fixture units is considered a new discharge of sanitary waste. For nonresidential occupancies, 
any increase in the number of drainage fixture units, or intensity of use per the Malibu Plumbing Code, either 
voluntary or due to code compliance, is considered a new discharge of sanitary waste. The number of pre-existing 
bedrooms and/or drainage fixture units shall be demonstrated by the applicant using evidence of approved 
construction permits, or, in cases where the permit record is unclear, by record drawings certified (wet signed and 
stamped) by a licensed architect or civil engineer. Existing wastewater flows shall not be increased or exceed the 
capacity of the existing OWTS. Projects that do not involve a new waste discharge will be reviewed utilizing the 
same criteria as applied to projects outside the prohibition area. 
 

http://www.malibucity.org/�
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/press_room/announcements/Public-Hearing-Malibu/Malibu_Final_Resolution_Docs/3.%20RESOLUTION.pdf�
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/losangeles/press_room/announcements/Public-Hearing-Malibu/Malibu_Final_Resolution_Docs/3.%20RESOLUTION.pdf�
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PHASE III AREA 

VACANT LAND: Same policy as for Phase I & II vacant land. 
 
DEVELOPED PROPERTIES:  
Compliance with the bulleted items below shall demonstrate consistency with the Basin Plan Amendment and the 
protection of Public Health per the MOU. 
 
Residential 
Modification to existing residential structures may be allowed. Increases in the number of bedrooms and plumbing 
fixture units may be considered provided the following criteria are strictly adhered to: 

• The property owner shall sign an acknowledgement stating they have read and understand the provisions 
of the Basin Plan Amendment and the MOU.  

• All increased wastewater flows shall be limited to a maximum of 420 gallons per day or less as an 
estimated average residential flow. Flows shall be calculated utilizing United States Environmental 
Protection Agency mean daily per capita indoor use of 70 gal/persons/day.  For purposes of this 
calculation, the first bedroom shall have a two person occupancy; each additional bedroom shall have 
single person occupancy. A room shall be considered a bedroom if it provides privacy and is in close 
proximity to a bathroom with a bathtub and/or shower fixtures. 

• Existing OWTS with existing flows greater than 420 gallons per day may be considered provided the 
existing flow is not increased by the proposed modification.  

• Any new fixtures shall be water efficient and meet current state low flow standards. Every effort to 
maximize water efficiency must be implemented. 

• All expanded or new OWTS shall be designed to include filtration and disinfection to their existing or new 
OWTS in accordance with City regulations.  

• All applicable City reviews, approvals, and permits must be obtained for any required OWTS alteration, 
repair, or replacement. 

The City will consider the construction of a new replacement residential structure on a property where an existing 
residential structure will be demolished as an “existing residential structure”. 
 
Nonresidential  

• The property owner shall sign an acknowledgement stating they have read and understand the provisions 
of the Basin Plan Amendment and the MOU.  

• Existing wastewater flows shall not be increased or exceed the capacity of the existing OWTS. 
Engineering analysis of wastewater flows pre and post modification must be provided. 

• Any new fixtures must be water efficient and meet current state low flow standards. Every effort to 
maximize water efficiency must be implemented such as the replacement of existing fixtures with new 
water efficient fixtures. 

• All expanded or new OWTS shall be designed to include filtration and disinfection to their existing or new 
OWTS in accordance with City regulations. 

• All applicable City reviews, approvals, and permits must be obtained for any required OWTS alteration, 
repair, or replacement. 
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Date: ________________________________ 
 
___________________________________________________________________ 
PROPERTY OWNER NAME - PRINT 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
PROPERTY ADDRESS 
 
I/We, certify I/We are the property owner(s) of the above stated address and further attest that I/We have read and fully 
understand the provisions of the Water Quality Control Plan Los Angeles Region, Resolution No. R4-2009-007, a Basin Plan 
Amendment to prohibit On-Site Wastewater Disposal Systems in the Malibu Civic Center Area (Basin Plan Amendment), and 
I/We further attest that I/We have read and understand the provisions of the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between 
the City of Malibu and the Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region and State Water Resources Control 
Board regarding phased implementation of the Basin Plan Amendment prohibiting On-site Wastewater Disposal Systems in the 
Malibu Civic Center area (MOU). I/We further agree to abide by all requirements of both of these documents.  Having read and 
fully understanding both documents, I/We hereby agree to hold harmless the City of Malibu for any matters relating to the 
Basin Plan Amendment or the MOU. 
 
______________________________________________________                 ______________________ 
SIGNATURE         DATE 
 
   
 

ALL-PURPOSE ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
 
Pursuant to Civil Code Section 1181 
 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA   
County of Los Angeles   
 
On __________________________, before me, Notary Public, personally appeared  

_____________________________________, who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person 

whose name is subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his authorized 

capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument the person, or the entity upon behalf of which the person acted, 

executed the instrument. 

I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing paragraph is true and 

correct. 

 
WITNESS my hand and official seal. 
 
 
 
(Notary Public’s signature in and for said County and State)      (seal) 

} SS 

http://www.malibucity.org/�
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July 11, 2012  
 
VIA E-MAIL  
 
City of Malibu  
Attn: Bonnie Blue, Senior Planner 
23825 Stuart Ranch Road  
Malibu, CA 90265-4861 
bblue@malibucity.org 
 
Re:  Wishtoyo Foundation CEQA Public Scoping Comments for the City of 
Malibu’s Proposed Santa Monica College - Malibu Campus Project 
 
Dear Mrs. Danner and to whom it may concern with the City of Malibu: 

On behalf of the Wishtoyo Foundation (“Wishtoyo”), we submit the following 
CEQA scoping comments for the City of Malibu’s Proposed Santa Monica College - 
Malibu Campus Project (“Project”) and the Project’s Environmental Impact Report 
(“EIR”).  

Wishtoyo is a non-profit organization with over 700 members composed 
primarily of Chumash Native Americans, Los Angeles County residents, and Ventura 
County residents.  Wishtoyo’s mission is to preserve, protect, and restore Chumash 
culture, the culture of all Ventura County’s diverse communities, and the environment.  
Wishtoyo also shares traditional Chumash beliefs, cultural practices, songs, dances, 
stories, and value with the public to instill environmental awareness and responsibility for 
sustaining the health of our land, air, and water for the benefit of future generations. 

Wishtoyo opposes the Santa Monica College - Malibu Campus Project due to its 
foreseeable impacts on Chumash Native American cultural resources, the cultural 
resources of Malibu residents, and the water quality and ecological conditions of 
Malibu’s coastal waters. The Chuamsh cultural resources foreseeably impacted by the 
project include: Chumash village sites; Chumash burial sites; Chumash archeological 
remains, the Chumash natural cultural landscape consisting of undeveloped landscape 
that maintains its aesthetic and historical integrity, and Chumash natural cultural 
resources such as native plants, native wildlife, and marine life that have important 
religious and cultural significance to the Chumash Peoples.  
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Wishtoyo thus requests that the Project is not undertaken by the City. However, if 
the Project does proceed, Wishtoyo insists that all cultural and environmental impacts are 
mitigated to a less than significant impact. To best ensure Chumash Native American 
cultural resources impacted by the Project are identified, and that the Project’s impacts to 
Chumash cultural resources are satisfactorily mitigated to a less than significant effect as 
determined and informed by Chumash Peoples, if the project does proceed, Wishtoyo 
requests that extensive review of the Project’s impacts to Chumash Peoples is conducted. 
This review of the Project’s impacts to Chumash Peoples must include consultation with 
Chumash and Wishtoyo throughout every stage of the EIR process as required by CEQA, 
including during the archeological and cultural impact studies and surveys, and during 
the selection of mitigation measures.  
 
Thank you for your time and consideration in reviewing our concerns and requests. 
Please feel free to contact us with any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 

      
Mati Waiya        Luhui Isha  
Chumash Ceremonial Elder       Cultural Resources & Education Director 
Executive Director, Wishtoyo Foundation     Wishtoyo Foundation 
 
 

 
Jason Weiner 
Staff Attorney  
Wishtoyo Foundation  
 
 
 
cc:  Lisa Pope, City Clerk, lpope@malibucity.org  
      Desiree Jimenez, Deputy City Clerk, djimenez@malibucity.org  
 
 



From: Sally Benjamin [mailto:5pennies_benjamin@earthlink.net]  
Sent: Saturday, June 16, 2012 11:54 AM 
To: jparkerbozylinski@malibucity.org; jthorsen@ci.malibu.ca.us; 
LAWSON_RANDAL 
Cc: executiveoffice@bos.lacounty.gov 
Subject: Santa Monica Community College Scoping comments 
Importance: High 
	
   
June	
  16,	
  2012, 
	
   
Dear	
  Mr.	
  Lawson,	
  Ms.	
  Parker-­‐Bozylinski,	
  and	
  Mr.	
  Thorsen, 
	
   
I	
  am	
  a	
  local	
  resident	
  here	
  in	
  Malibu.	
  My	
  property	
  (3216	
  Colony	
  View	
  Circle)	
  is	
  
directly	
  above	
  the	
  proposed	
  site	
  for	
  the	
  Santa	
  Monica	
  Community	
  College	
  
extension.	
  It	
  is	
  being	
  proposed	
  in	
  the	
  LA	
  County	
  property	
  for	
  the	
  Sheriff	
  
station	
  which	
  is	
  now	
  vacant.	
  Please	
  find	
  my	
  comments	
  attached	
  to	
  this	
  e-­‐mail. 
	
   
I	
  also	
  have	
  2	
  additional;	
  comments/	
  concerns	
  to	
  make	
  on	
  this	
  project	
  which	
  are	
  
not	
  included	
  in	
  this	
  document.	
  I	
  have	
  already	
  mailed	
  the	
  document	
  to	
  Mr.	
  
Lawson	
  and	
  do	
  not	
  want	
  to	
  change	
  a	
  copy	
  he	
  will	
  be	
  receiving.	
  Therefore,	
  I	
  will	
  
present	
  them	
  here. 
For	
  the	
  sake	
  of	
  responding	
  to	
  all	
  of	
  my	
  comments	
  (in	
  my	
  letter	
  and	
  this	
  e-­‐mail)	
  
the	
  2	
  comments	
  below	
  would	
  be	
  number	
  11	
  &	
  number	
  12	
  respectfully.	
  I	
  have	
  
number	
  them	
  as	
  such. 
	
   
11.	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  There	
  is	
  a	
  tow	
  yard	
  on	
  the	
  property	
  which	
  is	
  an	
  important	
  service	
  for	
  
such	
  a	
  remote	
  location	
  as	
  Malibu.	
  This	
  is	
  a	
  very	
  important	
  service	
  to	
  be	
  
maintained	
  within	
  Malibu	
  due	
  to	
  its	
  remoteness.	
  If	
  this	
  service	
  is	
  displaced	
  
outside	
  of	
  Malibu,	
  where	
  are	
  cars	
  taken	
  to	
  when	
  removed	
  from	
  PCH	
  after	
  a	
  
traffic	
  accident?	
  How	
  long	
  will	
  it	
  take	
  the	
  service	
  to	
  return	
  into	
  Malibu	
  if	
  
relocated	
  in	
  a	
  location	
  on	
  	
  the	
  other	
  side	
  of	
  the	
  hill?	
  The	
  EIR	
  needs	
  to	
  address	
  
the	
  issue	
  of	
  relocating	
  the	
  tow	
  yard. 
12.	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  There	
  also	
  is	
  a	
  temporary	
  day	
  labor	
  area	
  where	
  Malibu	
  residents	
  obtain	
  
day	
  workers.	
  That	
  area	
  is	
  located	
  on	
  the	
  proposed	
  property	
  as	
  well.	
  This	
  
services	
  is	
  utilized	
  by	
  the	
  Malibu	
  citizens	
  and	
  is	
  equally	
  as	
  important.	
  Where	
  is	
  
that	
  being	
  relocated	
  to?	
  The	
  EIR	
  needs	
  to	
  address	
  this	
  issue	
  as	
  well. 
	
   
Since	
  these	
  items	
  address	
  relocation	
  of	
  services	
  on	
  the	
  proposed	
  site	
  I	
  suggest	
  
you	
  use	
  “relocation	
  of	
  services”	
  in	
  the	
  EIR. 
	
   



Thank	
  you	
  for	
  your	
  time	
  and	
  consideration	
  regarding	
  my	
  concerns	
  for	
  this	
  
project. 
	
   
Regards, 
	
   
Sally	
  Benjamin 
3216	
  Colony	
  View	
  Circle 
Malibu,	
  CA	
  



 

June 17, 2012 

Mr. Randal Lawson, Executive Vice President 
Santa Monica Community College District 
1900 Pico Boulevard 
Santa Monica, CA 90405 
 
Dear Mr. Lawson, 
 
I am writing to you concerning the proposed Santa Monica 
College – Malibu Campus. I am a local resident who lives directly 
above your proposed site. My address is 3216 Colony View Circle. 
Below are a few of my concerns for this project. 
 
1. The square footage for the proposed project (27,500 sq. ft) 

exceeds the square footage allowed in Measure S passed 
November 2, 2004. Measure S states, in material distributed for 
voters to read and understand Measure S, “site acquisition and 
improvements in Malibu for instructional facility of no more 
than 25,000 assignable square feet and field space.”1 This 
proposal building is 27,500 for educational facility including a 
5,700 square feet Community Sheriff Substation. This is 2,500 
sq. ft over what the voters approved in 2004.  

 The voters voted to build an educational building not to exceed 
25,000 sq ft. This is now a mixed use building; part of the 
building will be used by the LA County of Sheriffs. Can school 
bond money be used in this manner? Will the Sheriff 
Department pay rent to the SMCC? Will the Sheriff’s 
Department pay for their share of the building of this project? 
Will the Sheriff’s department pay their or some share of the 
utilities, sewer assessment, and property taxes? 

C H R I S  &  S A L L Y  B E N J A M I N  
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 What is the length of time the Sheriff’s Department has 
committed to being in and using this building? Does SMCC 
have the right to remove them from the premises for their use 
without discussion with the City of Malibu? The Malibu 
citizens understand that this would allow the Sheriff to have a 
much needed presence in Malibu. This wouldn’t be the case if 
SMCC grows and needs the space in the future and evicts the 
Sheriff’s Department for their own growth. 

 
2. The square footage of the project exceeds the County of Los 

Angeles Lease agreement.  Santa Monica Community College 
District Board of Trustees on October 4, 2011 was updated on 
the status of LA County property in Malibu Center. In that 
presentation it states that “April 19, 2011 the County of Los 
Angeles Board of Supervisors approved a request of the Chief 
Executive to negotiate the 25-year lease with the District (with 
14 five-year options to renew) of approximately 128,500 square 
feet of land at the Malibu Civic Center at 23555 Civic Center 
Way for construction of an educational facility of approximately 
20,000 square feet”. Under the County agreement the SMMC 
proposal is 2,500 square feet over (27,500 minus 25,000sq. ft. 
bond allowance). While one might say the above word 
“approximate” covers the 1,800 the square foot overage.  The 
facts here say otherwise. The presentation on October 4 states 
5,700 square feet for the Sheriff substation, which is exactly 
what is in the proposed project. Also at that presentation the 
approximately 128,500 square feet of land to be leased at 
Malibu Civic Center is exactly what is discussed in the SMCC 
Malibu proposal. The proposal is 1,800 sq. ft. over the 
agreement with the County of Los Angeles. 

 Los Angeles County understands that the bond for Measure S is 
for a 25,000 sq. foot building in their issuance of their lease to 
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SMCC. A 25,000 sq. ft building is to be built, the County would 
like 5,700 sq. ft. of that structure to be a Sheriff substation. That 
leaves 19,300 sq. ft. for an institutional structure. The usage of 
the word approximate would be correct when saying 
“approximately 20,000 sq. ft. as it is 700 sq. ft. from 20,000. 

 The calculation within the proposal based on FAR becomes 
mute due to the constraints of the square footage allowed by 
the bond. The bond allows 25,000 square foot of building. 
Another constraint on the property will be the disposal of waste 
water which also makes the FAR discussion in the proposal 
mute. 

3. The recreational space isn’t included in the square footage 
calculation of the facility and it should. Within the proposal 
there is discussion about an outdoor recreational space where 
outdoor educational activities would occur. The proposal does 
not define a square footage for this space, it should. Nor can 
one find it in the discussion with the LA County on the lease of 
the property. The plans for this space are to be used for 
classroom activities and public event/activity space. The 
Measure S allows for the acquisition of field space; not stating 
the size of such space. SMCC has all intentions of using the 
space for educational purposes therefore it should be included I 
the square footage calculation. The square footage of the 
instructional facility proposal is actually bigger than what is 
being stated. It is the building PLUS the field space (lawn area) 
planning to be used for educational purposes. 

4. The proposal isn’t congruent with the LA County lease 
agreement regarding public usage. The proposal states that 
some classrooms will be available for a fee; the flexible art 
studio, the 100 seat lecture hall (for small events) and the 
recreational space (community events). In agreement with the 
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County of LA lease agreement and information given to the 
Board of Trustee SMCC District on October 4, 2011 states “the 
property will be restricted for the use only for public 
educational and /or governmental purposes compatible with 
existing Civic Center uses and such other purposes as are 
approved by the County.” The proposal is suggesting to the 
public they will be able to utilize the facility (for a fee) and yet 
the LA County lease clearly has restrictions on its usage. 

Nowhere in the LA County lease agreement does it mention a 
usage fee to be paid by the public and yet within the SMCC 
proposal the public will have to pay fees to use the classrooms. 

 While Emeritus classes were discussed at the meeting, staff 
members were not able to articulate what would be available to 
the public and if classrooms would be available for meetings by 
the public. There is a need within Malibu for meeting space of 
various groups. What does LA County means by “restricted use 
only for public educations and/or governmental purposes? 
Who and what type of groups can use the facilities? What are 
the fees that SMCC intends to collect? Does LA County know 
about the fees and agree with the arrangement? 

5. Parking around the Helipad blocks access by emergency 
vehicles; ambulance, paramedics, fire trucks. At the present 
time there are no parking spaces next to the Helipad. In the 
proposal there are 5 parking spaces in the front of the helipad. 
When a helicopter arrives there are ambulances, sheriff cars, 
paramedics staged with individual (s) who are in need of 
emergency medical transportation. With the current proposal 
the emergency personnel and vehicles will not be able to get to 
and around the helicopter pad in an efficient manner when the 
event occurs during classroom hours. Discussion with 
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emergency personnel (fire, ambulances and Sheriff) on access 
needs to occur. 

6. Noise abatement when the institutional facility exists, during 
construction and demolition should be included in an EIR.  
SMCC must remember at the proposed location they are in a 
valley (lower ground), with hills surrounding it. Sound travels 
up and out in a wave form. Construction, demolition, outdoor 
activities and parking lot noise will be heard at my home and 
many others in the area. Hours on construction will conform to 
City code. People talking out in the parking lot, proposed 
classes or sports out in the lawn area (field space) will be all 
heard at the homes above this property. SMCC should also 
meet with the home owners on the hills to discuss noise levels, 
traffic and lights.  

7. Traffic projections and traffic light sequencing should be 
calculated for the school as well as the cumulative amount 
which will occur from all of the development with the Civic 
Center. Due to the wastewater treatment plant to be built, much 
currently undeveloped land is being developed which will 
bring additional traffic to a confined area. SMCC is only one 
project planned for this area which will bring additional cars, 
smog, and congestion. While SMCC talks about serving Malibu 
students and citizens, it is clear from the discussion and the 
proposal SMCC intends to draw student from outside of 
Malibu to this facility. SMCC needs to project the number of 
student from Malibu and in the valley; Agoura, Calabasas, 
Woodland Hills, Thousand Oaks, Simi Valley, and Moore Park 
etc. SMCC should be able to review where student are traveling 
from to attend SMCC (Santa Monica Campus). The calculations 
should be based on current numbers of Malibu students and 
valley student at SMCC not statistics when a campus existed in 
Malibu back in 1970 and 1980’s. Additional information and 
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plans should be provided in mitigating the number of cars 
brought into the area. Like local area buses from the Valley, 
Santa Monica and western part of Malibu. 

8. Parking appears to be insufficient for the proposal at hand. 
The presenters at the EIR May 17, 2012 were not able to 
comment on the parking needs of the sheriff and did say there 
wasn’t any parking allowed for them. As a substation they need 
parking period! Sheriff’s drive vehicles and will need a place to 
park them when using the building and for public use related 
to sheriff needs. Work with the County Sheriff to determine the 
number of parking spaces needed. 

The discussion of attendance at the scoping meeting in May 
2012 and the proposal don’t agree. The proposal states 210 
student, at the scoping meeting it was 300 -500 students. 
Student population affects traffic and parking needs. Parking at 
this site if limited; it is misleading to the public and the City 
when parking needs are not clearly evaluated. This project has 
necessary parking and flexible parking. Each should be used to 
determine parking needs for this project as well as traffic 
impact. 

Necessary Parking  

 Sheriff: 

• Administrative staff 

• Sheriff extra car 

• Some number of Sheriff’s in building working 

 SMCC: 

•  Administrative staff (proposal states 12 FTE) 

Flexible Parking 
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 Sheriff: 

• Public using the Sheriff facilities  

• Variable number of Sheriff’s in the building 

 SMCC : 

• It the classroom total capacity  

• Student enrollment projects from Malibu & 
commuting to this facility. 

9. Lights and lighting effects in the area should also be part of 
the EIR. Since this area isn’t developed, there is allot of wildlife; 
coyotes, raccoons, possum, hawks and many are nocturnal 
animals (active at night). Lighting will affect their habitats and 
the enjoyment the citizens have with them. Night lights for 
parking lots will take away our night black skies. Lights will 
affect the neighbors! This items needs to be included in the EIR. 

10.  SMCC ability to pay higher property taxes in the future due 
to the sewer assessment. The State of CA is under great 
economic strain as it can’t balance the budget, there are 
shortfalls everywhere. There will be no quick fix for this budget 
problem; this deficit will be with the State for many years. The 
wastewater treatment facility being proposed for the Civic 
Center area doesn’t have an exact price tag at the moment. $50 
million dollars is being tossed around just to build the facility 
(one needs to think of that cost increasing in the future).This 
figure doesn’t include the EIR fees and other costs the City has 
already incurred which will be added to the assessment. The 
property owners (that would be SMCC in this case) pay for 
their own connection to the sewer line and all future 
maintenance of the line on the owner’s property. SMCC is 
responsible for upgrading the sewer lines for the other County 
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properties on this site how will the sewer assessment be 
allocated to SMCC and the Sheriff substation and the other 
County properties? Where are the funds coming from for 
SMCC pay for the additional sewer assessment fees to be 
placed on this property in the future? 

 
I want to thank you for your time and careful considerations of the 
stated concerns. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Sally Benjamin 
 
 
 
 
1. http://www.smartvoter.org/2004/11/02/ca/la/meas/S/ 
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V. ENVIRONMENTAL tMPACT ANALYSIS 
K. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

section is based on the Circulation the lvlalibu La Paz Project 

by Kaku Associates, December 2004. The Traffic Study is contained in 

base assumptions, technical methodologies. and 

as part of the study approach. 

The Traffic Study analyzes potential traftic impacts on the street system based on 

assumed completion of the Proposed Project in 2007. The includes an analysis of the following 

traffic scenarios: 

~="'-!.1:~""-"="-'""-'-'-"-'-"'-"'-"--'J.- The analysis of 
remainder of the study. The existing conditions 

traffic volumes. and operating conditions. 

traffic conditions intends to provide a basis for the 

includes an assessment of streets and highways, 

~'-"=="'-'-'"-""=:::....==-o.:~=-'~~~ - Future traffic conditions without the Proposed Project are projected 
for the year 2007. This analysis forecasts future traftic and estimates operating conditions that 

would be expected without the addition of traftic by the year 2007. 

Tratlic to be generated by the Proposed Project is 

added to the Cumulative Base traffic forecasts These traftk projections are used to identify potential 
impacts of the operating conditions in the year 2007. 

Existing Street System 

A comprehensive data collection effort undertaken to develop a detailed description of existing 

conditions within the study area. The assessment of relevant to this study includes an 

inventory of the street the traffic volumes on these facilities, operating conditions at key 
and the current transit services the area. 

The 

described 
of Malibu identified the 

Kanan Dume Road & Pacific Coast I 

2. ~1alibu Road & PCH 

fSCII 

IPCI!l 

to be analyzed for each of the scenarios 

Page VK-1 



3. Webb & PCH 

4. Cross Creek Road & PCI I 

5. 

6. 

Road & PCH 

Boulevard & PCH 

8. Webb Way & Civic Center 

9. Cross Creek Road & Civic Center 

January 2008 

V.K-1 illustrates the locations of the nine intersections. As shown, the major roadways 

PCH are included in the area in addition to the intersections adjacent to the Project Site. 

a of Malibu Canyon Road, between the 

Hughes Research Lab and Piuma Road or the Civic Center 

PCH provides the primary access to the Site. The following briefly describes the major 

streets serving the project study area: 

"-"""'-'-"'-"-~=~~.!.!..!C"'-'-..L!....~.!.L- PCH a state route {SR-1) that travels in an east-west direction adjacent 

to the Project Site. PCH provides four travel lanes in the of the Project Site. PCH, traveling east 

to Sama Monica. becomes the Santa Monica Free\\ ay (1-l ())and provides service to the Los Angeles area. 

The average traffic on PC!! ranges from 68.000 vehicles at the junction east of Topanga Canyon to 

27.500 vehicles at the junction west oJ Trancas on with 50,000 vehicles between Cross Creek 

Road and Webb Way. 1 The posted between 45 and 55 miles per hour. PCH is a designated 

route in Los Angeles County's Plan (CMP). 

Kanan Dume Road - Kanan Dume Road is a north-south road that provides two travel lanes within the 

City of Malibu and four travel lanes north of the up to the Ventura Freeway. Kanan Dume 

Road provides regional access from the Santa Monica Mountain area to the Malibu area. The speed limit 

is generally 50 miles per hour. 

Malibu Road 

lanes across the Santa Monica Mountains 

Malibu Canyon Road provides four travel 

the morning peak period from 6 a.m. to 

Civic Center are prohibited in order to 

limit is 45 miles per hour. 

~=--'-'~ - Webb 

and Malibu Road. Webb 

Caltrans. 2003 

/.a Paz 

Final 

is a north-south 

r'X'If 

north-south road that generally provides two travels 

Road near Mulholland Highway. 

bctvveen Civic Center Way and PCH. On the weekdays 

a.m .. southbound left-turns from Malibu Canyon Road to 

it "'/" traffic through the Civic Center area. The posted 

tYvo travel lanes between Civic Center Way 

Malibu Civic Center and the Malibu Colony area. 

!131 j 
V K Transportation/Circulation 
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City of Malibu January 2008 

CMP Significant Traffic Impact Criteria 

The LACMTA has established CMP TIA significance criteri a indicating that a significant impact occurs 

when the Proposed Project's traffic increases demand at a CMP freeway facility or arterial monitoring 

location by two percent of capacity (i .e .. VIC increase =:: 0.02). causing the location to operate at LOS F 

( V /C > 1.00). Under this criterion, a project would not be considered to have a significant impact if the 

analyzed facility is operating at LOS E or better after the addition of project traffic. If the facility is 

operating at LOS F with project traffic, however. and the incremental change in the V/C ratio caused by 

the project is 0.02 or greater, the project would be considered to have a significant impact. 

The arterial intersection levels of service (LOS) were determined using standards established by the 

LACMTA indicating that the volume-to-capac it y (VIC) raii o should be computed using a capacity of 

1,600 per intersection plus 0.10 for vehicle clearance as well as the LOS definitions provided in Table 

V.K-1. 

CMP Arterial Intersection Ana(l'Sis 

The Cumulative Plus Project weekday scenario was used to conduct the CMP arterial analysis. The 

results of the CMP impact analysis summarized in Table V .K-1 I indicate that the Proposed Project would 

not have a significant impact at any of the CMP arteri a l intersections analyzed. 

Table V.K-11 

CMP Arterial Intersection Analysis 

B 0.004 

f) 0.017 

F 

'i(mrn: 1\uJ.u :1 

Parking 

The Proposed Project would include approximate ly 609 parking spaces. which includes 346 spaces within 

Parcel A, 197 spaces on Parcel B, and 66 spaces on Parcel C. The number of parking spaces proposed is 

consistent with the minimum number of parking spaces required by the zoning code. Therefore, the 

La Paz Development Agreement 

Final Environmental Impact Report (SCH No. 20030 J I I 3 J) 

V K. Transportation/Circulation 
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Proposed Project would 

a detailed discussion of the 

CUMULATIVE IMP ACTS 

The analysis of traffic impacts considers the 

the project with respect to related 

January 2008 

would be less than significant. (For 

Land Use). 

growth in the region as well as 

Consequently, impacts of cumulative 

are already incorporated into the traffic model. In the absence of the Proposed Project, conditions 

at study intersections would decline in the level of service. The morning peak period would result in an 

LOS D or worse at two of the nine hour (Malibu Canyon Road & 

PCH and Boulevard & intersections is already operating at LOS D 

or worse during the morning peak period Boulevard & PCH). The afternoon peak 

period would result in an LOS D or worse at seven of the nine analyzed intersections (Malibu Canyon 

Road & PCH, Webb Way & PCH, Cross Creek Road & POL Las Flores Canyon Road & PCH, Topanga 

Canyon Boulevard & PCH, Malibu Canyon Road & Center Way. and Webb Way & Civic Center 

\Vay). Four of these intersections are at LOS D or worse conditions during the 

atternoon peak period (Malibu Canyon Road & PCli. Webb \Vay & PCH. Cross Creek Road & PCH, and 

Topanga Canyon Boulevard & PCH). 

Cumulative impacts to traffic around the area. both the Proposed Project and related 

projects. are expected to be significant at five or the nine intersections analyzed prior to mitigation 

measure implementation. Mitigation measures for future which contribute to cumulative traffic 

growth at the study intersections shall be all related projects in coordination with the 

appropriate agency. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation measures have been identified for each of the intersections potentially impacted by the 

addition of project traffic from the Proposed The development of mitigation measures was 

feasible. and could be implemented without the 

of additional satisfy these criteria and are 

l. - Mitigating at the intersection of Webb Way & PCH would 

entail re-striping/widening Webb Way between PCH and Civic Center Way to provide a six-lane 

cross-section with three lanes in each direction. The northbound departure currently provides two 

travel lanes and widening along the side of Webb north of PCH would be necessary to 

accommodate the additional northbound lane. The 

cross-section would increase the 

potential for overflow conditions. 

The addition of dual lett turn lanes to the eastbound 

would entail the raised median. The 

of Webb Way to provide a six-lane 

in an effort to minimize the 

on PCH is also recommended; this 

travel lanes on PCH at this 

V K Transportation/Circulation 
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2. 

intersection are substandard (i.e .. less 

traveled way with substandard 

through two 10-foot 

west of the intersection 

standard width lanes with this 

Additionally. a shall be 

2008 

This mitigation can fit within the 

than 12 feet); the resulting lane 

I 1- and 10- toot left tum lane, one ll-foot 

I lane. Shifting the east and 

the eastbound dual left turns from PCH onto 

Webb Way, so that motorists who wish to make a subsequent tum onto east bound Civic 

Center Way would be directed to the .. Number r left turn lane. The sign may have to be 

mounted overhead. 

traffic on the intersection of Cross Creek Road 

& PCH could be mitigated by the addition of a right-turn lane westbound on PCH. This 

mitigation would improve the traffic movement \Nestbound PCH. 

Sufficient right-of-way exists on PCH to accommodate the proposed westbound right-tum lane at 

Cross Creek Road. The existing however. is not centered within the existing right-of-

way. In order to implement a new westbound right-tum lane at this location, the roadway 

centerline must be shifted to the south as PCH passes through the Cross Creek Road intersection. 

The mitigation would result in the loss of 12 on-street parking spaces on the 

shoulder of the south side of PCH \vest of Cross Creek Road. It would also result in a sub­

standard 11-foot left-tum lane on PCH east of Cross Creek Road. which would require Caltrans 

approval. If Caltrans does not approve of non-standard narrower lane widths, then roadway 

widening on the south side of PCH on the and departure legs would allow the standard 

width lanes for this mitigation measure. 

3. the project impact would entail installing a new 

traffic signal and widening Webb Way a six-lane cross section south of the intersection of 

Civic Center Way. The northbound and the eastbound approach would each be re-

striped to include one left-turn lane. one lane. and one right-tum lane. The southbound 

approach would be widened to one lett-turn lane and one shared through/right lane. 

Widening the east side of Webb Way between PCH and Civic Center Way would be necessary 

for the proposed six-lane cross section. Results of this warrant are provided in the project 

traffic study Appendix G). 

No feasible measures have been identilied for the intersections and road segments: 

Intersections 

• ~""-'-'"-"'-.=:.='"-'.,L~~~=-"=--'--"'~ - No 
Because PCH is currently built-out 

acquiring additional 

No. 20031J I I 

has been identified for this intersection. 

can be implemented without 

constraints. no feasible mitigation measures 
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• 

lvialibu 

were identified for Malibu 

identified as feasible. 

intersection. While a physically feasible 

considerations preventing 

Cross Creek Road Improvement 

Creek Road will be stop-controlled and 

January 2008 

t\o was identified for this 

to a 

for this intersection, there are 

The Malibu City Council adopted the 

under which the intersection of Cross 

lane on all approaches. Providing 

additional traffic capacity at this intersection considered to be undesirable by the City CounciL 

• - No feasible 

This two-lane segment of Malibu Canyon Road 

is designated as a major highway on the Los County Master Plan of Highways, with a 

standard 100-foot right-of-way. The acwal on this segment of Malibu Canyon Road 

is predominantly 80 feet. Because the is located on the wall of a steep canyon between 

Malibu Creek and the adjacent mountainside. conditions in this area limit the potential 

for capacity enhancements (i.e., widening to f(1ur For these reasons, no feasible mitigation 

measures have been identified. 

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

The results of the analysis presented in Table V.K-9 indicates that the identified feasible mitigation 

improvements would mitigate project impacts at three of the five intersection locations identified in the 

analysis for the weekday cumulative plus project conditions. These intersections include: Webb Way and 

PCH. Cross Creek Road and PCH. and Webb and Civic Center Way. Significant and unavoidable 

traffic impacts would still remain at the following two intersection locations: (I) Malibu Canyon Road & 

PCH during the weekday a.m. and p.m. periods. and 

the weekday p.m. period. 

As indicated in Table V.K-10, the proposed 

significant impacts at the intersections of Webb 

Saturday midday cumulative plus project conditions. 

No feasible mitigation measures are available for 

the Hughes Research Lab and Piuma Road. 

remain significant and unavoidable. 

In the event the proje~t is approved despite the 

a statement oT considerations II 

(SCI! :Vo 

Cross Creek Road and Civic Center Way during 

would also be effective in mitigating the 

PCH and Cross Creek Road at PCH during the 

of Malibu Canyon Road between 

to this roadway segment would 

and unavoidable traffic impacts identified 

to be by the decision makers. 
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Steve	
  Uhring	
  
23722	
  Harbor	
  Vista	
  Drive	
  
Malibu,	
  Calif.	
  	
  90265	
  

 

June	
  17,	
  2012	
  

Mr.	
  Randal	
  Lawson,	
  Executive	
  Vice	
  President	
  
Santa	
  Monica	
  Community	
  College	
  District	
  
1900	
  Pico	
  Boulevard	
  
Santa	
  Monica,	
  CA	
  90405	
  
	
  
Dear	
  Mr.	
  Lawson,	
  

The	
  following	
  questions/comments	
  are	
  submitted	
  to	
  be	
  considered	
  for	
  the	
  EIR	
  being	
  completed	
  
for	
  the	
  proposed	
  Santa	
  Monica	
  College	
  Malibu	
  Campus.	
  

1) What	
  are	
  the	
  operating	
  hours	
  of	
  the	
  College	
  at	
  opening	
  and	
  when	
  it	
  is	
  fully	
  operational?	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  2)	
   What	
  is	
  the	
  proposed	
  length	
  of	
  a	
  classroom	
  session?	
  	
  	
  For	
  example	
  if	
  the	
  first	
  classes	
  
	
   begin	
  at	
  9	
  AM.	
  Will	
  they	
  end	
  at	
  10	
  AM,	
  10:30	
  am	
  or	
  some	
  other	
  time?	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  3)	
   Please	
  identify	
  the	
  maximum	
  number	
  of	
  students	
  that	
  the	
  College	
  can	
  accept	
  for	
  classes	
  
	
   in	
  any	
  one	
  day	
  	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  4)	
   Of	
  the	
  maximum	
  number	
  of	
  students	
  the	
  college	
  can	
  accommodate	
  in	
  one	
  day,	
  how	
  
	
   many	
  are	
  projected	
  to	
  be	
  residents	
  of	
  Malibu.	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  5)	
   How	
  many	
  parking	
  spaces	
  are	
  being	
  provided	
  by	
  the	
  College?	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  6)	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Assuming	
  you	
  are	
  operating	
  at	
  peak	
  student	
  capacity,	
  how	
  many	
  students	
  will	
  be	
  
	
   required	
  to	
  park	
  in	
  parking	
  areas	
  that	
  are	
  not	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  college	
  facility.	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  7)	
   My	
  experience	
  has	
  been	
  that	
  some	
  commuters	
  will	
  remain	
  in	
  the	
  area	
  after	
  the	
  class	
  is	
  	
  
	
   	
   over,	
  either	
  to	
  get	
  lunch	
  or	
  to	
  get	
  together	
  as	
  a	
  study	
  group.	
  What	
  is	
  your	
  experience	
  	
  
	
   	
   with	
  the	
  number	
  of	
  students	
  who	
  will	
  remain	
  for	
  some	
  reason	
  after	
  their	
  class	
  has	
  	
  
	
   	
   ended	
  and	
  how	
  is	
  this	
  factored	
  into	
  your	
  need	
  for	
  parking	
  spaces?	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  8)	
   Where	
  to	
  you	
  propose	
  to	
  place	
  the	
  interpretive	
  center	
  mentioned	
  in	
  your	
  mailed	
  
	
   information	
  flyer.	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  9)	
   How	
  many	
  additional	
  people	
  do	
  you	
  expect	
  this	
  interpretive	
  center	
  to	
  draw	
  into	
  the	
  
	
   Civic	
  Center	
  on	
  any	
  given	
  day?	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  10)	
   Where	
  will	
  the	
  people	
  visiting	
  the	
  interpretive	
  center	
  park?	
  



Steve	
  Uhring	
  
23722	
  Harbor	
  Vista	
  Drive	
  
Malibu,	
  Calif.	
  	
  90265	
  

	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  11)	
   Once	
  the	
  college	
  is	
  fully	
  operational	
  and	
  teaching	
  the	
  maximum	
  number	
  of	
  students,	
  
	
   how	
  many	
  gallons	
  of	
  additional	
  wastewater	
  will	
  be	
  generated	
  over	
  and	
  above	
  what	
  this	
  
	
   space	
  is	
  generating	
  today?	
  

Thank	
  you	
  for	
  this	
  opportunity	
  to	
  comment.	
  

Steve	
  Uhring	
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